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ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN

ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN ATTORNEY AT LAW, LTD.
3315 Russell Road, No. 222
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Attorneys for Respondent

/s/ Cynthia Kelley
An Employee of Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP
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JOHN HOUSTON SCOTT
ScoTrT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715, San Francisco, CA 94109
Tel.; (415} 561-9601 = E-MAIL: john{@scottlawfirm.net

EDUCATION:

BAR MEMBERSHIP:

EXPERIENCE:

2002 - PRESENT

1995 - 2002

1985 - 1995

Golden Gate University
San Francisco, California
I1.D., 1976

University of California, Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, California
B.A., Religious Studies, 1970

Supreme Court of the State of California

Supreme Court of the United States of America

United States Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuif

United States District Court, Northern District of California
United States District Court, Southern District of California
United States District Court, Bastern District of California
United States District Court, Central District of California

ScoTT LAw FIRM
1388 SUTTER STREET, SUITE 715
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

In 2003 Liza de Vries joined the firm and we have focused on
complex civil rights and elder financial abuse litigation,

PRENTICE & SCOTT
433 TURK STREET
SANFRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Partner and founder of small general practice firm with emphasis on civil-
rights litigation.

LAaw OFFICE OF JOEN HOUSTON SCOTT
433 TURK STREET
SaN FrRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Private practice with emphasis in civil-rights litigation,
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1978 -1984

REPORTED
DECISIONS:

MAJOR
ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

001752

COLE AND SCOTT
2256 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FrRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Partner and founder of small general practice firm with emphasis on civil-
rights litigation.

{Attached)

Co-Counsel with the Regional Counsel for the NAACP, Western
Region, representing Plaintiffs in major civil-rights litigation
against the City of Richmond, White v. City of Richmond, 713
F.2d 458(9th Cir, 1983); 599 F. Supp. 127 (N.D, Cal. 1982) and
Roman v. City of Richmond, 570 F. Supp. 1544 and 570 . Supp.
1554 (N.D. Cal. 1983). In June 1983 that litigation culminated in a
$3million dollar jury verdict arising out of a pattern and practice/
wrongful death case. As aresult of this litigation significant
reforms were implemented in the Richmond Police Department
and the Chief of Police resigned.

In Estate of Adams v. Gomez, N.ID, Cal No. C 95-0701 WHO the
plaintiffs brought a lawsuit claiming that the shooting death of an
inmate at San Quentin State Prison resufted from the
implementation of en uncenstitutional shooting policy. In
November 1998 a federal jury retumed a $2.3 million dollar
verdict against three defendants including $1.5 million dollars in
punitive damages against the former Dircctor of the Department of
Corrections. Shortly after the verdict the Department of
Corrections significantly changed its shooting policy resulting in
the number of shootings and shooting deaths to drop dramatically.

1 was co-counsel with John Burris and James Chanin in the
Oakland “Riders” litigation (Delphine Allen, et. al. v, City of
Oakland, et al., N.D. Cal. No, 00-4599 THE), where we
represented 119 victims of a cadre of corrupt OPD officers who
subjected numerous citizens, most of them African-Amerncan, to
violations of their civil-ights. In 2003, after over two years of
litigation, the City of Oakland agreed fo a monetary settlement in
excess of ten million dollars and a consent decree intended to
substantially reform the OPD’s Internal Affairs Division and the
manner in which the OPD monitors and supervises its officers.

References available wpon request -- revised May 2013
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Estate of Imrie v. Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transp. Dist., 282 T-.Supp. 2d 1145 (N.D. Cal. 2003)
Laurie (). v. Contra Costa County, 304 I.Supp.2d 1185 (N.D. Cal. 2004)
Tennison v. City and County of San Francisco, 548 T-.3d 1293 (5th Cir, 2008}
Antoine v. County of Sacramento, 583 F.Supp.2d 1174 (E.D. Cal. 2008) |
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Flamnery v. Califorria Highway Patrol, 61 Cal.App.4th 629 (1998)
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Scott Law Firm

1388 Sutter Street, Snite 715 San Francizeo, CA 94109 (415) 561-9600

John Scott's Hours re: Mary Bryan and Army Hairr

3/16/2015
4/0/2015
4/10/2015
411512015
4/20/2015
5/13/2015
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6/18/2015
6222015
71472015
7/2012015
742112015
8132015
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10172015
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10/202015
16232015
10/252015
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10/28/2015
10/30/2015
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11/0212015
11/03/2015
11/04/2015
11/05/2015
11/08/2015
11072015

13082015
19410/2015
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JHS
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JHS
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JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHE
JHS
JHS

JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS

Telephone conference with Allen Lichtenstaln ra possible assoclation,

Telaphone conferanca with Ailsn Lichtenstedn re potenilal fee agraemant

Rewlew pleadings.

Emadl from Allen Lichtensteln re fea agraemant.

Telephone conferenca with Allen Lichtenstaln re background and history of case.
Association of counsel,

Telephona conferanca with Allen Lichtenstein.

Talaphone corference with Allen Lichtensteln re inifie! disclosures.

Review initie] disclosures.

Emait re scheduling of depoasltions.

Emall ra scheduling of depositions.

Review Joint Case Conference Reporl.

.Tetaphona confarence with Allen Lichtenstein re; scheduling depcslticns

Telephone confarence with Allen Lichtensteln re: scheduling depositions,

Email re deposition schedule,

Email re deposition scheduls,

Emall re deposiion schedule.

Talaphone conference with Allen Lichtenstein re: discovery and depositions.
Tslaphone confarence with Allen Lichtensteln review documents

Telaphone confsrance with Allan Lichtenetein re statutes and regulations.
Telsphone confarence with ABan Lichtensteln re school district and paralled itigation.
Obtain information and imelines from dlents.

Emall - confirm deposttions; prep for deposltions.

Telaphune conferanca with Alisr Lichtanstetn; emall from Allen; prep for Winn. deposition.
Emalls with Allen Lichtanstaln; travel to Les Viegas; for depositlania.

Prap for dsposttions; talephona conference with cilents; meet with Allan.

Prep for depoaition; deposition of Warren MeKay; confer with Allen Licktenstein.
Prap for deposifion; daposition of Chend Winn; confar with Allen Lichtenstein; return to
Tetephone canference with Alen Lichtenstelr; obtain informatlon from clfenta.
Emaile rer estilamernd palantlel and strategy.

Telaphone conferenca with Alan Lichtsnstsin; smile from clients re verdicls In similar ceses.
Raview and ravise timalina.

Talsphone confarence with Allen Lichianstsin re diacovery responsas.
Raview draft of discovery responsas; telephons confarance with Allen Lichtensbeln.

0.50
0.30
130
0.20
.80
0.20
0.30
0.50
0.70
0.20
.20
G¢.30
040
0.20
0.20
020
0.20
0.80
230
0.50
0.40
1.50
1.80

3.50
5.20
6.50
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130
0.40
Q.70
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.30
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¥/ 12015 I MUMKe aMAIS e QIECOVATY MEBpONsss; teiephone carersnce with Allen Lichlenstein, .60
1111212015 JHS Telephone conferercs with Allen Lichtenstaln and amail re achaduling depoations and strategy. 0.50
11/13R2015 JHS Tetephona conferenss with Atlen Lichtensteln and amail ra protactive ordar re medical records. 0,30
1115620156 JHS Summartze Winn daposition; emall to Allen Lichtenatain. 4.40
11/18/2015 JHS Telephone confaranca with Allen Uehtanatsin. 0.50
111192015 JHS Email re scheduling of Ethan’s and Wolan's depostions. 0.20
1112042015 JHS Stipulation re expent discovery. ) 020
111242015 JHS Telephona confarence with Allsn Lichtenalein. 0.20
114362015 JHS Revlaw transeript of Wilght deposition end responsas to discovary requests. 3.20
12/012015 JHS Telephona confarence with Allen Uchtanetain. 0,20
1210272015 JHS Email m scheduling of depasilions; lelaphone conference with Allan Lichisnsteln. 0.30
12/03/2015 JH3 Notlce depositions, 0.40
12/04/2015 JHE Telaphona confersnca with Allen Lichisnsiain. 0,50
120772015 JHS Requesl def'e counsel fo include me in emalls. 0.20
12/08/2015 JHS Emails re diacovery lasuss. 0.20
121102015 JHS Schadule depositions of Connor and Danta. 0.20
121112015 JHS Telaphone cerference with Allen Lichisnatain, 0.20
1211572015 JHE Emalls re depositions of rexting doctors and plaintiffs . 0.2¢
12720/2015 JHE Tslephonse corderence with Allen Lichtenstein, 0.30
1272212015 JHS Telephone conferance with Allen Lichtenstein. 0.20
12242015 JHS Emall re demapge calculsion dlapute; lstephone conference with Allen Lichtenstsin 0.50
12/28/2015 JHS Revlaw slipulation re discovery disputs. .20
010472016 JHS Telaphone conference with Allen Lichtensteln. .20
DUOS20M18  JHS Review deposition of Nolan Hairr; telephone conference with Allen Lichtenstain. 280
010826 JHS Consult with Aflan Uchtensteln re discovary dispute re medical records. 0.50
01/08/2018 JHS Telaphone confersnce with Allen Lichtensteln re discovery matters, 0.30
011172018 JHS Multiple emalla re scheduling of deposltion and dlscovery lesues and motion o compel. 0.60
01/132018 JHE Multiple emalls re matlan to compal damege catcuration, 0.30
01/14/2016 JHS Telaphone conference with Allan Lichtansteln and emails re dlacovery leaues. 050
01/18/2018 JHS Multiple emalls re discovary [ssues; telephone conferance with Allen Lichtenstein re upcoming dapasitions; 230
revlew deposttions of Cormoer and Dants.
D1/20/2M8 JHS Review rasponse to motlon to compel; legal research; prep for depostilans. A.50
0172172018 JH3 Emalle regending schaduling of deposlitions; prap for depoattions. .00
01/22/2018  JHS Multiple emals; talephone conferenace with Allen Lichtenstein; prap for depositions. 4.80
01/24/2018  JHS Travel {o Las Vegas; meat with Allen L and clients; prep for depasliians. 9.40
04725/2016 JHS Prep for depositions; depozition of Leonard DePlezza; meet with Allen Lichtsnstaln. B30
D1/28/2018  JHS Prep for depoahions; deposilion of Roberl Beasley: mest with Allen Lichlenalain. 150
o127:2016  JHS Prap for deposiilons; deposilian of John Halpin; mest with Aller Lizhienstein. 8.50
01/28/2016  JHB Prap for daposition; deposttion of Andra Long; maat with Allen Lichlanatsin; trave! to SF, 2.50
Q1f20/2017 JHS Telaphone confarenca with Allan Lichitsnatain; review supplementsi disclosuraa 0.50
02/01/2016  JHS Multiple amalts; telephone conference with Allan Lichtenstein. 0.0
02/02/201€ JHS Multiple amalis; reviaw information from cllants; telephona conferancs with Allen Uchtenslsin 1.20
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021272018
02Ma/2018
02117/2016
02/22/2018
02/24/2016
02/25/2016
02/26/2016
03/02/2016
03032018
o706
03/0872018
03/08/2016
0311072018
0311/2016
03114/2016
031572016
03/16/2018
D3/17/2016
031612016
03/21/2018

02/24/2016

0262016
03/28/2016
03/20/2018
032018
03/31/12016
G40172018
04/02/2018
04/11/2016
04/13/2018
04/19/2016
04/21/12018
04/26/2018
05/04/2016
05/05/2018
05/06/2018
05/08/2018
05/10/2018
051372018
06/17/2018
05/18/2016
ori25/2048

Jreo
JHE

JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHB
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS

JHS

JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHB
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS

1 8PNONE CONMErSNGE W AN LICMensmsn,
Telaphone conferance with Allan Lichienatain,
Tetaphona conference with Allar Lichtsnstein.
Telephona conference with Allan Lithtenstain,
Review demand latter; {elephone conference with Allen Lichtenataln.
Talaphone confarenca with Allan Lichtenatsin,
Revlew and revisa latter; tstephona cenferance with Allen Lichtenatain.
Telsphone conference with Allen Lichtanatsin,
Telaphone conferance with Alten Lichtenatain ra MSJ.
Emails ra Defendants MSJ; kegal ressarch; summartze depostlans.
initlal draft of fects in cpposifion to MBJ; review transcrpts.
Multiple emeits; felephone conferenca with Allen Lichtenstein.
Prep memo re feclua) disputes; muliple emalls; elephone conferance with Allen Lichienstein.
Draft appogition to MS.J; multipte emalls; talaphone confarence with Allen Lichtenstaln,
Draft oppoesitian to MSJ; muitiple amalls.
Multipla errails; tephone confarance with Allen Lichtenstsin re MEJ, discovery and trial dats
Telophone conferance with Alen Lichtenatsin,
Talephona conference with Allen Lichtenstein,
Stipuletion re brial date; review renscripts.
Telephone conference wilh Alten Lichtenatain; email from Allen; prap for Winn depaosltion.

Telaphona conference wilh Allen Lichtanstsin re discovery order and MS.J; teiephane conference with dients re
key events; ravlew transcripts.

Telaphone conferanca Dan Slegs!; telaphaone conference with Jim Quadra; google ressarch re bullylng and
gendor lssuas.

Review ranacipts of Ethan, Nolan, Connar and Dante — cosmpare to Beasley amd Winn.
Ravise and expand staterment of facts In opposition to MSJ; prep declarallon and review exhibits.
Telephone conference with Allen Lichienstsln; opposition to MSJ.

Multipls emeils; telephone conference with Allen Lichtensteln; review and revisa opposillon to MS.J.
Multipls emails; newlew and revise oppos(tion to MSJ.

Telephorw confarance with Allan Lichtenstsin; multiple emafls re MSJ; final edits and revisions.
Multiple ematis.

Telephone confersnce with Allen Lhchtengtedn.

Telaphone conference with Atlen Lichisnatein.

Talaphone conference with Alfan Lichtanetein; raview reply bref.

Telaphons conference with Allen Lichtenstain.

Telaphona conferenca with Allen Lichtenstain; muitlple emalis.

Multipls emails.

Muftiple emalils; talephone confarence with Allan Lichtenatain,

Mutltiple emalls.

Multiple emafls; tetephone conferencs with Allen Lichtenstsln,

Multiple emalla.

Telophone conferenca with Allen Uichtenstein; multipls emails,

Telaphone conference wlth Allan Llchtanstaln.

Telaphona conferenca with Allen Lichtenstain,

Telephons confererce with Allen Lichtensteinre order on MSJ; review ordar.

WLy
0.20
0.50
4.20
0.70
0.20
0.8D
0.30
0.50
8.50
5.30
0.80
4,80
5.00
8.40
3.50
0.20
0.20
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.30
.50
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4.50
6.00
5.50
4.20
2.50
3.50
0.30
0.20
020
1.80
0.50
050
0.30
0.50
040
0.40
0.30
0.50
0.20
.20
1.50
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07/26/2016
UBI05/2016
08/12/2018
08/24/2016
0B/30/2018
0873172016
10/16/2018
10ME£20186
10/1772016
101872018
1019/2016
10/2172018
10/24/2018
10/26/2019
10/27/2016
10/26/2018
11/01/2018
114022016
11/03/2016
14/08/2078
11/09/2016
1110/2016
111172018
11/13/2018
1114/2018
11/15/2018
111642016
1171712018
111182018
11/20/2016
11/21/2018
11/22/2016

o4/032017
01/08/2017
01/08/2017
01/09/2017
o1A0207
01112017
011372017
021142017
02/16r2017
022012017
022212017

JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
HE
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHB
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS

JHS
JHS
JHS
JHS
JHE
JHS
JHS
JHE
JHS
JHS
JH3

Telephone conference with Allan Lichtenstsin.

Telephona confarenca with Allen Lichtenstain.

Telephona confarance with Aflen Lichisnsteln re mollon for reconsideratian.
Telaphone conference with Aflen Lichtsnetein,

Emall re motion to censlder,

Emall; talsphons conference with Allen Lichbenstaln,

Multlple emalia re iral and trel preparation.

Tetephone confarance with Allen Lichtenstein; multiple amails.

Telephors conference with Alten Lichdanstsin; muttiple amais; trial preparation.
Talephona conference with Allen Lichtenstsin; muttlple emalts; trlal preparatton.
Telsphone conferance with Allen Lichtenatsin. ,

Triat preparation; telephone confarence wilh Allen Lichienstsln; muftiple emells,
Talephone corference with Allen Lichtenstain; trial preparaticn; muitiple emalls,
Telephone conferance with Allan Lichtansteln; tiel preparailon; muttiple emalls.
Tealephone conference with Alian Licisnsteln; tris! preparatton; multiple emails,
Confarence call; mutiple amalls; trfal preparation.

Telephone conference with Allen Lichienstein,

Trlal preparaiion; multiple emais.

Talephone conference with Allen Lichtenstein.

Tra) preparstion; multipie emalls; telaphone conferenca with Allen Lichtenstain.
Tral praparation; muliiple smails,

Trial preparation; muliiple emalle.

Tdal preperation; multiple emalla.

Trial preparation.

Traval to Las Vegas; tlal praparstion,

Triad preparalion end trial.

Trial praparatton end trial.

Trial preparation end irfal.

Trial praparation and irlal,

Tris] praparation.

Trial preparatinn,

Trial praparation and irigl; travel fo SF.

Telaphone conference with Allan Llchtenetair.

Telephons confarance wih Allen Lichtsnsteln ra delay i getting trial transcripts.

Muttiple emeila re stipulafion to extend brisfing schedula.

Emall re dalay in franactipts.

Telaphons conferenca with Allen Lichtensteln.

Emalle re sfipulation to extend briafing scheduls.

Revlew sfipulaion to axtand briefing schadude.

Telephons conference with Allen Lichtenstain.

Recelve brial transcripts and commence review.

Tolaphone conferance with Allen Lichtenstalnre division of labor,
Telaphona confarence with Allen Lichienstein.

0.20
0.20
0.50
0.20
0.20
0.50
0.40
0.80
230
2.50
020
2.70
3.80
.20
3.00
4.50
.40
250
0,20
3.80
3.00
4.50
330
§.50
a.50
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11.50
11.00
11.50

8.60
2.30
.80
7.50

020
0.20
030
0.20
0,20
030
020
0.20
1.20
0.50
0.20
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02/23/2017 JHS
0X0E/2017 JHS
oa/72017 JHS
DA0B/2017 JHS
Qo207 JHS
010/2017 JHS
03/19/2017  JHS
0372072017 JHS
04/07/2017 JHS
041132017 JHE
4172017 JHS
04/204/2017 JHS
0472172017 JHS
050172017 JHS
05/0312017 JHS
05/08/201T JHS
05232017 JHS
05/24/2017 JHS
O5/26RM7T JHS
05262017 JHS
08/04/2017 JHS
oar 72017 JHS
oe/12/2017 JHS
oefe2r2c17 JHS
06/30/2017 JHB
oroe2017 JHS
o707 JHS
oTHHA2017 JHS
07/14/2017 JHS
O7H8/2017 JHS
0772017 JHS
Timekeepar Summary

John Houaton Scalt

Teleprone conterence with Alen Lichtensten.

Review and summarize trial tranecripts.

Review and surwmarize trial transcripts.

Revlew and summarize bial trenscripls.

Compeare and confrast bital testimony.

Telephone confarence with Aflen Lichtanateln re Cloalng Brief,

Review and revise Closing Arﬁument.

Telephona confarance with Alten Lichtenstein; review and revisa Cloaing Argument,
Telephone corferenca with Allan Lichtenatsin.

Telephons conferancs with Allan Lichtenstein,

Emails ragarding extenslon to fls Defendant's Glosing; telsphone canference with Allen Lichienstein

Talephone conference with Aller; Lichtensten,

Telephone conference with Allen Lichtenstaln.

Review Defandant’a Closing Brief

Telephone conferance with Allen Lichtenstsln re Reply Briaf,

Telephone confarence with Allen Lichtonateln.

Telephone canferance with Alfen Lichtenstsin.

Review ermails; telephone sonferance with Allen Lichtenstein,

Review and revies Raply Brisf; telephons conferance with Allen Lichtenstaln.
Mullipte amalls; review and reviss Reply Brief.

Racatve and mewview motion to sidke,

Multiple emalls; telephone conference with Alien Lichtenstein re opposition to motion to strike; legal research.

Mulliple emalis, review cppoeition to melion lo strike; telephons confersnce with Allen Lichtenstein.
Telaphone conference with Allen Licitensteln.

Review Dedslon and Onder.

Telephnr;a confarance with Allen Lichtenstsin re Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

Telephone corferencea with Allen Lichtenslalr.

Talephone confarence with Atten Lichtenstak,

Tataphone conference with Allen Lichtanstsin re damage lssue,

Rewview and revise Findinge of facl and Concluslonyg of Law.,

Telaphona confarance with Allen Lichisnsteln; reviesy end revisa Findings of fact and Gaonclusions of Law.
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vy
5.60
3.80
4.40
6.50
0.50
1.80
2,30
020
0.20
0.30

0.20
020
1.70
0.80
0.20
0.20
0.50
2.80
3.50
1.50
3.80

2.20
0.20
1.50
0.50
0.20
020
040
1.30
2,50

Hours
383,50
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

A.D., a minor, ef ai., No, C 07-5483 SI
Plaintiifs, ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFFS’
SUPPLEMENTAL MOTION FOR
V. ATTORNEYS? FEES AND COSTS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY
PATROL, etal.,

Defendants.

Now before the Court is plaintiffs’ supplemental motion for attorneys’ fees and expenses. For

the reasons set forth below, the Court GRANTS plaintiffs’ motion. Docket No. 173.

BACKGROUND

A jury trial was held in this wrongful death case from April 27 - May 7, 2009. The jury found
in fayor of plaintiffs A.D. and J.E. on their claim that defendant Markgraf violated their Fourteenth
Amendment rights by unlawfully depriving them of their liberty interest in their family relationship with
their mother, Karen Eklund. Tna bifurcated damages phase, the jury awarded $30,000 to each plaintiff.
The Court entered final judgment on May 8, 2009, and by order filed June 23, 2009, denied defendant’s
renewed motion for judgment as a matter of law and motion for & new trial. On July 9, 2009, defendant
filed a notice of appeal.

Inan order filed November 10, 2009, the Court geanted plaintiffs’ motion for attomeys’ fees and
costs. The Court rejected defendant’s argument that the fee award should be reduced because plaintiffs

had achieved “limited success® at trial:

001761
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Although plaintiffs did not obtain substantial monetary damages, they received
much more than the nominal damages urged by defendant. Moreover, “[sluccess is
measured not only by the amount of the recovery but also in terms of the significance
of the legal issue on which the plaintiff prevailed and the public purpose the litigation
served.” Morales v. City of San Rafael, 96 F.3d 357, 365 (9th Cir. 1996). Plaintiffs
fully prevailed on their claims at trial, and in so doing vindicated their constitutional
rights. Wron%ful death cases such as the instant one present questions of vital
importance to the public. In addition to obtaining relatively modest damages, plaintifis
achicved “significant nonmonetary results” in that the jury’s verdict will likely deter
defendant Markgraf from engaging in future unconstitutional conduct. See id. at 365.
Because of the significance of the legal issues and the deterrent effect of this case, the
Court rejects defendant’s contention that the jodestar should be reduced due to the
discrepancy between the damages claimed in the litigation and the damages awarded.

Defendant also asserts that “the low verdict amount is not explained by the
difficulty or complexity of the case,” and that the lodestar should be reduced because

this was “a straightforward police shooting case.” Defendant’s current position that

this case was simple is belied by the vigorous defense of this case; defendants moved

to dismiss, moved for summary judgment, contested liability at trial, and filed post-trial

motions seeking judgment as a matter of law and a new trial. Contrary to defendant’s

assertions, this case was factually and legally complicated, and posed numerous

challenges for plaintiffs. Plaintiffs had to overcome defendants’ assertion of qualificd
imrmunity, and had to establish that defendant Markgraf acted with a purpose to harm

unrelated to a legitimate law enforcement objective, a very high standard. The only

witnesses to the incident were law enforcement officers, and Lhere were factual

digputes about whether Eklund was attempting to run over officers when she was shot.

The complexity of the case is illustrated by the fact that defendants retained several

experts and preparcd sophisticated and complicated video and computerized

reconstructions of the car chase and events leading up to the shooting.

Docket No. 144 at 3-4 (footnote omitted). Citing McCown v. City of Fontana, 565 F.3d 1097, 1102 ($th
Cir. 2009), the Court also held that it could not consider the parties’ settlement negotiations in
determining a reasonable fee. See id. at 4, The Court awarded plaintiffs their lodestar and denied
plaintiffs’ request for a multiplier. Defendant appealed the fee order.

The merits and fees appeals were briefed, end on November 30, 2010, the Ninth Circuit held oral
argument, On April 6, 2011, the Ninth Circuit issued its first opinicn in this case. Docket No. 157, In
a published opinion, the Ninth Circuit reversed the judgment and held that defendant was entitled to
qualified immunity, and vacated the fee order in light of the disposition on the merits. 4.D. v. Markgraf,
636 F.3d 555 (9th Cir. 2011). On April 20, 2011, plaintiffs filed a petition for rehearing en banc. On
May 10, 2011, the Ninth Circuit directed defendant to file a response. Docket No. 158, The Ninth
Circuit granted plaintiffs leave to file 2 reply, which plaintiffs filed on June 12, 2011. Docket No. 160.

On April 11, 2012, the Ninth Cireuit withdrew its original opinion and issued an crder directing

supplemental briefing. Docket No, 161. The Ninth Circuit directed the parties to answet two questions:

2
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{1} “How should the qualified immunity framework be applied based on the jury’s finding that
Defendant-Appellant violated Plaintiffs-Appetlees’ Fourteenth Amendment right to a familial
relationship?”; and (2} “Does the subjective requirement in this case that the Defendant-Appellant act
with a purpose to harm unrelated to 8 legitimate law enforcement objective in order to violate the
Plaintiffs-Appellees’ Fourteenth Amendment right to familial association affect the qualified immunity
inquiry?” Id. The parties filed supplcmental briefs, and on September 18, 2012, the Ninth Circuit held
a second argument on the appeals.

On April 3, 2013, the Ninth Circuit issued a new published opinion affirming this Court’s denial
of defendant’s motion for judgment as a matter of law. See 4.D. v. Cafifornia Highway Pairol, 712 F.3d
446 (9th Cir. 2013). The Court of Appeals held that there was sufficient evidence to support the jury’s
verdict that defendant shot Karen Eklund with a purpose to harm unrelaied to a legitimate law
enforcement cbjectives, and therefore that defendant was not entitled fo qualified immunity.

The Ninth Circuit also reversed and remanded the fee award “so that the district court may
consider the amounts of Markgraf’s settlement offers in determining a reasonable fee . . . in light of an
intervening change in Ninth Circuit law holding that Federal Rule of Evidence 408 does not bar district
courts in the Ninth Circuit from considering amounts discussed in settlement negotiations as evidence
of the extent of the plaintiff’s success.” Id. at 460-61 (citing Jn re Kekawoha—Alisa, 674 ¥.3d 1083,
1093-54 (9th Cir. 2012); Ingram v. Qroudjian, 647 F.3d 925, 927 {5th Cir. 2011)). The court further
instructed:

On remand, the district court has the discretion (1) to consider the amounts
discussed in settlement negotiations, or not; and (2} to give those amounts as much
or as littlc weight as it sces fit. See Lolmman v. Duryea Borough, 574 F.3d 163, 169
(3d Cir.2009) (acknowicdging that settlement offers are “clearly only one factor to
be considered in the award of fees,” and that the district court “Is atso free to reject
such evidence as not bearing on success™); ¢f. Jn re Kekauoha-Alisa, 674 F.3d at
1093-94; Ingram, 647 F.3d 925 (adopting Lohman’s holding that Federal Rule of
Evidence 408 does not bar consideration of settlement offers when making
atlorneys’ fee awards). It is not our place to opine as to how that discretion shoul
be exercised.
Id. at 461.
The plaintiffs filed a motion to transfer consideration of attorneys® fees for the appeal to this

Court. The Ninth Circuit granted the motion as to the merits appeal, but ruled that plaintiffs are not
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|| entitled to fees for the appeal of the fee award.

In August 2013, defendant filed a petition for writ of certiorari in the United States Supreme
Court. On November 4, 2013, the Supreme Court denied the petition. Markgrafv. A.D.,No. 13-365,
2013 WL 5297886 (U.S. Nov. 4, 2013).

DISCUSSION

Plaintiffs seek attorneys’ fees and expenses, broken down as follows: (1) the original fee award
pre-appeal of $559,861.45 (merits fees of $489,631.00; merits expenses of $6,402.59; fees for original
fee petition of $63,490.00; and fees expenses of $337.86); (2) merits appeal work in the amount of
$288,080.00; (3) work on the supplemental fee petition in the amount of $57,428.90 (fees 0f $57,285.00
and expenses of $143.90); (4) post-appeal merits work of $580.00; and (5) fees related to defendant’s
petition for certiorari to the United States Supreme Court in the amount of $3,012.50. In support of the
supplemental fee petition, plaintiffs have incorporated their submissions from the original fee petition,
and submitted supplemental declarations from John Scott and Thomas Greerty, Amitai Schwarlz, and
Moira Duvernay. Mr. Scott and Mr. Greerty were trial counse! and the primary [awyers on the merits
appeal until the Ninth Circuit issued its first decision reversing the judgment. Mr. Schwarlz initially
represented the plaintiffs on the appeal of the fee award, and provided editing and consulting support
on the first phase of the merits appeal. After the Ninth Circuit reversed the judgment in this case, Mr,
Schwartz took the lead in drafting the petition for rehearing and on the subsequent merits appeal work.
Ms, Duvernay is an associate at Mr. Schwartz’s office and she worked on boih the appeal and the
supplemental fee petition. The lawyers’ declarations describe their professional experience and their
work on this case, and they have submitted summaries of the time they spent on this case, as well as a
listing of expenses incurred. In support of the hourly rates sought, plaintiffs have also submitted the
declaration of Steven Mayer, a director of the firm of Howard, Rice, Nemerovski, Canady, Falk &
Rabin, evidence regarding hourly rates charged by Bay Area lawyers, and recent court decisions
awarding Bay Area lawyers fees.

Under 42 U.S.C. § 1988(b), the Court has discretion to award plaintiffs their reasonable

attorneys’ fees and expenses. Reasonable attorneys’ fees are determined by the *lodestar method,”
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which is obtained by multiplying the number of hours reasonably expended on litigation by a reasonable
hourly tate. Hensleyv. Eckerhart, 461 1.8, 424 (1983). In determining the appropriate number ofhours
to be included in a lodestar calculation, the Court should exclude hours “that are excessive, redundant,
or otherwise unnecessary.” JId. at 434. “The party seeking the award should provide documentary
evidence to the court concerning the number of hours spent, and how it detennined the hourly rate(s)

requested.” McCown v, Cily of Fontana, 565 F.3d 1097, 1102 (9th Cir, 2009),

L Level of success/consideration of seftlement negotiations

In opposition to the supplemental fee petition, defendant argues that the previous fee award
should bereduced because plaintiffs’ level of success at trial “never came close to exceeding any oftheir
pretrial demands or the settlement negotiations.” Docket No. 18] at 4:6-7. Defendant relies on the
declaration of Tom Blake, who represented defendant throughout the pretrial proceedings and at trial.
Mr. Blake describes the parties’ negotiations and setttement demands made by plaintiffs, and states that
the parties discussed settlement in the range of $100,000 to $300,000, and that Mr. Scott “indicated an
interest” in a settlement of $75,000 per plaintiff and $100,000 in attorneys’ fees. Blake Decl. 1§ 5-6.
It is undisputed that defendant never made plaintiffs a settlement offer. However, defendant argues that
plaintiffs never agreed 1o & “potential settlement” that was more than double the amount that each
plaintiff received at trial, and thus their lodestar should be reduced to reflect their limited monetary
success.

Plaintiffs respond that the Court should exercise its discretion and give no weight to amounts
discussed in the settlement negotiutions for two reasons. First, plaintiffs argue that this Court has
already determined that plaintiffs achieved significant nonmonetary success vindicating their
constitutional rights and serving the public purpose of deterring the unlawful use of deadly force, and
they cite numerous cases for the proposition that the [odestar should not be reduced when civil rights
plaintiffs achieve modest monetary success but significant nonmonetary success. Second, plaintiffs
argue that the Court should not reduce the lodestar on account of the parties’ settlement negotiations
hecause defendant never made a settlement offer. Plaintiffs note that the Ninth Circuit’s instructions

on remand were explicit: “We reverse and remand the fee award so that the district court may consider
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the amounts of Mackgraf®s settlement gffers in determining a reasonable fee.” A4.D., 712 F.3d at 460
(emphasis added). Plaintiffs argue that defendant cannot now claim that this case could have settled for
an amount that he never offered, and they argue that the cases cited in the Ninth Circuit’s decision and
relied on by defendant are all distinguishable because they involved plaintiffs who rejected settlement
offers. See Lohman v. Duryea Borough, 574 F.3d 163, 169 (3d Cir. 2009) (plaintiff rejected three
settlement offers, one of which was six times the amount ultimately awarded by the jucy); see also In
re Kekauoha-Alisa, 674 F.3d at 1094 (“Therefore, the bankruptcy court may consider evidence of a
settlement offer tc the degree such evidence is relevant to the calculation of reasonabie attorneys’ fees
under Hawaii law.”); Ingram, 647 F.3d at 927 (plaintiff rejected $30,000 settlement offer, leading {o
further litigation, and uitimately settled for $30,000).

The Court exercises its discretion and conciudes that amounts discussed in the parties’ settlement
negotiations do not bear on an evaluation of plaintiffs’ success in this case. See Lohman, 574 F.3d at
169 (acknowledging that settlement offers are “clearly only one factor to be considered in the award of
fees,” and that the district court “is also free to reject such evidence as ot bearing on success™). Asthe
Court found in its original fee order, plaintiffs fully prevailed on their constitutional claims at irial and
the verdict serves the important public purpose of detorrence. “Success is measured not only by the
amount of the recovery but also in terms of the significance of the legal issue on which the plaintiff
prevailed and the public purpose the \itigation served.” Morales v, City of San Rafael, 96 ¥.3d 357,365
{9th Cir. 1996). The Ninth Circuit has expressed “difficulty imagining a more important issue than the
legality of state-sanctioned force resulting in death. It is obviously of supreme importance to anyone
who might be subject to such force. But it is also of great importance to a law enforcement officer who
is placed in a situation where deadly force may be appropriate,” Mahach-Watkins v. Depee, 593 F 3d
1054, 1062 (9th Cir. 2010) (affirming attotneys’ fee award in wrongful death case where the jury found
in favor of the plaintiff but awarded only nominal damages). Because this case was about much more
than money damages, the Court finds that the parties’ seftlement negotiations are not probative of
evaluating plaintiffs’ success at trial.

Further, to the extent that the Court assesses success by looking at plaintiffs’ monetary recovery,

the parties’ settlement negotiations are not helpful because defendant did not actually make a settlement

6

001766

001766



1292100

United States District Court
For the Northemn District of Califomia

=1 N Uh e W

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26

271

28

001767

Case3:07-cv-05483-St Documentl92 Filed11/27/13 Page7 of 12

offer, and thus defendant’s assertion that this case could have settled for $75,000 per plaintiffis entirely
speculative.

Accordingly, the Court reaffirms the previous pre-appeal fee award in its entirety. Interest is
awarded on the original award of merits fees and expenses from May 8, 2009, the date of the judgment,
and on the fees for the fee petition from November 10, 2009, when the order awarding fee:s was filed.

11, Merits Appeal
Plaintiffs seek $288,080.00 for time spent on the merits appeal. Defendant objects to counsel’s

requested hourly rates, and contends that some of the time spent was unnecessary and duplicative.

A, Hourcly rates
A court awarding aftomey fees must ook to the prevailing market rates in the relevant
community. See Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886, 895 (1984); Belf v. Clackamas County, 341 F.3d 838,
860 {9th Cir. 2003), Plaintiffs seek to be compensated at their 2013 hourly rates for the time spent on
the merits appeal beginning in 2010, Plaintiffs seek $725 per hour for Mr. Greerty, Mr. Scott and Mr.
Schwartz, and $425 per hour for Ms. Duvernay. In 2009, the Court awarded $600 per hour for each of
the senior attorneys, and $300 per hour for Ms, Duvemnay.! Mr. Greerty hes 34 years experience
practicing law, Mr. Scott has 37 years experience, Mr. Schwartz has over 40 years experience, and Ms.
Duvernay has 9 years of experience.
Defendent contends that it is unreasonable to award 2013 rates for work largely performed in
2010 and 2011. However, the Supreme Court has held that an enhancement for delay in payment, where
approprigte, is part of calculating a “reasonable” fee under Section 1988:
Clesrly, compensation received several years after the services were rendered — as it
frequently is in complex civil rights litigation — is not equivalent to the same dollar
amount received reasonably promptly as the legal services are performed, as would
normally be the case with private billin%s. We agrec, therefore, that an appropriate

adjustment for delay in payment — whether by the application of current rather than
historic hourly raies or otherwise — is within the contemplation of the statute.

! By reaffirming the previous fee award, the Court awards fees for that portion of counsel’s work
at the 2009 rates,
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Missouri v. Jenkins, 491 U.8, 274, 283-84 (1989); see also Bell, 341 F.3d at 868 (citing Jerrkins and
holding that “[tthe court may also award rates at an attorney’s cutrent rate where appropriate to
compensate for the lengthy delay in receiving payment™). Here, the Court finds it appropriate to award
2013 rates for the merits appeal work because of the substantial delay in payment.

Defendant also contends that the 2013 rates sought are unreasonable because those rates are
twenty and forty percent above the 2009 rates. Defendant cites the Laffey Matrix, the formulaic
attorneys’ fees schedule used in the District of Columbia, to argue that “reasonable rate increases do not
exceed ten to fifteen percent over a period of four years.” Docket No. 181 at 9:10-12. However, the
Ninth Circuit has questioned the relevance of the Laffey Matrix to determining a reasonable rate in the
Bay Arca. See Prison Legul News v. Schwarzenegger, 608 F.3d 446, 454 (5th Cir. 2010} (“But just
because the Laffey matrix has been accepted in the District of Columbia does not mean that it is a sound
basis for determining rates elsewhere, let alone in a legal market 3,000 miles away. It is questionable
whether the matrix is a reliable measure of rates even in Alexandria, Virginia, just across the river from
the nation’s capital.”).

In any event, the question is not whether the percentage increase from 2009 to 2013 is too great,
but ratherwhether the 2013 rates sought are reasonable and within the prevailing market rates. Plaintiffs
have shown that thosc rates are reasonable for attomeys with similar or less experience than plaintiffs®
counsel. See Supp. Mayer Dect. 19 2-6 (1974 law school graduate practicing at Amold & Porter, LLP
in San Francisco charges $910 per heur; current hourly rates for attorneys who graduated between 1972
and 1978 range between $800-3875; standard rate for 2004 graduate is $625 per hour); Supp. Req. for
Judicial Notice, EX. 4 (exhibit to declaration filed in Appie Inc. v. Samsung Elec, Co., Case No. 11-¢v-
01846-LHK (PSG), showing that “average partner rate” at Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP
is $821 per hour and “average associate rate” is $448 per hour). The requested rates are also in fine with
those awarded in recent fee awards, and indeed some of those fee awards show that the rates sought are
comparable to market rates approved for work performed in 2010 and 201 1, and earlier. See Recouvrenr
v, Carreon, 940 . Supp. 2d 1063, 1070 (N.D. Cal. 2013) (approving $700 hourly rate for public interest
lawyer with 20 years of experience); Armstrong v. Brown, 805 F. Supp. 2d 918, 921 (N.D, Cal. 2011)
(approving 2010 rates of §700 per hour for 1978 and 1980 law graduates and between $325-8480 for

8
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attorneys graduating between 2003-2008); Campbell v. Nat’l Passenger R.R Corp., TI8 F. Supp. 2d
1093, 1099-1100 (N.D. Cal. 2010) {finding reasonable $700 hourly vate for civil righls attorney
practicing since 1982); see alse Prison Legal News, 608 F.3d 455 (holding district court did not abuse
its discretion in awarding 2008 hovrly rates of 3875 for a partner, $700 for an ettorney with 23 years of

experience, and $425 for a 2003 law graduate),

B. “Unnecessary or redundant® time

Next, defendant challenges as unnecessary or redundant the following time spent on the merits
appeal: (1) time spent by Scoft, Greerty and Schwartz reviewing the excerpts of record; (2) time spent
by Schwartz and Greerty editing the original answering brief written by Scott; and (3) time spent by
Scott and Greerty preparing for the origina'l appellate argument and by Schwartz preparing for the
supplemental oral ergument. Defendant argues that some of this “redundant” time was expended as a
resuit of the switc_}] from Scott to Schwartz as the lead counse! handling the merits appeal (such as the
time spent reviewing the excerpts of record), and other time is simply excessive and unnecessary (such
as the time spent editing and preparing for oral argument),

“Participation of more than one gttorney does not necessarily amount to unnecessary duplication
of effort.” Democratic Party of Washington State v. Reed, 388 F.3d 1281, 1286 (9th Cir. 2004). Asthe
Ninth Circuit has instructed,

The court may reduce the number of hours awarded because the lawyer
performed unnecessarily duplicative work, but determining whether work is
unnecessarily duplicative is no easy task. When a case goes on for many years, a lot of
legal work product will grow stale; a competent lawyer won’t rely entirely on last year's,
or cven last month’s, research: Cases are decided; statutes are enacted; regulations are
promulgated and amended. A lawyer also needs to get up to speed with the research
previously performed. All this is duplication, of course, but it’s necessary duplication;
it is inherent in the process of litigating over time. Here, there was a previous appeal {of
the district court’s grant of summary judgment) which would have added to the delay
and rendered much of the research stale. One certainly expects some degree of
duplication as an inherent part of the process. There is ho reason why the lawyer should
perform this necessary work for frec.

It must also be kopt in mind that lawyers are not likely to spend unneccssary time
on contingency fee cases in the hope of inflating their fees. The payoff is too uncertain,
as to both the result and the amount of the fee. Tt would therefore be the highly atypical
civil rights case where plaintiff’s lawyer engages in churning. By and large, the court
should defer to the winning lawyer's professional judgment as to how much time he was
required to spend on the case; after all, he won, and might not have, had he been more

9
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of a slacker.

Moreno v. City of Sacramento, 534 F.3d 1106, 1112 (9th Cir. 2008).

The issues in this case were difficult and complex, and Jitigation of the appeal was especially
complicated. The decision to change lead counsel after the initial loss on appeal was a strategic choice
that brought a fresh perspective to the issues raised on rehearing and in the supplemental briefing. After
the Ninth Circuit’s initiai 3-0 decision reversing the judgment, plaintiffs faced the formidable task of
persuading the Ninth Circuit to reconsider its decision. That plaintiffs were successful in doing so,
resulting in a 3-0 published decision aftirming the judgment, validates plaintiffs” counsel’s decisions
about how to staff and litigate the appeal. The Court also notes that Schwartz and Duvernay do not seek
to be compensated for all of the time they spent on the merits appeal. See Second Supp. Schwarz Decl.
1917-18. Defendant has not shown thet any of the work performed was unnecessary, and congidering
the complexity of this case it is reasonable that plaintiffs’ counsel would need to ensure that they were
familiar with the district court record, review and edit pleadings prepared by others, and prepare
assiduously for important oral argurnents. The Court is satisfied that the fees requested are reasonable
and justified by the results obtained, and finds it inappropriate and unnecessary to speculate about
whether different staffing decisions would have led to the same results at 4 lower cost.

Accordingly, the Court grants plaintiffs® request for fees for the merits appeal, and interest is
awarded on the merits appeal fees from May 24, 2013, the date the mandate of the Court of Appeals was
filed in this Court. Docket No. 169.

III.  Supplemental fee petition

Plaintiffs seek $57,428.90 in fees and expenses incurred in litigating the supplemental fee
petition. Defendant generally objects that the amount of time spent on the supplemental fee petition
“appears distorted” because counsel spent at as much time on the supplemental fee petition as Scott and
Greerty spent on the merits appeal. Defendant does not identify any specific time that he contends was
unnecessary or unreasonable.

As an initial matter, the Court notes that the vast majority of the timme spent on the supplemental

fee petition was performed by Ms. Duvernay, the attorney with the lowest hourly rate. The Court also

10

001770

001770



LL/100

United States District Court
For the Northemn District of California

v B W Mo

L= - - T -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

25
26
27
28

Case3;07-cv-05483-SI Document192 Filed11/27/13 Pagell of 12

finds that simply comparing the time spent on the fee motion and time spent on one part of the merits
appeal does not establish that the time spent on the supplemental fee motion was excessive. See Golden
Gate Audubon Soc., Inc. v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 732 F. Supp. 1014, 1022 (N.D. Cal. 198%)
(rejecting as unpersuasive “summary opposition™ that fees on fees were excessive based solely on
comparison to merits time because “[r]igid comparisong with the amount of fees for the metits shed little
light” on determining “what is a reasonable number of hours in light of the issues and tasks involved.”).
The Court finds that the time spent litigating the supplemental fee petition was reasonable because
plaintiffs have the burden of supporting the mtes sought and time spent, and they were required to
review pertinent legal authority, obtain declarations, gather and present time records, research current
hourly rates for Bay Area attorneys, and prepare the motion papers. The Court finds it noteworthy that
defendant did not identify any particular time spent as excessive or unnecessary, mstead relying on a
blanket objection. Further, due to defendant’s tenacious litigation of the fee issue, plaintiffs’ counsel
was required “to expend significantly more time on fee issues than would have otherwise been

required.” fd.

IV.  Other fees and expenses
Plaintiffs seek post-appeal merits work of $580.00, and fees related to defendant’s petition for
certiorari to the United States Supreme Court in the amount of $3,012.50. Defendant does not object

to these amounts, and the Court finds that these fees are reasonable and recoverable.

i1
1
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the Court GRANTS plaintiffs’ motion for attorneys’ fees and
expensesas follows: (1) the original fee award pre-appeal of $559,861.45 (merits fees of $489,631.00;
merits expenses of $6,402.59; fees for original fee petition of $63,490.00; and fees expenses of
$337.86); (2) merits appeal fees in the amount of $288,080.00; (3) fees and expenses for the
supplemental fee petition in the amount of $57,428.90; (4) post-appeal merits work of $580.00; and (5)

fees related to defendant’s petition for certiorari to the United States Supreme Court in the amount of

$3,612.50.
IT IS SO ORDERED. .
Dated: November 27, 2013 %w‘“ MM‘
SUSAN ILLSTON
United States District Judge
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Allen Lichtenstein (NV State Bar No. 3992)
ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN, LTD.

3315 Russell Road, No, 222

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9591

allaw(@lvcoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561-9601
jobnf@scottlawtirn.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MARY BRYAN, mother of ETHAN BRYAN; Case No. A-14-700018-C
AIMEE HAIRR, mother of NOLAN HAIRR,

Dept. No. XXVII
Plaintiffs,
DECLARATION OF ALLEN
vs. LICHTENSTEIN
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT Department: XXVII

(CCSD
Trial Dates: Dayl, 11/15/16; Day 2,
Defendant . 11/16/16; Day 3, 11/17/16; Day 4, 11/18/16;
Dav 5, 11/22/16

Allen Lichtenstein, declares under perjury pursuant to the laws of Nevada as follows:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada.

2. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein, except for those matters
known on information and belief, and for those matters, I believe them to be true.

3. I am competent to testify to the same; and, I make this Declaration in support of the
foregoing Motion for Attorney Fees and Cost of which this Declaration is made a part.

4. I worked with co-counsel in the preparation of the foregoing Motion

1 001774
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for Attorney Fees and Costs; and all the facts set forth therein are true and correct to the best of
my knowledge, information and belief.

5. I have been practicing law for 27 years. I was admitted to practice in Nevada in
1990, and my Bar Number is 3992. T am also licensed to practice law in California.

6. After being admitted to practice. | have maintained a practice of law with an
emphasis on constitutional law and civil rights matters.

7. I was also General Counsel for the ACLU of Nevada for 17 years, starting in 1997.

8. I have practiced in federal and state courts in Nevada and California, including:
Federal District Courts, Nevada State District Courts, Justice Courts and Municipal Courts.

9. I have also argued before the Nevada Supreme Court, the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals, and the United State Supreme Court.

10. 1 was retained by Plaintiffs since the onset of this case: first as General Counsel for
the ACLU of Nevada, then as a private attorney

11. From the beginning of the case until July 31, 2014, while the ACLUN was
representing Plaintiffs, I was in charge of the case in my capacity as General Counsel.

12.  For the time the ACLUN was representing Plaintiffs the attorney hours and rates
were as follows: (See Attachment 3)

rate perhr.  hrs expended total

Fees for the ACLUN var 70.45 $19,356.25
Lichtenstein £600 9.6 $5,670.00
Pratt $450 8.6 $3,870.00
Morgan §225 31.95 $7,188.75
Interns 8125 203 $2,537.50
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13.  After July 31, 2014, 1 represented Plaintiffs as a private attorney. I worked 690.77
hours as a private attorney on the case at a rate of $600 per hour, totaling $414,460.00. From July
31, 2014, Staci Pratt worked 20.8 hours on the case at a rate of $450 per hour, totaling
$10,980.00.

14.  Ms. Pratt left the case and changed her Nevada Bar membership to inactive status
in early December 2014.

15.  Attached hereto as Attachment 1 is a true and correct copy of the billing on this
case by Allen Lichtenstein, as a private attorney from July 31, 2014 to present. Attachment 2 is a
true and correct of copy of the billing by Staci Pratt for work done as a private attorney on this
case from. Attachment 3 is a true and correct copy of the billing for this case by the ACLUN.
Attachment 4 states the adjusted cost along with supporting documentation.

16.  OnJuly 7,2015, John H. Scott entered the case as co-counsel, pro hac vice,

17.  From the time Mr. Scott entered the case, I was the primary person involved with
motion work, briefing and legal analysis. Mr. Scott, however, was also involved in briefing,
particularly with Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment. We both were
involved with discovery and trial preparation.

18. At trial, Mr. Scott did all of the witmess examination. I took the role of second
chair. I was primarily responsible for the closing statement briefs.

19.  The services rendered as reflected on Exhibit 2 were reasonable and necessary to
provide legal representation for Plaintiffs.

20.  The total fees and costs accrued in this case are as follows:

rate per hr.  hrs expended fotal
Fees for John H. Scott: $650 383.50 $249.275.00

Fees for Allen Lichtenstein: $600 690.77 $414,460.00
(as a private attorney)
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Staci Pratt
(as a private aftorney)

Fees for the ACLUN
Lichtenstein
Pratt
Morgan
Interns

Total fees

Costs:

Total

$450

var

$600
$450
$225

$125

20.80

70.45

9.6

8.6

31.95

20.3

$ 10,980.00

$ 19,356.25
$5,670.00
$3,870.00
$7,188.75
$2,537.50

$694,071.25

$ 22,619.81

$716,691.06

I affirm that the foregoing is true and correct, and this Declaration is executed under

penalty of perjury this 9" day of August, 2017 in Las Vegas, Nevada.

/iy /

e
A\

‘Al lfn Lichtenstein
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 1
Selection Criteria

Slip.Date 7/31/2014 - Latest

Slip.Classification =~ Open

Clie.Selection Include: Bryan and Hairr

Rate Info - identifies rate source and level

Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance

2798 TIME Alien 0.60 600.00 360.00
713112014 docurnent draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Substitution of Plaintiffs’ Attorneys 0.00

2799 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
8/1/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairt 0.00
Review Stipulation to Continue hearing 0.00

2280 TIME Allen 1.30 600.00 780.00
8/9/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Reply to Plaintiffs' 0.00
Response to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiffs' Complaint

2281 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
812/2014 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with NERC attorney 0.00

2282 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
8/15/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review of Alicia Lerod email 0.00

2283 TIME Allen 5.90 £600.00 3540.00
82012014 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for oral argument 0.00

2284 TIME Allen 3.10 600.00 1860.00
8/21/2014 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Hearing on motion o dismiss 0.00

2285 TIME Alien 1.10 600.00 £660.00
8/23/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review transcript of hearing on Motion to Dismiss 0.00
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 2
Slip 1D Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2286 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
8725/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Reviewed letter from Lerod 0.00
2800 TIME Allen 0.90 600.00 540.00
8/4/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review proposed order 0.00
2801 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
9/10/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Court Order on Motion to Dismiss 0.00
2802 TIME Allen 4.30 600,00 2580.00
10/1072014 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Amended Complaint 0.00
2803 TIME Allen 6.10 600.00 3660.00
10/15/2014 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and file Plaintiffs’ First Amended Compilaint 0.00
and Exhibits
2804 Allen 0.70 600.C0 420.00
11/17/2014 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and file Errata 0.00
2805 Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
11/18/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ 0.00
First Amended Complaint
2808 Allen 0.10 600.00 6C.00
11/20/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Notice of Hearing 0.00
2807 Allen C.10 600.00 60.00
12/9/2014 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation and Order to Continue Hearing 0.00
2377 TIME Allen 7.30 600.00 4380.00
12/24/2014 12/31/2014 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Researched EDCR 2.24(b) and law of the case 0.00

and use of case citations; draft brief
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182100

001781

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 3
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Vaiue
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2808 TIME Allen 6.70 600.00 4020.00
1212512014 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research qualified and discretionary immunity; 0.00
draft brief
2809 TIME Allen 7.90 600.00 4740.00
12/26/2014 research 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research Monell and punitive damages; draft 0.00
brief
2810 TIME Allen B.40 600.00 5040.00
12/2712014 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research Title IX, negligence, deliberate 0.00
indifference; draft brief
2812 TIME Allen 7.70 600.00 4620.00
12/29/2014 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Eryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft brief 0.00
2813 TIME Allen §.20 600.00 5520.00
12/30/2014 decument draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and edit brief 0.00
2814 TIME Allen 10.20 600.00 6120.00
12/31/2014 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Finalized and filed Plaintiffs’ Response to 0.00
Defendants' Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First
Amended Complaint
2815 TIME Allen 1.40 600.00 840.00
111512015 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Reply to Plaintiffs' Mation to 0.00
Dismiss Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint
2816 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
1/27/2015 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation to Continue Hearing 0.00
2817 TIME Allen 2.30 600.00 1380.00
1/28/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Hearing 0.00
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001781



¢8/100

001782

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 4
Slip D Timekeeper Units Rate Stip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bili Status
Description Reference Vanance
2818 TIME Allen 1.70 600.00 1020.00
1/28/2015 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Hearing on Defendants' Motion to Dismiss 0.00
Amended Complaint
2819 TIME Allen 0.20 600,00 120.00
2/10/2015 decument review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Court's Order on Defendants' Motion to 0.00
Dismiss
2820 TIME Allen 0.890 600.00 540.00
2/25/2015 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Answer 0.00
2385 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
3/16/2015 meeting 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Meeting with clients 0.00
2384 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
3/16/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
possible association
2387 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
3M8/2015 legal services 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
16.1 conference 0.00
2947 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
4/9/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
potential fee agreement
2951 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
41152015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email to John Scott Re: fee agreement 0.00
2821 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
4/20/2015 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Request for Exemption from Arbitration 0.00
2948 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
4/20/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
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001783

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 5
SlipD Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Vanance
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
background and history of case
2822 Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
512172015 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Commissioner's Decision on Request for 0.00
Exemption from Arbitration
2949 Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
52712015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2823 Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
6/4/2015 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and file Motion on Plaintiffs' Request to 0.00
Associate Counsel
2950 Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
6/18/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: initial 0.00
disclosures
2444 Allen 8.10 600.00 4860.00
6/18/2015 legal services 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Initial Disclosures 0.00
2952 Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
711442015 Emall 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email from John Scott Re: scheduling of 0.00
depositions
2953 Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
7/20/2015 Email 0.co T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email from John Scott Re: scheduling of 0.00
depositions
2824 Allen 2.10 600.00 1260.00
7/21/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Early Case Conference 0.00
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001784

001784

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page B
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2825 TIME Adlen 0.90 600.00 540.00
7/2212015 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Early Case Conference 0.00
2826 TIME Allen 1.00 600.00 600.00
7/27/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Joint Case Conference Report 0.00
2954 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
8/13/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2955 TIME Alien 0.20 600.00 120.00
8/17r2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2827 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
8/31/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Scheduling Order 0.00
2828 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
9/25/2015 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Order setting bench trial and calendar call 0.00
29586 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
9/28/2015 Email 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email Re: deposition schedule 0.00
2957 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
10/1/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email Re: deposition schedule 0.00
2958 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
10/2/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email Re: deposition schedule 0.00
2059 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
10/14/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00

discovery and depositions
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001785

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 7
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2860 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
10/16/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott ¢.co
2961 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
10/20/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
statutes and regulations
2937 TIME Allen 2,80 600.C0 1500.00
10/22/2015 document review 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Discovery Regquests 0.00
2982 TIME Alien 0.40 600.00 240.00
10/2372015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
school district and parallel litigation
2963 TIME Allen 1.50 600.00 900.00
10/25/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Obtain information and timelines from clients 0.00
2964 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
10/28/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email Re: confirm depositions 0.00
2965 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
10/29/2015 Email 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email to John Scott; telephone conference with 0.00
John Scott
2559 TIME Allen 450 600.00 2700.00
10/29/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Winn and McKay depositions 0.00
2966 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 160.00
10/30/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails with John Scott 0.00
2563 TIME Allen 6.05 600.00 3630.00
11/1/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for deposition; telephone conference 0.00
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001786

81812017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 8
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
with clients; meeting with John Scott
2564 Allen 10.50 600.00 6300.00
11/2/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for McKay deposition; McKay 0.00
deposition; confer with John Scott
2568 Allen 7.90 600.00 4740.00
11/3/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Winn Deposition; confer with John Scott 0.00
2829 Alien 520 600.00 3120.00
11/4/2015 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Prepared Aimee Hairr Discovery Response 0.00
20967 Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
11142015 pheone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2968 Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
11/5/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails Re: settlement potential and strategy 0.00
2969 Alien 0.30 600.00 180.00
11/6/2015 phane 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2970 Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
11/9/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
discovery responses
2971 Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
11/10/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2832 Alien 420 600.00 2520.00
11/11/2015 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Prepared Mary Bryan written discovery response 0.00
2972 Allen 2.50 600.00 1500.00
11/41/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
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001787

8/8/2017 Allen Lichfenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 9
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
Multiple emails and telephone conference with 0.00
John Scoftt Re: discovery respeonses
2938 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
11/12/2015 document draft 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Plaintiffs' Request for Documents 0.00
2973 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
1112/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference and email with John Scott 0.00
Re: scheduling depositions and strategy
2974 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
117132015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference and email with John Scott 0.00
Re: protective order Re: medical records
2830 TIME Allen 2.10 600.00 1260.00
11/15/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Wright deposition 0.00
2975 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
11/15/2015 Email 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emait from John Scott 0.00
2976 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 300.00
11/16/2015 phone 0.0C T
wWipP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2831 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
11/16/2015 Depasition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Deanna Wright deposition 0.00
2977 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
11/19/2015 Ermail 0.00 T
WIip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email from John Scott Re: Ethan's and Nolan’s 0.00
depositions
2978 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
11/24/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
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001788

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 10
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2979 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
12/1/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2960 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
12/2/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIp Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
Re: Scheduling depositions
2981 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
12/4/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2982 TIME Alien 0.20 600.00 120.00
12/9/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails with John Scott Re: discovery issues 0.00
2983 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
12/11/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2833 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
12/14/2015 document review 0.00 T
wiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulated Protective Order 0.00
2984 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
12/15/2015 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott Re: depositions of 0.00
treating doctors and plaintiffs
2985 TIME Alien 0.30 600.00 180.00
12/20/2015 phene 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scoft 0.00
2834 TIME Allen 4.70 600.00 2820.00
12/21/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Nolan Hairr depasition 0.00
2835 TIME Allen 7.82 600.00 4690.00
12/22/2015 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Nolan Hairr deposition 0.00
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001789

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Siip Listing Page 11
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2986 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
12/22/2015 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with Jehn Scott 0.00
2987 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
12/24/2015 Email 0.00 T
WiIP Bryan and Hafrr 0.00
Email and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
Re: damage calculation dispute
28368 TIME Allen 0.90 600.00 540.00
1/4{2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for CL deposition 0.00
2988 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
1/4/2016 phone 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2839 TIME Allen 2.30 600.00 1380.00
115612016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
CL deposition 0.00
2838 TIME Align 0.30 600.00 180.00
1/5/20186 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2837 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
1/5/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation and Order to permit Defendants o 0.00
extend time for Defendants to make initial expert
disclosures; Review Defendants’ Mation to
Compel Rule 35 Exam
2989 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
1/6/2016 Consultation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Consult with John Scott Re: discovery dispute 0.00
Re: medical records
2840 TIME Allen 2.90 600.00 1740.00
1/7/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Aimee Hairr deposition 0.00
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062100

001790

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 12
SlipID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2990 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180,00
1/8/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
discovery matters
2841 TIME Alien 68.70 600.00 4020.00
1/8/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Aimee Hairr deposition 0.00
2991 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
1/11/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Multiple emails with John Scott Re: depositions, 0.00
discovery issues, and mation fo compel
2599 TIME Allen 1.10 600.00 660.00
1/11/2016 meeting 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Meeting with Mary Bryan Re: written discovery 0.00
2508 TIME Allen 0.30 €00.00 180.00
1/11/2016 document review 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Reviewed Motion to Compel damages 0.00
categories and calculations from Plaintiff Aimee
Hairr
2939 TIME Allen 2.10 600.00 1260.00
1/11/2016 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Bryan Amended Responses 0.00
2842 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
11242016 Deposition 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for DM depositicn 0.00
2992 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
1/13/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott Re: motion to compel 0.00
damage calculation
2600 TIME Allen 2.00 600.00 1200.00
1/13/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
DM depaosition 0.00
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001791

B/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 13
Slip 1D Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2622 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
1/14/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with therapist Gina 0.00
Abbeduto.
2993 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
1/14/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00
Scott Re: discovery issues
2843 TIME Alien 4.50 600.00 2700.00
111812016 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research Rule 35 examination issue 0.00
2994 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
1/19/2016 Email 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00
Scott Re: discovery issues and upcoming
depositions
2844 TIME Alien 340 800.00 2040.00
1/19/2016 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Plaintiffs' Response to Defendants’ Motion 0.00
to Compel Rule 35 Exam
2845 TIME Allen 4.50 600.00 2700.00
1/20/2016 Depaosition 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Ethan Bryan deposition 0.00
2995 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
1/21/2016 Email 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails Re: scheduling of depositons 0.00
2847 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
12172016 document review 0.00 T
WIpP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Order Shortening Time Re: Defendants' Motion 0.00
to Compel Rule 35
2846 TIME Alien 7.60 600.00 4560.00
1/21/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Ethan Bryan depaosition 0.00
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001792

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 14
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2096 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
1/22/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference and emails with John 0.00
Scott Re: upcoming depositions
2848 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
172212016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation to extend date for hearing on Rule 35 0.00
Motion
2997 TIME Allen 3.50 600.00 2100.00
1/24/2016 meeting 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Meeting with John Scott and clients; preparation 0.00
for depositions
29908 TIME Allen 1.80 600.00 1080.00
1/25/2016 meeting 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Meeting with John Scott 0.00
2849 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
1/27/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Repyl Re: Motion to Compel 0.00
Rule 35 examinations
2850 TIME Allen 5,40 600.00 3240.00
1/28/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for deposition; Andre Long Q.00
deposition; meeting with John Scott
2999 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
1/29/2018 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2940 TIME Allen 1.00 600.00 600,00
1/30/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' 1st supplement to NRCP 0.00
16.1 (A)(1) Disclosures
2851 TIME Allen 6.70 600.00 4020.00
1/31/2016 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research and draft Plaintiffs’ Opposltion to 0.00

Motion to Compel 1/11/16 Motion to Compel
Damages Categories and Calculations from
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001792
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001793

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 15
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
Plaintiff Aimee Hairr
3000 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
2/1/2018 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3001 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
2/2/12016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2852 TIME Allen 3.50 600.00 2340.00
2/312016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Mary Bryan deposition; telephone 0.00
conference with John Scott
2853 TIME Allen 0.90 €00.00 540.00
2/4/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Deposition of Dr. Moore 0.00
2854 TIME Allen 6.30 600.00 3780.00
2/5/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Deposition of Mary Bryan 0.00
2856 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
2/812016 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Rule 38 Hearing 0.00
2857 TIME Allen 1.00 €00.00 €00.00
2/10/2016 hearing 0.00 T
WiP Bryan and Hairr 0.0c
Hearing denying Defendants’ Motion to compel 0.00
Rule 35 Examination
2855 TIME Allen 2.30 600.00 1380.00
2/10/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Reply Re: Motion to Compel 0.00
Categories and Calculations
2858 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
2/11/2016 document review 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Order setting Civil Jury Trial, Pretrial and 0.00

Calendar Call
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001794

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Siip Listing Page 16
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2859 TIME Allen 0.70 600.00 420.00
2/12/2016 dooument review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Motion to Compel Damages Categories 0.00

and Calculations from Plaintiff Mary Bryan on
Shortening Time; telephone conference with

John Scott
2941 TIME Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
2/13/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' 2nd 16.1 Supplement 0.00
2860 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.0C0
2/15/2018 Deposition 0.00 T
WIiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Heath Hairr and Gina Abbeduto 0.00
depositions
2861 TIME Allen 4.80 600.00 2880.00
2116/2016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Depositions of Heath Hairr and Gina Abbeduto 0.00
2862 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
2/16/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2863 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
211712016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2864 TIME Allen 2.50 600.00 1500.00
211712016 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for hearing; Hearing with Discovery 0.00
Gommissioner Re: Defendants’ Motions to
Compel Damages Categories and Calcuiations
2865 TIME Allen 1.40 600.00 840.00
211912016 Deposition 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Depositions of Dr, Edmund Faro and Dr. 0.00
Asheesh Dewann
2866 TIME Allen 0.70 600.00 420.00
2122/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00

dermand letter

001794
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001795

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 17
SlipID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference \ariance
3002 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
21242016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3003 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
212512016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
demand letter
2942 TIME Allen 1.30 600.0C 780.00
2/26/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ 3rd 16.1 Supplement; 0.00
telephone conference with John Scott
2867 TIME Allen 3.90 600.00 2340.00
322016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Motion for Summary 0.00
Judgment; telephone conference with John Scott
2868 TIME Allen 1.70 600.00 1020.00
37712016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review “facts" in dispute Re: depositions for 0.00
Defendants’ Summary Judgment motion
3004 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
3/8/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3005 TIME Allen c.60 600.0C 480.00
3/9/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00
Scott Re: factual disputes
3006 TIME Allen 1.00 600.00 600.00
311072016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00
Scott Re: Motion for Summary Judgment
3007 TIME Allen 3.50 600.00 2100.00
3/14i2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00

Scott Re; Motion for Summary Judgment,
discovery and trial date

001795
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81812017 Allen Lichienstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 18
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
3008 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
3/15/2016 phone 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3009 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
3/16/2016 phene 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scoft 0.00
3010 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
311812016 phone 0.00 T
wipP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scaott 0.00
2869 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
32172016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Order denying Defendants' Mction to 0.00

Cempel a Rule 35 Examination; telephene
conference with Jchn Scott

2870 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
3/23/12016 document review 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation and Order to continue trial and 0.00
Defendants' Summary Judgment Moticn
2871 TIME Allen 7.80 600.00 4680.00
3/24/2016 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hatrr 0.00
Research Title I1X and Title Vil case Re: sexual 0.00

discrimination perceived sexual orientation and
gender sterectyping

2872 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
372512016 document review 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Order setting Civil Bench Trial 0.00
2873 TIME Aflen 6.80 600.00 4080.00
3/27/20186 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research loss of educaticnal opportunity and 0.00
draft Summary Judgment brief
2874 TIME Allen 6.50 600.00 3900.00
3/28/2016 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research failure to comply with statutory duties 0.00
and draft brief; telephone conference with Jehn
Scott

001796
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001797

8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 19
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variarce
2875 TIME Allen 6.50 600.00 3800.00
312912016 research 0.00 T
WiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Further research on discrimination on the basis 0.00
of sex (Title 1X) and deliberate indifference;
telephone conference with John Scott
2876 TIME Allen 8.40 600.00 5040.00
313012016 documeni draft 0.Co T
wip Bryan and Hairr .00
Draft brief, emails and telephone conference 0.00
with John Scott
2877 TIME Allen 9.20 600.00 5520.00
3/31/2016 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft, edit brief 0.00
2878 TIME Allen 9.30 600.00 5580.00
4/1/2016 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Finalized and filed Plaintiffs' Opposition to 0.00
Defendants' Summary Judgment Motion; emails
and telephone conference with John Scott
3011 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
4/2{2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott 0.00
an12 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
4/11/2016 phone 0.00 T
WiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3013 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
4/13/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2879 TIME Allen 2.60 600.00 1560.00
4{19/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr C.00
Review Defendants' Reply Re: Defendants’ 0.00
Summary Judgment Motion; telephone
conference with John Scott
2881 TIME Alten 1.70 600.00 1020.00
4/20/2016 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Hearing on Defendanis’ Motion 0.00
for Summary Judgment

001797
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 20
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2880 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
4{20/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Discovery Commissioner's Report and 0.00
Recommendation
2882 TIME Allen 3.00 800.00 1800.00
4/21/2016 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Hearing on Defendants' Motion for Summary 0.00
Judgment; telephone conference with John Scott
2883 TIME Allen 0.70 600.00 420.00
4/26/2016 dosument review 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.c0
Review transcript on Defendants’' Motion for 0.00
Summary Judgment
3014 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
4/28/20186 phone 0.00 T
WiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with and emails from 0.00
John Scoft
3015 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.0C
5/4/2016 Email 0.00 T
wWiIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott 0.00
3016 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
5/5/20186 Email 0.00 T
wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3017 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
5/6/2018 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott 0.00
3018 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
5/9/2018 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.c0
3019 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
5/10/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott 0.00
2884 TEME Allen 1.30 600.00 780.00
5/13/2016 document review 0.00 T
wWIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00

001798
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 21
Slip 1D Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
Review Defendants' Proposed Order Re: 0.00
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment;
emails and telephone conference with John Scott
2886 TIME Allen 2.00 600.00 1200.00
5/17/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Reply to Plaintiffs’ Objection 0.00
2885 TIME Alien 1.70 600.00 1020.00
5M7/2016 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendants’ 0.00
Proposed Order Re: Summary Judgment;
telephone conference with John Scott
3020 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
5/18/2016 phone 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2887 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
T/123/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Order Re: Defendants’ Motion for Summary 0.00
Judgment
3021 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
7i25/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: order 0.00
3022 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
7126/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3023 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
8/5/2016 phone 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2888 TIME Allen 2.50 600.00 1500.00
8/7/20186 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Motion for Partial 0.00
Reconsideration
2889 TIME Allen 0.10 600.00 60.00
8/11/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Defendant's Motion for Oral ARgument Re: 0.00
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 22
SlipID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration
3024 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
8/12/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: Q.00
Motion for reconsideration
2880 TIME Allen 4.70 600.00 2820.00
B8/15/2016 rasearch 0.00 T
wWIp Bryar and Hairr 0.00
Research Rules for. Motions for 0.00
Reconsideration, NRCP 58(e}, NRCP 60(b), and
Motions in Limine
2891 TIME Allen 2,70 600.00 1620.00
81712016 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Further research on gender stereotyping and 0.00
perceived sexual orientation discrimination
2892 TIME Allen 1.50 600.00 900.00
8/19/2016 research 0.00 T
WP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research on prejudice 0.00
2823 TIME Alten 520 600,00 3120.00
B/20/2016 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Brief Re; Defendants' Motion for 0.Q0
Reconsideration
2894 TIME Allen 2.90 600.00 1740.00
8/22/2016 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Finalized and filed Plaintiffs' Response to 0.00
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration
3025 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
8/24/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scoft 0.00
2895 TIME Allen 4.20 600.00 2520.00
8/30/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Reply Re: Motion for 0.c0

Reconsideration; preparation for hearing on
motion
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B8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Siip Listing Page 23
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2896 Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
8/30/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email from John Scott 0.00
2897 Allen 2.20 600.00 1320.00
B/31/2016 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Hearing denying Defendants’ Motion for 0.00
Reconsideration; telephone conference with
John Scott
2898 Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
10/12/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants’ Offer of Judgment with 0.00
clients
2699 Allen 1.10 600.00 660.00
10/14/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Pre-trial disclosures 0.00
3026 Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
10/15/2016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scott Re: trial and trial 0.00
preparation
3027 Allen 0.80 600.00 480.00
10/16/2016 Email 0.00 T
wiIpP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Multiple emails and telephone conference with 0.00
John Scott
3028 Allen 2.30 600.00 1360.00
10/17/2018 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John 0.00
Scott Re: trial preparation
3029 Allen 2.50 600.00 1500.00
10/18/20186 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference and emails from John 0.00
Scott Re: trial preparation
3030 Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
10/19/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichienstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 24
Slip D Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
3031 TIME Allen 270 600.00 1620.00
10/21/2016 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Multiple emails and telephone conference with 0.00
John Scott: trial preparation
3032 TIME Allen 1.80 600.00 1080.00
10/24/20186 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott and 0.00
multiple emails
2900 TIME Allen 1.40 600.00 840.00
10/26/2016 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and file Order denying Defendants’ Motion 0.00
for Reconsideration; telephone conference with
John Scott
3033 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
10/27/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone canference with John Scott 0.00
3034 TIME Allen 2.30 600.00 1360.00
10/28/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Conference call and emails with John Scott 0.00
3035 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
11/1/2016 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scoft 0.00
3036 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
114212016 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails from John Scoft 0.00
2901 TIME Allen 1.20 600.00 720.00
11/3/2016 Court Preparation 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Pre-trial Calendar call; telephone conference 0.00
with John Scoft
2902 TIME Alten 0.90 600.00 540.00
11/7/2016 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Individual Pre-trial 0.00

Memorandum

001802
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8812017 Allen Lichienstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 27
SlipID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
3047 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
1/9/2017 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Email from John Scott Re: transcripts delay 0.00
3048 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
1M10/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2911 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
1/23/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation and Order Re: Closing argument 0.00
briefing
3049 TIME Allen 0.20 600,00 120.00
211442017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2912 TIME Allen 9.20 600.00 5520.00
2/20/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review trial transcripts; telephone conference 0.00
with John Scott
3050 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
212212017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3051 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
2/2312017 rhone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2913 TIME Allen 7.90 600.00 4740.00
3/8/2017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review trial transcripts; draft closing brief 0.00
30582 TIME Allen 0.50 600.00 300.00
3M0/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00

Closing Brief

001803
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B8/8/2017 Allen Lichienstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 28
Slip 1D Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Paosting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2914 TIME Allen 6.40 600.00 3840.00
3M7/2017 document draft 0.00 T
wIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review trial transcript; draft closing brief 0.00
2415 TIME Allen 8.40 600.00 5040.00
3/18/2017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft closing argument 0.00
2916 TIME Allen 9.90 600.00 5940.00
3M9/2017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and edit closing argument 0.00
2917 TIME Allen 10.30 600.00 6180.00
3/20/2017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Finalized and filed Plaintiffs’ Closing Argument 0.00
brief, telephone conference with John Scott
3053 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
4/7/12017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3054 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
41312017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3085 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
4117/2017 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Emails and telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2918 TIME Allen 0.30 600.00 180.00
4/20/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Stipulation and Order to extend the deadline for 0.00
Defendant to file its Post trial Closing Argument
Brief; telephone conference with John Scott
3056 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
442172017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00

001804
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8/8/2017 Allen lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 29
SlipID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2919 TIME Allen 3.70 600.00 2220.00
4/30/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Closing Argument Brief 0.00
2920 TIME Allen 8.70 600.00 5220.00
5272017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research CCSD liability, actual notice issued 0.00
3057 TIME Allen 0.60 600.00 360.00
51312017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: Reply 0.00
Brief
2921 TIME Allen 6.50 600.00 3900.00
BIT2017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research claim of special relationship applying 0.00
only to negligence and Defendants’ "negligence
per se" deliberate indifference claim
3058 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
5/9/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scoft 0.00
2922 TIME Allen 6.20 600.00 3720.00
512212017 research g.c0 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research deliberate indifference; draft rebuttal 0.00
2923 TIME Allen 4.90 600.00 25940.00
5/23/2017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research constitutionally protected interest; draft 0.00
rebuttal; telephone conference with John Scott
2924 TIME Allen 6.00 600.00 3600.00
52412017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research Title 1X; pervasive severe and 0.00
objectively unreasonable; loss of educational
opportunity; draft rebuftal; emails and telephone
conference with John Scoft
2925 TIME Allen 7.70 600.00 4620.00
5/25/2017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft and edit rebuttal; telephone conference 0.00

with John Scoft
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 30
Slip ID Timekseper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNE Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
2926 TIME Allen 8.70 600.00 5820.00
52672017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Finalized and filed Plaintiffs' Closing Rebuttal 0.00
brief
2927 TIME Allen 5.30 600.00 3180.00
6/5/2017 dogument review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' Motion to Strike Portions of 0.00
Plaintiffs’ Closing Rebuttal brief; Research Re:
Motion to Strike
2928 TIME Allen 420 800.00 2520.00
6/6/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review Defendants' cited cases 0.00
2786 TIME Allen 3.80 600.00 2160.00
6/7/12017 Email 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Multiple emails and telephone conference with 0.00
John Scott Re:Motion to Strike
2929 TIME Allen 5.30 600.00 3180.00
6/8/2017 research 0.00 T
Wip Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research difference between appellate briefs 0.00
and written closing arguments
2930 TIME Allen 3.10 600.00 1860.00
6/9/2017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research prejudice in ciosing arguments in 0.00
bench trial and court discretion; review record for
prior rulings on legal issues
2831 TIME Allen 4.80 600.00 2880.00
6/11/2017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Plaintiffs' Opposition to Motion to Strike 0.00
2932 TIME Allen 5.50 600.00 3300.00
6/1212017 document draft 0.00 T
WIiP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Motion o Strike; 0.00
emails and telephone conference with Jehn Scott
2933 TIME Allen 6.80 800.00 4080.00
6/13/2017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Edited and finalized Response to Defendants’ 0.00
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8/8/2017 Alien Lichtenstein
4:11 PM Slip Listing Page 31
Slip ID Timekeeper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
Motion to Strike Plaintiffs’ Rebuttal Defendants’
Reply
3069 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
6/22/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
2934 TIME Allen 1.70 600.00 1020.00
6/29/2017 document review 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Review decision and order 0.00
2935 TIME Allen 520 600.00 3120.00
71612017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft findings of fact, conclusions of law; 0.00
telephone conference with John Scott
2936 TIME Allen 3.80 600.00 2280.00
71712017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft finding of fact and conclusions of law and 0.00
judgment
3060 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
71012017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3061 TIME Allen 0.20 600.00 120.00
7M3/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott 0.00
3082 TIME Allen 0.40 600.00 240.00
7/14/2017 phone 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Telephone conference with John Scott Re: 0.00
damage issue
3063 TIME Allen 4.70 600.00 2820.00
711512017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Draft proposed finding of fact and conclusions of 0.00
law and judgment
3064 TIME Allen 6.90 600.00 4140.00
TM712017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Edited and finalized findings of fact and 0.00

conciusions of law and judgment; telephone
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8/8/2017 Allen Lichtenstein
411 PM Slip Listing Page 32
Slip 1D Timekesper Units Rate Slip Value
Dates and Time Activity DNB Time Rate Info
Posting Status Client Est. Time  Bill Status
Description Reference Variance
conference with John Scott
3066 TIME Allen 3.10 600.00 1860.00
7/19/2017 hearing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Preparation for Hearing; Hearing on Motion to 0.00
Strike; telephone conference with John Scott
30867 TIME Allen 2.10 600.00 1260.00
712772017 document draft 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements 0.00
3068 TIME Allen 7.60 600.00 4560.00
8772017 research 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Research and prepare fee petition 0.00
3069 TIME Allen 6.30 600.00 3780.00
8/8/2017 editing 0.00 T
WIP Bryan and Hairr 0.00
Edited and finalized fee petition 0.00
Grand Total
Billable 690.77 414460.00
Unbillable 0.00 0.00
Total 680.77

414460.00
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EXHIBIT 2
ATTACHMENT 2

STACI PRATT HOURS AS A PRIVATE ATTORNEY
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Date
7/23/2014
7/26/2014

7/30/2014
7/31/2014

8/9/2014
8/12/2014
B/15/2014
8/20/2014

8/21/2014
8/21/2014
8/22/2014
872242014
8/25/2014

B/25/2014
8/26/2015

9/2/2014
a/5/2014
10/9/2014
10/10/2014

11/6/2014
11/10/2014
11/17/2014

11/25/2014

11/30/2014

12/2/2014
Total:

Time

STACI PRATT BRYAN/HAIRR HOURS

Activity
0.50 Client communication—substitution of counsel
0.70 Review of complaint for editing

Client communication--receipt of letter from NERC and review

0.80 of correspondence
0.10 Review of substitution of counsel
Review of Defendants' Reply to Plaintiffs’ Response to
1.20 Defendants' Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Complaint
D.10 Client communcation--Aimee Hairr
0.20 Review of Alicia Lerod email
2.60 Prepare background materfals for oral argument
Support Allen Lichentenstein in oral argument in hearing on
3,10 Bryan and Hairr
1.20 Client communication regarding oral argument
0.30 Review transcript
0.50 Client communication with Mary Bryan
D.20 Review emall from Alicia Lerod dated 8/21/2014
Research and draft letter response ta Alicla Lerod related to
1.30 commurication and substitution of counsel
0.30 Finalize draft and send letter reply to Alicia Lerod

018100

Activity Type
Communication
Document draft

Document review
Document review

Document review
Communication
Document review

Document preparation and review for court

Hearing on Mation to Dismiss

Conversation
Document review
Conversation
Document review

Document draft

Document draft and Email

Review draft order from hearing on motion to dismiss--as sent

0.60 by Dan Waite, oppasing counse!
0.10 approve draft order
4.20 Prepare First Amended Complaint
0.60 Discuss litigation strategy with co-counsel
Review Nov. b letter from opposing counsel regarding First
0.70 Amended Complaint
1.80 Prepare mation to correct errata and amend complaint
D.20 Review client communication--Aimee Hairr
Prepare draft of proposed changes to NRS Chapter 388 to
260 address client concerns
0.30 Review final proposal
0.20 Review client communication--Mary Bryan
20.80

Document review
Communication
Document draft
Analysis

Document review
Document draft
Document review

Document draft

Document review
Communication

001810

Rate

450,00
450.00

450.00
450.00

450.00
450.00
450.00
450.00

450.00
450,00
450.00
450.00
450,00

450.00
450.00

450.00
450.00
450.00
450.00

450.00
450.00
450,00

450.00
450.00
450.00

Slip Value
$225.00
$315.00

$360.0C
$45.00

$540.00
545.00
$90.00
$1,170.00

51,395.00
$540.00
$135.00
£225.00

%90.00

$5B5,00
$135.00

$270.00
£45.00
$1,890.00
5270.00

$315.00
$810.00
$50.00

51,170.00
$135.00
$50.00
$10,980.00
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EXHIBIT 2

ATTACHMENT 3

ACLUN HOURS
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ACLU of Nevada

601 Sonth Rancho Dr.
Suite Bl |
Las Vegas, NV 8510}

102-366-1 336

001812

August 08, 2017

Invoice #

Riiling for: 11112014 to

10000

Client ID: Bryan et al. v

Professional Services

Hours Rate
1/10/2014 S. Pr Review all relevant emails on timeline.
0.90 $450.00/hr
1/21/2014 S. Pr Review and analyze Clark County School District non-discrimination policy,
1.10 $450.00/br
1/23/2014 AM  Research school discrimination section for complaint,
1.50 $225.00/hr

1/24/2014 AM Continue to research and analyze cases and arguments regarding discrimination and public
2.00 accommaodations for incorporation into complaint.

AM Research Nevada Equal Rights Commission, powers and duties.
1.50

1/27/2014 S. Pr Email plaintiffs and address concerns regarding litigation.
0.30

AM  Research and analysis regarding anti-bullying statutes in Nevada and CCSD policics.
2.50

AM  Draft outline for complaint.
1.50

1/31/2014 AM Begin initial draft of Complaint.
2,50

$225.00/hr

$225.00/br

$450,00/hr

$225.00/hr

$225.00/hr

$225.00/hr

To ensura praper credit, please inciude your cient id and invoice number on yout payment. Thank you.
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ACLU of Nevada
Client ID:Bryan et al. v. Page 2
August 08, 2017
Hours Rate

2/7/2014 AM Review client correspondence with frustees.
[.50 $225.00/hr

AM Make revisions and additions to the Factual background section of the NERC complaint.
1.75 $225.00/hr

2/13/2014 TS Review and respond to muitiple correspondence to and from clients.
0.40 $125.00/he

201472014 AM  Continue to make revisions and additions to the factval background for the complaint,
225 $225.00/nr

2/21/2014 AM  Draft causes of action tor complaint regarding the Fourleenth Amendment
3.00 $225.00/br

AM Continue drafting causes of action section for complaint.
1.25 $225.00/hr

2/23/2014 AM Continue revisions to both plaintiffs’ factual background sections of the complaint.
225 $225.00/hr

2/14/2014 AM Incorporate S. Pratt edits into the complaint.
0.75 $225.00/hr

AM  Meeting with Plainuiffs to discuss complaint.
200 $225.00/hr

AM Conrinue edits and research on the negligence cause of action of the complaint.
2.00 $225.00/hr

2/25/2014 AM  Telephone call with head of NERC and draft nates for complaint.
1.00 §225.00/br

AM Make final edits to the negligence cause of action and public accommodation sections of the
2.00 complaint.

$225.00/hr
2/26/2014 AM Review and respond to multiple e-mails from clients.
0.50 $225.00/hr
3/17/2014 S, Pr Telephone conference with legal staff regarding pending investigation of client’s complainis.
1.00 $450.00/hy
S, Pr Meeting with clients,
1.20 $450.00/hr

To ansure proger credit, pisase include your cllert 1d and Invoice number on your payment, Thank you.
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ACLU of Nevada
Client ID:Bryan et al. v Page 3
August 08, 2017
Hours Rate

3/17/2014 8. Pr Review complaint and research potential causcs of action.
1.60 $450.00/hr

47282014 TS Fmail correspondence with A, Morgan regarding complaint and filing timeline.
0.20 $125.00/hy

AM  Draft civil cover sheet.
0.20 $225.00/hr

AL  E-mail Paige reparding press conference timeline.
0.20 $600.00/h

4/29/2014 TS  Tile the compiaint and appropriate decuments.
0.30 $125.00/hr

571442014 IS Dryaft summonses and coordinale the service of the sumimonses.
1.50 $125.00/hr

5/27/2014 AL Meeting with KNPR and parents
1.20 $600.00/hx

6/5/2014 Al. Meeting with A, Lerud and A.G. attorneys regarding case.
1.20 $£600.00/hr

6/10/2014 JZ.  Review of entire case materials.
3.00 $125.00/hr

JZ  Review case materials with A. Morgan and discuss issues and concerns, found during research and

1.20 analysis.
$125.00/hr

6/11/2014 J2  Research issues regarding Nevada Equal Rights Commission duties,
2.00 $125.06/r

6/13/2014 JZ  Continue research regarding NERC duties and powers.
1.50 $125.60/hr

6/17/2014 JZ  Review and analyze motion to dismiss,
1.50 $125.00/0r

IZ  Continue research regarding issues raised in Motion to Dismiss and damage cases for use in written

4.00 opposition.
£125.00/hr

JZ.  Begin research on issues raised in motion to dismiss.
3.00 $125.00/hr

To ensure proper credit, please include your client id and involzce Aumber on yoUr payment. Thank you
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ACLU of Nevada
Client ID:Bryan et al. v. Page 4
Augusi 08, 2017
Hours Rate

7/1/2014 TS  Research Rule 2.2 regarding time and response to motions and emmail the team regarding the same.
0.50 $125.00/hr

7/2/2014 TS Review and calendar opposition deadfine dates to motion o dismiss.
0.20 $125.00/hr

7/8/2014 8. Pr Review the arguments for opposition to motion to dismiss related to 42 UST 1983, for violations of

2.50 state and US Constitutions.
$450.00/hr

AL Respond to all the Negligence Per Se arguments (addressing all arguments made in pages 12-19 of the
2.30 Motion to Dismiss). Draft response 1o the argument that we cannot sue an individual school within a

district.
$600.00/hr
TS Create hearing Binder for attys regarding Motion to Dismiss and hearing on Motion to Disrmiss.
0.50 $125.00/hs
7/9/2014 TS Calendar and review dates regarding opposition to motion.
0.10 $125.00:hr
TS Research rules for service via mail.
0.20 $125.00/hy
7/11/2014 AL Media discussions regarding the case.
1,00 £600.00/hr
7/18/2014 AL, Review and make edits to oppesition to the motien to dismiss.
1.20 $600.00/ht
382014 AL Attend hearing on Motion {o Dismiss
2.50 $600.00/hr
9/9/2014 TS Review email and correspand with A, Lichtcnstein regarding the same.
0.20 $125.00/w
Total for professional services rendered 70.45 $19,356.25
Balance due $19,356.25

Te ensure proper credit, pleass include your ol'ent 'd and inveice number an your paymen:. Thank you.
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EXHIBIT 2

ATTACHMENT 4

COSTS WITH SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
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001817

Plaintiffs" Costs and Disbursements

In Reference To: Mary Bryan and Amy Hairr v Clark County School District (CCSD} et. al,
{Case No. A-14-700018-C}

COSTS Amount
5/19/2014 Messenger service to Attorney General {ACLU} 116.88
B/22/2014 Hearing transcript (Lichtenstein). 60.00
5/12/2015 Association of Counsel application fee [S5tate Bar of Nevada CK #1643). 550.00
6/18/2015 Mailing disclosures [Lichtenstein). 5.75
6/19/2015 Printing disclosures (Lichtensteln}. 63.77
6/22/2015 Mailing disclosures (Lichtenstein). 5.95
6/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 06/01/2015-06/30/2015. 27.20
8/31/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2015-08/31/2015. 4.00
10/23/2015 Discovery CD (Lichtenstein}. 10.80
11/2/2015 Deposition of Warren McKay {Depo International Inv #23223). 1,534.68
Deposition transcript of Warren McKay {Depo [nternational Inv #23293}. 877.98
Roundtrip travel to from SNA to LAS to 5FO for Bryan/Hairr depositions {Southwest]. 209.20
Meals during travel to Las Vegas far Bryan/Hairr depositions (The Sicilian Ristorante). 126.48
11/3/2015 Deposition of Cheryl Winn {Depo International Inv #23263}. 1,590.00
Deposition transcript of Cheryl Winn {Depo imternational Inv #23417}, 928,73
Taxi service in Las Vegas for Bryan/Hairr depositions {Thanh Ngoc). 52.00 o
Meals during travel to Las Vegas for Bryan/Hairr depositions {(Arawan Thai Bistro). 2551
Meals during travel to Las Vegas for Bryan/Hairr depositions {Gandhi india Cuisine}. 25.84
11/16/2015 Deposition of Deanna Wright {Depo Imternational Inv #23637}. 603.42
Deposition transcript of Deanna Wright {Depo International Inv #23662). 416.15
Wright deposition transcript (Lichtenstein}. 19.46
11/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2015-11/30/2015. 210.40
12/22/2015 Deposition of Nolan Michael Halrr {Litigation Services, Inv #1044327). 1,183.05
1/5/2016 Deposition of C L (Western Reporting Services, Inv #49562]. 372.80
1/6/2016 Deposition of Aimee Olivia Halrr (Litigation Services, inv #1046125). 960.58
1/13/2016 Deposition of D M (Western Reporting Services, Inv #45981]. 379.30
1/21/2016 Deposition of Ethan Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1048764). 1,138.50
1/24/2016 Travel to from New Orleans tc LAS for Bryan/Hairr depositions {Southwest). 221.23
1/25/2016 Deposition of Leonard Depiazza {Depo International Inv #24752}, 815.00
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1/26/2016 Deposition of Robert Beaseley {Depc Internationat Inv #24805}.
1/27/2016 Deposition transcript of John Edwin Halpin {Depo International Inv #24899}.

Deposition of John Edwin Halpin {Depo international Inv #24897).

1/28/2016 Deposition transcript of Andre Joseph Long {Depo Internationaf Inv #24902).
Depositien of Andre Joseph Long (Depo International Inv #24901).
Travel from LAS to SFO - Bryan/Hairr depositions {Southwest}.

1/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 01/01/2016-01/31/2016.

2/5/2016 Deposition of Mary Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).

2/16/2016 Deposition of Heath Hairr {Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).
Deposition of Gina Abbaduto {Litigation Services, Inv #1053285}.

2/19/2016 Deposition of Asheesh Dewan, MD {Litigation Services, {nv #1053578).
Deposition of Edmond Faro, MD {Litigation Services, Inv #1053610).

2/24/2016 Deposition of Dennis Moore, MD (Litigation Services, Inv #1052063).

2/29/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 02/01/2016-02/29/2016.

3/17/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV {FedEx #775904967564).

3/28/2016 Documents scanned to PDF {Lichtensteln)

4/1/2016 Documents scanned to PDF [Lichtensteln).

4/21/2016 Efile transactions for Mary Bryan - 04/30/2014-04/21/2016 (Lichienstein}.

4/29/2016 Lewis Roca transcript fee {Lichtenstein},

B/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2016-0Bf31/2016.

10/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2016-10/31/2016.

11/9/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV {FedEx #7777679212411).
Depo transcript of Robert Beasley, taken 1/26/2016 (Depo International lnv #30045),
Depo transcript of Cheryl Winn, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo International inv #30044),
Depo transcript of Warren McKay, taken 11/2/2015 {Depo International inv #30046).

11/9/2016 Depo transcript of Deanna Wright, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo International Inv #30047).
Binders and tabs for trial {Lichtenstein},

11/15/2016 District Court Transcript of Trial 11/15/16-11/18/16, 11/22/16

11/28/2016 Court reporter deposit and service {Kimberly Lawson Karr Reporting [nv #11/28/2016.

12/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 12/01/2016-12/31/2016.

001818

533.00
325.76

589.50
556.83
947.50
114.60
190.60
1,031.40
160.00
607.25
135.85
132.10
236.35
67.40
32.45
37.63
42.39
280.50
90.14
6.40
51.80
11511
46.00
151.00
137.00
51.00
47.48
440.00
2000.00

182.80
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3/15/2017 Copies and binding. {Lichtenstein).

3/16/2017 Copies and binding. {Lichtenstein}.

3/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made in office 03/01/2017-03/31/2017.
5/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made in office during 05/01/2017-05/31/2017.

Assoc. of Counsel Renewal - Case A-14-700018 C {State of Nevada}

Total Costs

92.95
34.22
23.60
44,40

500.00

$22619.81
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Invoice #: 48398
Date: 05/19/2014

Reno/Carson Messenger Service, Inc. Process Server - Messenger Service

185 Martin Street ;b
RENO /CARSON / LAS VEGAS

tel 775.322.2424 fax 775.322.3408 : L
process@renocarson.com i e % WL MAKER DEADLINES 2

Federal Tax ID: 88-03086306

NV STATE LIC#322
W Amo“nt D“e: $90‘44

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF NEVADA
401 S RANCHO DR, SUTTE B11,

LAS YEGAS, NV 85106 Phone number: 702 366-9109
Fax number: 702 366-1331
Email Address;

Requestor: TAMIKA SHAUNTEE
Your File# BRYAN V. CCSD

Service #49261: KARA JENKINS IN HER INDIVIDUAL AND OFFICIAL
CAPACITY AS COMMISSION ADMINISTRATOR OF NERC
Manner of Service: CORP/BUSINESS

Completion Information/Recieved by:AMANDA WHITE
Service Dale/Time:05/16/2014 10:55 AM

Service address: 100 N. CARSON ST NEVADA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE CARSON
CITYNY 837035

Served hy:WADE MORLAN R-006823

Ser | Cotor of skinfrace | Cotar of hair Age [Hpighe Woirht
| Fensale Cavcnsian Blgmrdo 20-30 I5tt bn $41~1300he
Other Features;

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT-STATE OF NEVADA, CLARK COUNTY
MARY BRYAN, BT AL v. CLARX COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT (OCED); ET AL
Service Documents: SUMMONS; COMPLATNT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, INJUNCTTVE CASE#: A-14-700018-C
RELIEF, AND DAMAGES; CIVIL COVER SHEET

Service Commenls;

Copy/Print/Fax Service $6.44
Standard Service $40.00
RUSH CHARGE $20.00
SPECIAL MILEAGE $24.00
TOTAL CHARGES: $90,44
BALANCE: $90.44

CREDIT TERMS ARE NET 30. INVOICES NOT PAID WITHIN TERMS WILL BE ASSESSED A 1.5% PER MONTH
FINANCE CHARGE
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Invoice #: 48396

Reno/Carson Messenger Service, Inc. Process Server - Massenger Service Date: 05/19/2014

Rao MY s RENG/ CARSON / LAS VEGAS

process @renocarson,.com ¥ & % WE MAKE DEADLINES o f o
Federal Tax ID: 88-0306306
NV STATE LIC#322
INVOICE FOR SERVICE: Amount Due: $26.44
AMERICAN CIVIL LTEERTIES UNION OF NEVADA
601 5 BANCHO DR, SUITE Bil,
LAS VEGAS, NV 89106 Phone number: 702 366-9109
Fax number: 702 366-1331
Emall Address:

Requestor: TAMIKA SHAUNTEE
Your File#* BRYAN V. CCSD

Service #49263: NEVADA EQUAL RIGHTS COMMISSION (NERC)
Manner of Service: CORP/BUSINESS

Completion Information/Recieved by: AMANDA WHITE
Service Date/Time:05/16/2014 10:55 AM

Service address: 100 N. CARSON 8T NEVADA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S QFFICE CARSOM
CITYNV 89705

Served by:WADE MORLAN R-006323

of ski Colorgfhaic _ lAge Mol  [weighy
Fema Caucasian Blonde 1030 [sen 141-1500y
Other Features:

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT-STATE OF NEVADA, CLARK COUNTY
MARY BRYAN, ET AL v. CLARK COQUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT {CCSD); ET AL

Service Docuaments: SUMMONS; COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, INJUNCTIVE CASE#: A-14-700018-C
RELIEF, AND DAMAGES; CIVIL COVER SHEET

Service Commenis:

Copy/Prini/Fax Service $6.44
2nd Def $20.00
TOTAL CHARGES: $26.44
BALANCE: $26.44

CREDIT TERMS ARE NET 30, INVOICES NOT PAID WITHIN TERMS WILL BE ASSESSED A 1.5% PER MONTH
FINANCE CHARGE
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: ) R
- LR VS szé_,qr r
: THARH NGOC PrA T4y THE SICRIAN RISTORANT ﬁ A’ /

VE HA
1358 PLYMOUTH ave 3520 £ TROPICANA A
AN FRANCISCO, A aﬁ\ L VeGts, W 1 WL
. wdﬁﬁg 10272015 1D ithwestAirlines@luv.southwest.com>
Yomial : mww\ L‘i CR:;AM 15 5:45 PM
L)
372238562861 ; , YRR 5 (HZ2PYY) | 300CT15 | SFO-SNA-LAS | Scott/lohn
CREOIT Capp m& o026
s HE s s
00X #:
INVOICE -y :fm mggg?)
Batrh #: B foprova Code Sriped
g‘g":ﬂfﬁ: o0y friry Method: ardne & Log In j View my ltinerary
" | PRETIP il ol
SE/SERVICES )] 0.~
i e
TP 0 up
s TTAL AMOUNT /_é{éL e -
TOTAL AMOUNT $52'm WE APPRECIVTE YOUR BUSTNESS gvarything you need to
CLSTOMER COPY
CUSTOMER copy
-

AIR Confirmation: HZ2PYY Corfirmation Date; 10/13/2015

Pagaenger{s)

Rapid Rewards # Ticket# Est. Pulnts

Esrned
5262150860085 Oct8,2018 O

Expiration

SCOTTOHN 2176583

Rapkd Rawards poins from your ariginal booking have been redepostied In accouat D0000Z17858613
18502 Rapid Rewards poinls have been redeemed for new ticks!; 5282150860085

Date Flight Departure/Arival

#Ilght h Daparturemrr{val

Let us take arly

care of $1 250

check-in-

foryou. o=y
Getitnow »

h.ﬂddahﬁtﬂ!

+" Eam Rapid Revsards™ points
' Best rate quarantee
+ Free cancelfation

Beok s boted >
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A N
1Y 4 i
John H. Scott
e
’ From: Southwest Aidines <SouthwestAirlines@luv.southwest.com>
| Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:52 PM
“ To: John H. Scott
Subject: Flight reservation (H35ED7) | 03NOV15 | LAS-SFQ | Scott/John

Thanks for chocsing Southwesi® for yoryr itp.

Check n

Onling

& Log in { View my itinerary

[
Uifers

Ready for takeoff!

Thanks for chooeing Southwest® for your trip. You'il find sverything you need in
know sbout your reservation below. Happy travalal

Upcoming Trip: 1103/15 - San Frencisco

K Airitinerary

AIR Confirmation: HISEDT Confirmation Date: 107132015 e
Passenger(s) Rapld Rewards # Ticket # Expirstion gf_}“;:“‘"
SCOTTAOHN 217859993 5282150862870 Oct 12,2016 0

Date Flight DeparturefArrival

Tue Nov 3 2054 Depart LAB VEGAS, NV (LAS) on Southevest Aifimoe ot 7:40 PM

Arriva [n 8AN FRANCISCO, CA (SFO) at 8:18 PH
Travel Time 7 hrs 35 ming

Wanna Get Away

@ Chack in for your flight{e): 24 hours before your trip on Southwest.com
or your mobile device to secure your boarding position. You'll ba
assigned a boarding position based on your check-in time. The earlier
you check in within 24 hours of your fiight, the earlier you get to board.

1

Let us take only
care of S 50
check-in

for you. one-vay
GetRnow 2

h Add a hetal

&' Eain Rapid Rewards” points
&' Dest mie guaraniee
+" Feee cancellation
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A 2

Fed =< Office.

November 16, 2015 12:51 Page: 1

Receipt ¢: 0741215878

MasterCard #: XXNXXOOO0O(XX 8481

2018H1/16 12:36

Oty Description Amount

150 ES B&W S/S White 8.5 x11 18.00
SubTotal 18.00
Taxes 1.46
Total 19.46

The Cardholder agrees to pay the lssuer of the charge
card in accordance with the agreement between the

lssuer end the Cardhaldar.
FedEx Office Print & Ship Centers

395 Hughes Cir Dr,
Las Vegas,NV 89109
(T02) 951-2400
www.FedExOfflca.com

Tell us how we'ra doing and recsive

20% off your next $35 print order
fedex.com/welisten or 1-800-388-0242
Offer Code:_____ Offer expires 12/31/2015

Please Aecycle Thls Receipt
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‘__6_4{.'5_'_!'_{_22&5 94:33 7824339551 ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN PAGE /
Ba/89

W[ETE“N H[P“ﬂll“ﬁ TERW!S; NET 30 DAYS - A Late Payment
Chinrga of 1 1/2% per wonth {18% par
seRrvICE S, N c pnnum) will be asscssed on balances 30
£00 South Rancho Driva » Sulto BA + Las Vegag, N LR days or mere sverthus,
702/474-5263 » fax 702/474-8267
W weslamreportingservices.com " DATE a5 " INVOICE .-

Fedarel 1D No, §8-0263740
1116/2016 49962

[
3t e

NG R
BRYAN V. CCSD

TO: .‘-‘: E 1 I. ~ ' i

Allan K. Lichtengteln, E8Y.
3315 East Russell Road
Sulte 222

Las Veges, Nevada 89120

I SRR Ve NP R s T v

DEPOSITION OF C . AP /5/16

Transeript, Copy 348.10
{Electronic Format)

Statutory administration of transcript subssqusnt to pubficatfon 18.50

Standard/Black end White Exhibit(s) - Elecfronic format 7.20

PUSTED

REPORTER

L. Unruh BALARGE BUE:

$372.80

5'51‘ (C6- “{h
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64/0?.’2_615 _Bd:33 _ 7B243336%1 ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN PAGE ©9/89

WESTERN REPORTING R —
SERWVICES, IN . Clwige of 1 1/2% per month {18% por
. annwn) wil be nssessed on balances 30
800 South Rancho Drive » Sutte BA » Las Vegas, Nv 85108 diys or more ovardus,
T021474-8253 « fax THYAT4-6257
www. wasternreportingsorvices,.com 2 R e 1'-1'"-,_;]\;1?@']&5.:_‘[
fedaral D No. 88-0263740 SRR ER T
45081
Ty

™

T

BRYANV, CCSD

Allen K, Lichtenstein, E8Q.
3315 East Russall Rosd

Suite 222
Las Vagas, Nevada 88720

e N
DEPOSITION OF D4R
Transcript, Copy 346.18
{Electronic Format) :
Statutory sdministration of franscript subsequent to publication 18.50
Standard/Black and White Exhibit(s) - Electronic format g;g

Color exhibit(s) - Electronic format

et
L. Unruh

'
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10 minutes before departure: You must obtain your
boarding pass(es} and be in the gaie area for boarding at
least 10 minutes prior to your flight's scheduled depearture
{ime. #f not, Scuthwest may cancel your reserved space and
you will not ba eligible for denied boarding compensation.

If you do not plan to travel on your flight: In accordance
with Southwest's Ne Show Policy, you must notify
Southwest at least 10 minutes priat to your flight's
scheduled departure if you do not pian o travel on the flight.
If not, Southwest wili cancel your reservation and all funda
will he forfeited.

Air Coat: 44246

Fare Rule{s). 5262163210458: NONREF/NONTRANSFERABLE/STANDBY

REGQ UPGRADE TO
Valid only on Southw

Y.
est Airlines. All travel involving funds from this

Confirmation Number must be completed by the expiration date. Unused travel
funds may only be applied foward ihe purchase of future travel for the individual
named on the ticket Any changes to this itinerary may result in a fare increage.
Failure to cancel reservations for e Wanna Get Away fare segment at least 10

minutes prior to trave

SFO WN X/PHX WN

| will result in the forfeiture of all remaining unused funds.

MSY184.540LAVHNRD WN LAS 197 . 1OWLNVHNR

38164 END ZPSFOPHXMSY XFSFQ4.5PHX4.6 AY11.2085F05 60 MSYE.60

© Learn about our

Learn about inflight

" boarding process WiF1 & entertainment

Cost and Payment Summary

: AIR - R&MXTP
Base Fare % 381.64 Payment Informatlon
Excise Taxes $ 2882 Paymenl Type: Visa Xo0000000000(2430
Segment Fee ¥ 12.00 Date: Dect, 2015
Passenger Facility Charge $ 09.00 Payment Amount: $442.48

September 11th Security

Fee $ 11.20

Total Alr Cosl

5442.45/2/ ;‘J’ZJ /- .L3
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1f you have any questions, you may contact oar biting department:
Bifling@depuintamational.com

I C E 001836
?gg“é‘;ﬁmﬂﬁgﬁgggﬂm Involce No. | Involca Date Jbo. |
Las Vegas, NV B9101 24752 1/28/2016 20055
Phione; 702-386-9322  Fax:702-3856-9825 Job Date Caso No-
1/25/2016 A~14-700018-C
Coagse Nama
Mary Bryan, et al. va, Clark Qounty Schoof Disbict, & al,
John Housten Scolt
Scott Law Firm Paymeant Terms
1388 Subker Street
Sulbe 715 Due upon recsipt
San Franclsoo, CA 94199
ORIGINAL & ONE CERTIFTED TRANSCRIPT
Leonard Deplazza 815,00
TOTAL DUE >»>

$815.00

Thank you for }our businass!
5 y
NEGCEIWE
ﬂ FEB - 1 2016
By. .. e
ax X0: 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 5610601 Faw:(415) 553-9609
Ploase detach bottom partion and ratirn with payment, ‘
. Job No. ; 20056 BU 1D 2-DILV
lohn Iilguwm Scott Casa Mo, ! A-14-700018C 1y
308 Sutter Street Case Neme : rggyﬂgry:tnéft al. vs, Clark County Schoot -
wite 715 ' .

an Francisco, CA 94109

it To: Depo International
703 South Eighth Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Involca No. ¢ 24752 Invales Date : 1/28/2016

Tot Due : & 81840

Cardholder's Name:
Card Numbar:

Exp. Data:

Biling Adress;
ap. Card Secunity Code:
Amonnt to Charpe: '

Candholdar’s Slgnatum'

Emall;

Phoned:

001836
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001837

ily I W W & W% =

International —— - - ry
D?Ci'apoSouﬂ'l Eighth Street Invelte No. Invoice Dale Job Mo,
Las Vegas, NV 83101 _ 24897 2/4/2016 20058
Phona:702-386-9322 Fax:702-386-9825 Joh Date Casa No.
V2772016 A-14-700018-C
_ Case Naps
Maty Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County Schos! District, &t al,
Jokin Houston Soott : — :
Scott Law Firm ‘ Payment Tarms
1388 Sulter Street
Sulte 715 Chia upon regmipt
San Franlsco, CA 94109
ORIGINAL 8 QNE ELECTRONIC CERTTFIED TRANSCRIFT
“John Edwin Halpin _ 589,50
TOTALDUE >»> 358980

If you have any questions, you may contact our bifling department:
Billing@depainternational.com

SO 2 AF ?ffiﬂf’

Thank you for your business
FEB - 8§ 23
‘gl_w....,.--.»‘,amamnom i |
o ID: 45-0581340 Phone: {415) 581-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9609
Plsase delack bottom portion and returs with poymant,
Job No, 1 20058 Bl 1D 12DV
John Hnusli? Soott Case Mo, : A-14-700018-C
Scott Law Firm Case Nama : Mary Bryan, et al. va. Clark County Schoo!
gftg Sutter Street District, et &l.

San Francisco, CA 94109

emit To: Depo Intesnational
703 South Eighth Strect
Las Vegas, NV 89101

InvolcaNo, ¢ 24897 ~_  Invoice Date :2/4/2016
Total Dua : § 589.50 \

Cardholder's Name;

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#;
Billing Addrass; _

Zip; Card Securily Coda:
Amount; to Charge:

Cardholder's Slgnature;

Emall:

001837
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B4/B7/2016__P4:33 7924339591

001839

ALLEN LIGHTENSTEIN PAGE 97/05
Do Arecunt No. Date
terngtional
maﬁm Egtsth Streat F2861 4172038
' Las Vegds, NV.8910%
- Phone! 70238695322 Faxs 129069825 ‘
Currenit 30Cays | _ 50Days
$0.00 $882.59 $0.00
90 Days 120 Days & Over |  Total Due
Accounts Payable 0 00 B882.59
Allen Lichtensteln, Attormay &t Law, Ltd. #0 0 ’ -
3806 Foresterest Drive
Las Venas, NV 83121 FPagelofl
Inwolee Invoica gatance | JobD% foress Case.
' To pate - | Wo ey u',_ . W o Nowe
P& PEL arar2018 22809.| 32578 | /272006 | JoWn EewinNalptn Mary Bryaii, et 8], ve. Clavk County
- ‘ wg ' ' Scfoof District; etal,
7o yL wA2018 294902 ‘556,83 | 1/2B/2018 | Andre Juseph Long Mary.Bryvan, et al, va, Clark County
. Schoot District, et al,
SRty O
Tax 1Dy 45-0581340 Phone: [(702) 433-7088  Fax:(702) 433-9591
Plrase delach buttom portion and refiur with payment.
Accounts Payable Account No, @ Fa9b1
Allert Lichtenstain, Attomey at Law, Ltd. tn .
3806 Forasterest Drive ' P | A/

Las Vegas, NV 89121

Remii To: Depo ntwrnational
703 South Elphth Street
Las Vepns, Nv 89101

© L
Toibue 1 /§88289 ) 4('; 20 b

Carghaldess Neme:
Card Number:

Exp, Date:

Blling Aderess:

. Plione#:

2ip: Card Securfty Codle:
Arnount 5 Charge;
Cardholder's Signatura:

| Ermal:

001839
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Depo International

001840
& IV ¥ WA Wk

703 South Eighth Street Involce No. Involce Dala Job No,
Las Vegas, ggﬁ_ 8912:;1 I 24301 2/4/2016 20058
Phone:702-366-93 % 702-385-982 Job Date Py
1/28/2016 A-14-700018-C
Case Name N
Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et af.
John Housion Scott : i — !
Scott Law Firm Payment Terms |
1388 Sutier Street ) .
Suite 715 Due upon recalpt !
San Frandsco, CA 94109 |
' ORIGINAL 8 ONE ELECTRONIC CERTIFIED TRANSCRIFT |
Andre Joseph Long S
TOTAL DUE »»>> ] ;

¥f you haverany questions, you mey contact our biliing departmient:
Bliiing@depeinterdationat.com

Thank you for your bushess!
TR
! ik @ E ” W E
2 -
i FEB =8 2016
L1t N J
@..51 Rt oot
foig X041 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 5619601 Fa:(415) 561-9609
Plegse detach bottom portion mid refirs with payment.
JabNo.  : 20059 BUID 12-DI LV
Jehn I-llgust':clln Scott CesaNo. @ A-14-700018-C
Scott Law Arm
Case Name : Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County Schoo!
éfn%: Suer et District, &t al,
San Francisco, CA 94109 Invoica No. : 24901 Involce Date ; 2/4/2016
PAYMENT WITHCREDITCARD 854
Cardholder's Name:
Card Numbar:
£t To! ,Dgo mhrﬁnmal , 3ﬁﬁmress' Phone#:
South Elghth Stree d
Las Vagas, NV 80101 apt Card Security Codat
Amount to Charge:
Cardholder’s Signature:
Email:

001840
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John H. Scott

001841

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Southwest Airlines <SouthwestAirlines@Iuv.southwest.com>»
Monday, January 11, 2016 7:30 PM

John H. Scott

Flight reservation (RYNHEH) | 28JAN16 | LAS-SFQ | Scott/John

Thanks for chaosing Southwest® for you- trip

Southweste

Check In

Cnline

& Log in | View my itinerary

Check Flight Chauge Special Hota! Car
Status Flight Offers Offers Offers

Ready for takeoff! L
y Rentals as [ow
as $15 per day.
Thanks for choosing Scuthwest® for your trip. You'll find everything you need fo + aam 1,200
know about your regervation below. Happy travels! Rapld Rewards™
Rolnts

R | dOlior:
Book now >

AIR Confirmation: RYNHEH

Passenger(g)

SCOTT/JOHN

Date

Thu Jan 28

@ Check in for your flight{s}: 24 hours before your trip on Southwest.com
or your mobile device to securs your bearding position. You'll be
assigned a boarding position based on your check-in time. The earlier
you check in within 24 hours of your flight, the earlier you get to board. ¥ Best rate quaranice

|i| Bags fly free®: First and second checked bags. Weight and size limits
apply. One small bag and one personal item are permitted as carryon
items, free of charge.

Confirmation Date: G1/11/2016

Est. Polnts " wa ¢ EarlyBird -

Rapld Rewarde # Ticket # Explraflon | - »
P P Earned | onm—— Check"ln
217859813 5202173005456 Jan 10, 2017 O -
Let us take care of
Flight Departure/Arrival ¢ in for you.

585

Depart LAS VEGAB, NV {LAS) on Southwast Aitlines at 4:40 PM Get It now

Arriva in SAN FRANCISCO, GA (SFO) at 6:10 PM
ﬁ Add a hotel

Travel Time 1 hrs 30 mins
+" Earn Rapid Rewsards® poirts

Wanna Get Awa

" Frea cancellation

Bookahotel >

@ 30 minutes before departure: We encourage you to arrive in the gate
area no later than 30 minutes prior to your flight's scheduled departure as
we may begin boarding as early as 30 minutes before your flight. i
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Financial
Bryan, Mary
Total Financial Assessment $280.50
Total Payments and Credits $280.50
4/30/2014 Transaction Assessment 4270.00
43072014 Efile Payment Receipp ¥ 2014-50310-CCCLK Bryan, Mary ($270.00}
7/27/2015 Transactlon Assessmen: $3.50
7/2772015 Efile Payment Recelpt # 2015-7B71B-CCCLK Bryan, Mary ($3.50)
3/21/2016 Transactlon Assessment $3.50
372172016 Efile Payment Recelph # A016-28459-CCCLK Bryan, Mary ($3.50)
442172016 Transaction Assessment %3.50
472172016 Efile Payment Receipt # 2016-38795-CCCLK Bryan, Mary ($3.50)
Tlaek Gty 3hool islnel o 5
Total Financal Aszessment $182.00
Total Payments and Credits $182.00
&6/30/2014  Transaction $3.50
Assessment
6/30f2014  Efila Payment Recaipt # 2014-75526-CCCLK Clark Tounty School District, {$3.50}
7172014 Transaction $3.50
Assessment
7/1/2014 Efile Payment Recelpt # 2014-75811-CTCLK Clark County School District, ($3.50;
B8/1/2014 Transaction $3.50
Assessment
8/1/2014 Efile Paymeant Receipt # 2014-B8628-CCLLK Clark County School District, ($3.50}
8/1/2014 Transaction $3.50
Assessment
8/1/2014 Efile Payment Receipt &£ 2014-88733-CCCLK  Clark County Schoal District, ($3.50)
8/7/2014 Transaction $3.50
Assessment
3/7/2014 Eflle Payment Rece'pt # 2014-90709-CCCLK  Clark County School District, {$3.50}
9/10/2014  Transaction $3.50
Assessment
S5/10/2014 Efile Payment Recelpt £ 2014-173862- Clark Caunty School District, ($3.50)
CCCLK
9f10/2014 Transaction $£3.50
Assessment
a/10/2014 Eflle Payment Receipt # 2014-104055- Clarx County School District, {$3.50)
CCOLK
11/18/2014 Transaction $3.50
AssEssMent
11/18/2014 Efile Payment Receipt # 2014-129961- Clark County Schoal District, {$3.50)
CoCx
11/20/2014 Transaction $3.50
Asgessment
11/20/2014 Efile Payment Rereipt £ 2014-130847- Clark Caunty School District, ($3.50)
CCCLK
12/9/2014  Transaction $3.50
Agsessment
12/9/2014  Efile Paymenk Receipt 3 Z014-137192- Clark Caunty School District, ($3.50}
CCCLK
12/10/2014 Transaction $3.50
Assessment
12/10/2014  Efile Paymenkt Receipt £ 2014-137325- Clark County School District, {$3.50)
CCCLK
1/16/2015  Transaction $3.50
Assaessment
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1/16/2015

1/27/2015

172772015
172772015

1/27/2015
2/25/2015

2/25/2013
10/8/2015

10/B8/2015

12/2/2015

124242015

12/2/2015

12/243015

12/17/2015

12/17/201%

14/5/2016

1/5/2016

1/3/2016

1/5/2016

1/5/2016

1/5/2016

1/11/2016

1711420186
171372016

/1372016
1/21/2016

1/21/3016
1/27/2016

1/27/2014

2/9/2016

2/8/2016
271272016

271242016
2/16/2016

2/18/2016
3/1/2016

3/1/2016

3/1/2016

Efile Payment

Transactlon
Assessment

Efile Fayment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transactlon
Assgssment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Eflle Payment

Transaction
#ssessment

Eflle Payment

Transactlon
Assessment

Efile Paymentk

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Eflle Payment

Transaction
Asgessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Eflle Faymeant

Transaction
Assessment

Eflle Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Asgsessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessmeant

Eflle Payment

Transaction
Assessmenk

Recelpt # 2015-05163-COCLK

Receipt # 2015-08735-CCCLK

Receipt # 2015-08914-CCCLK

Receipt # 2015-19983-CCCLK

Receipt # 2015-206564-
COCLK

Recelpt & 2015-124835-
COCLK

Receipt # 2015-125157~
CCCLK

Receipt & 2015-130465-
CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-007€7-CCCLK

Receipt ¢ 2016-00877-CCILK

Receipt # 2016-00506-0CCLK

Receipt # 2016-32616-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-03788-CCLLK

Recelpt # 2018-06717-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-16613-COCLK

Recelpt # 2076-13414-CCCLK

Rerelpt & 2016-15079-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-15142-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-21162-CCCLK

Clark County Schoal District,

Clark County Schaol District,

Clark CaLnty School District,

Clark County School District,

Clark County School District, et al

Clark County Schoel District, et al

Clark County Schoal District, et al

Clark County Schaol District, et al

Clark Caunty School District, et al

Clark Counzy School Districk, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Ciark County School District, et al

Clark Caunky School District, et al

Clzrk County School District, ct al

Clark Cat.nby School District, ot al

Clark County Schoal District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Ciark CaLnty School Districk, et al

($2.50)

$3.50

(£3.50)

$3.50

{43.50)

$3.50

{($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50})

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

{$3.50}

$3.50

{$3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

(§3.50)
$3.50

($3.30)
$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

[$3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50}
£3.50
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3/1/2016

3/2/2016

3/2/2016

342272018

3/23/2016
3/24/2016

372472016
372472016

3/24/2016

4/6/2016

4/6/2016

4/7/2016

4/7/2016

4/14/2016

4/14/2016

4/18/2016

4/18/2016
51642018

51642016

571772016

5/17/2016

ff25/2016

7/25/2016

7/26/2016

7/26/2016

B/5/2016

B/5/2016

871172016

8/11/2014
8/31/20186

8/31/2016
11/8/2016

11/8/2016

11/10/2016

11/10/2016

11/15/2016

11/15/2016

4/20/2017

Eflle Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Paymeant

Transaction
Assessmenkt

Efile Fayment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Eflle Payment

Transactlon
Asgsessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Paymant

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

TJransaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Aszessment

Efile Paymant

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Paymentk

Transaction
Azsessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transactlon
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Rereipt £ 2016-21168-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-21394-CCCLK

Recgipt & 2016-29482-CCC1LK

Rereipt # 2016-29855-CCCLK

Receipt 4 2016-25302~CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-33870-CCOLLC

Receipt # 2016-3454%5-CCCLK

Receipt £ 2016-36878-CCOLK

Receipt # 2016-37752-0CTLK

Receipt # 205.6-47125-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-47876-CCCLK

Recelpt # 2016-71205-CCCIK

Receipt # 2016-71557-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-75557-COCLK

Receipt # 2016-77728-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-B4C35-0CC1K

Receipt # 2016-1089°.5-
CCCLK

Recefpt # 2016-110202~
CCTLK

Receipt # 2016-111275-
CCCLK

Clark Coumby School District, et al

Cark County School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark Caunty School Dislrict, el al

Clark Cacnty School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Ciark Tounty School District, et al

Clark County Schoof District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark Couinty School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Cark County School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark County Schoal RistAct, et al

Clark Counzy School District, et al

Tlark CaLnty School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

Clark County School District, et al

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)
£3.50

{$3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)

£3.50

($3.50}
$3.50

{$3.50}

$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50})

$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50}
$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)
$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50
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FW: Bryan and Hairr v. CCSD - MSJ Order

1 of 1

Fram: “Allen Lichtenstein” <allaw@Ivcoxmall.com:
To: "Paula Newman® <pauia.allaw@ivcoxmail.com:
Date: 04/28/2016 06:39:12 EDT

Suhject: FW: Bryasn and Hairr v. CCSD - MS] Order
Attachments: el T

Allen Lichtenstein

Attorney at Law, Ltd.

3315 Russell Road, No. 222
Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 433-2666 phone
(702) 433-9591 fax

hrtps:i/emaii.coxbusiness.com.f'cioud-lzmai]fviewmessa&QrLaféaue.

IMPORTANT NOTICE: Privileged and/or confldentlat information, inciuding attorney-client communication and/or attorney work
product may be contalned In this message. This message Is imtendad only for the ingividual or individuals to whom it is directed. If
you are not an intended reciptent of this message (or responsible for delivery af this message to such person), any dissemination,
distribution or capying of this comrnunication is strictly prohibited and may be a crime. No confldentiality or privilege (s waived or
lost by any misdirection of this message. If you recelved this message in error, please immediately delete it and all coples of it
from your systern, destroy any hard copies of it and notlfy the sender by return e-mall.

-------- Begin forwardeg message —-——-—----
Subject: Bryan anc Hairr v, CCSD - MS] Order
Date: 4/28/16 12:17:35 M

From: "Horvath, wuz' < =
To: "Waite, Dan R." < . - : >

Cc: "Allen Lichtenstein” <: i - =, "lohn Scott" <. .

Dan, half the fees for recording and transcript are $90.14. Thank you.

Luz Horvath
Legal Secretary

702.474.2649 office i

(702) 216-6169 fax

Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP
23993 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 600
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169-5996

lrre.cam< - L o

001849

This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which they are addressed. If the
reader of this message or an attachment Is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the
message or attachment to the intended recipfent you are hereby notified that any dissamination, distribution or copying of this
message or any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us Immedliately
by replying to the sender, The Information transmitted in this message and any attachments may be privileged, is intended only
for the personal and confidential use of the intended recipfents, and is cocvered by the Blectronlc Communications Privacy Act, 18

Uu.5.C. §2510-2521,
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Depo Internatinnal Invalce Na. Involoe Date Job No.
703 South Righth Street
Lo Vo 1 Sout 30047 11/5/2016 19639
P: 8005919722 Pa: 702.386.9825 Job Date Case No.
11/16/2015 | A-14-700018-C

Case Name

Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County Schoo! District, et al.

John Houston Scott
Scoth Law Brm Payment Terms
1388 Sutter Streat .
Suite 715 Due upon recelpt (1.5%/mo & collection)
San Francisco, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
Deanna Wright 51.00
TOTAL DUE >>> S $51.00
If you have any questions, you may contact our billing department:
Bllling@depaintamational.com
Thank you Tor your bisiness|
[ TE R
F e i rw
U NOY 14 2pig ﬂ/’:
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phaone: (415) 561-9601 Fax.(415) 561-9600
Pleaze detach bottom portion and return with paymant.
Job No. : 19639 BU ID :2-DI LV
John Houston Scatt CaseNo. @ A-14-700018-C
Scott Law Firm . School
1388 Suther Street Case Name : I;IJarv Bne'atn;[?t al. vs. Qark County
Sulte 715
S:n Francisco, CA 94109 Invoice No. @ 30047 Involce Date :11/9/2016
Totsl Due : § 51.00
PAYMENY WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardhoider's Name:
Card Number:
Remit To: Depo International Dop.Date:__ Phonest:
703 South Eighth Strest Biiling Address:
Las Vegas, NV 89101 Zp: Card Security Code:
Amourt to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:
Email:
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DEPARTMENT CODE LIST ;
TIME : 06-26-2015 13:01 -
7 NO. DEPARTMENT |
- INT COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
CcoPY PRINT  TOTAL LIMIT - COPY PRINT  TOTAL
SMALL 0 .20 20 SMALL 0 0 o |
LARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 20 20 0 0 0 0
BLACK ‘.
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
SMALL 0 0 0 0 0
LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 :
0 0 0 0 0 0,
i .
FAX COMMUN]CATION SCAN COUNTER )
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK |
TRANSMIT  RECEPT1ON COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX NETWORK ';
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 o §
LARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 ll
o ) 0 0 0 o - 0 0 0 b
o (e}
= - ;i 00
Q 'EPT_NO. DEPARTMENT LS
= 42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr o
van, Mary/ 2720 |
RINT COUNTER ;
ILL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT  TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT  TOTAL :
AALL [} 0 0 SMALL 0 o o0
RGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 D) 0 0 0 0 0
ACK .
COPY = FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
ALL 0 0 136 0 136 :
1GE 0 0 0 0 0
) 0 136 0 136 0 |
COMMUN ) CAT10N SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK !
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX NETWORK
w o 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0 -_
3E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
0 0 . o 0 o 0 0 c :
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5 EPARTMENT CODE LIST

001866

Ll

TIME . :04-03-2017 11:00

INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/NONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIWIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
{ALL D 0 0 SMALL 0 ¢ ¢
RGE ] 0 v] LARGE 0 0 v]
¢ 0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
{ALL 0 0 v] v] v]
RGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 [+F
X COMMUN I CATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX, NETWORK
JALL o] 0 SMALL 4] 0 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0
PT NO. DEPARTMENT
A2 Bryan, Mary/Hairr - iﬁ-s ’
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY ‘PRINT TOTAL
1ALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 0 . LARGE 0 0 0}
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT ‘LIST TOTAL LIMIT
JALL 0 0 118 0 118
RGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 118 0 118 0
X COMMUN i1 CATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT ¥ RECEPTIONM COPY NETWORK copy COPY FAX NETWORK
JALL 0 0 SMALL o 0 0 a 4] 1]
RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0]
0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0]
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001867
. - 018
BARTMENT CODE LIST
TIME . :06-08-2017 10:33 |
1
|
:
|
'{NT COUNTER !
LL COLOR TWIN/NMONG COLOR i
R —— t
COPY PRINT  TOTAL LIMNT COPY PRINT  TOTAL :
ALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 \l
3GE 0 0 o LARGE 0 o 0 t
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
{
\CK i
coPY FAX PRINT LiST TOTAL  LIMiT ‘
\LL 0 0 0 0 0
GE 0 0 o 0 0 ! \
0 0 0 0 o 0 |
. !
COMMUNI CAT{ON SCAN COUNTER ‘
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION coPY NETWORK CoPY COPY FAX NETWORK )
L 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 o
3E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
' ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _
“ ND. DEPARTMENT o
: . N Y ©
2 Bryari, Mary/Heirr . S
(e}
T COUNTER
COLOR TWIN/HONO COLOR |
COPY PRINT  TOTAL LIMIT coPY PRINT  TOTAL |
L 0 141 141 SMALL 0 0 0
z 0 0 o LARGE 0 0 0
0 141 141 0 0 0 0 :
coPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
0 0 8 0 81
0 0 0 0 o
Q 0 81 0 81 0
JMMUN 1 CAT | ON SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COoPY FAX NETWORK t
o 0 SMALL o 0 0 o 0 0 0
0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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DEPARTMENT CODE LIST
TIME

:09-01-2016 14:18

001868

t 1

0. DEPARTMENT
NT COUNTER
L COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR t
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
L 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
3E 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
L 0 0 0 0 0 !
SE 0 0 0 0 ) |
0 0 0 0 0 0
COMMUN | CAT ION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR ° BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX NETWORK
LL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
* NO. DEPARTMENT y’ |
12 Bryan, Mary/Hairr é‘(a ]
T COUNTER
, COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT  TOTAL
L 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
; 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K i
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT '
L 0 0 32 0 32 |
E 0 0 0 0 0 '
0 0 32 0 32 0 j
COMMUN I CAT 10N SCAN COUNTER ‘
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK |
TRANSMIT  <RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY coPY FAX NETWORK
L 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0
E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
0 0 0

0 0 0 o 0
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DEPARTMENT CODE LIST

PT NO. DEPARTMENT

TIME .

:10-31-2016 11:04

001869

1 42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr ~f$f' ya '
JRINT COUNTER ;
YLL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLCR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT  TOTAL
SMALL 0 47 47 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 a7 47 0 0 0 0
JLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
SMALL 55 0 157 0 212
ARGE 0 0 0 0 |
55 0 157 212 0 1
AX COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER o
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONG COLOR ‘" BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK coPY COPY FAX NETWORK
iIMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 5 0 55 0 8 )
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;
0 0 0 5 0 55 0 8 i
JEPT NO. DEPARTMENT -
Y a4
JRINT COUNTER
ULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT  TOTAL
SMALL 0 59 59 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 o
0 59 59 0 0
3LACK
COPY FAX PRINT  ~ LIST TOTAL  LIMIT j
SMALL 16 0 105 0 121 ‘.
ARGE 0 0 0 0 0 .'
16 0 105 0 121 0
ZAX COMMUN | CAT 10N SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK :
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX NETWORK 1
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 16 ) 16
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 , 0 0 0 16 o 16
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EXHIBIT 3

DECLARATION OF CLYDE DEWITT
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Electronically Filed
8/14/2017 5:54 PM
Steven D. Grierson

Allen Lichtenstein (NV State Bar No. 3992)
ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN, LTD.

3315 Russell Road, No. 222

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9591

allaw@lvcoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561-9601
johnigscottiawfirm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Noian Hairr

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MARY BRYAN, mother of ETHAN BRYAN; Case No. A-14-700018-C

AIMEE HAIRR, mother of NOLAN HAIRR,
Dept. No. XXVII

Plaintiffs,
PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE TO
VS. DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO RETAX
COSTS
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
(CCSD Department: XXVII

Defendant .

Plaintiffs have reviewed Defendant’s Motion to Retax Costs that have made the following
adjustments, resulting in a revised total cost amount of $20, $672.32, as reflected in attached
Exhibit 1. Defendants® motion listed ten separate areas. Plaintiffs’ response to each is as follows.

A. The e-file fee has been adjusted to $280.50. As for the question of an additional
$30 fee for Aimee Hairr, Plaintiffs are willing to forgo that.

B. The supporting documentation for in house copies and faxes can be found in the

attached Exhibit 2.

I 001881

CLERK OF THE CQU
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Case Number: A-14-700018-C
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J. Costs paid by CCSD in the amount of $182 has been removed.
Dated this 14th day of August 2017
Respectfully submitted by:

/s/Allen Lichtenstein

Allen Lichtenstein

Nevada Bar No. 3992

ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN LTD.
3315 Russell Road, No. 222
Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9391

allawig)] veoxmail .com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561.9601

Jjohni@scottiawlirm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I served the following Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Motion to
Retax Costs via Court’s electronic filing and service system and/or United States Mail and/or e-
mail on the 14 day of August 2017, to:

Dan Polsenberg

Dan Waite

Lewis Rocha Rothgerber Christie

3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy., Suite 600
Las Vegas, NV 89169-5996

DPolsenberg@lrrc.com
DWaite@lrre.com

/s/ Allen Lichtenstein

3. 001882
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Plaintiffs’ Costs and Disbursements

In Reference To:  Mary Bryan and Amy Hairr v Clark County School District {CCSD}) et. al,

{Case No. A-14-700018-C}
COSTS

8/22/2014 Hearing transcript {Lichtenstein).
6/19/2015 Printing disclosures (Lichtenstein).
6/22/2015 Mailing disclosures (Lichtenstein}.
6/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 06/01/2015-06/30/2015.
8/31/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2015-08/31/2015.
10/23/2015 Discovery CD {Lichtensteln).
11/2/2015 Deposition of Warren McKay (Depo International Inv #23223}.
Deposition transcript of Warren McKay (Depo Internationat Inv #23293).
11/3/2015 Deposltion of Cheryl Winn {Depo International Inv #23263).
Deposition transcript of Chery] winn (Depo International Inv #23417).
11/16/2015 Deposition of Deanna Wright {Depo International Inv #23637).
Deposition transcript of Deanna Wright {Depo International Inv #23662).
Wright deposition transcript {Lichtenstein}.
11/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2015-11/30/2015.
12/22/2015 Deposition of Nolan Michael Hairr {Litigation 5ervices, Inv #1044327).
1/5/2016 Deposition of C L {Western Reporting Services, Inv #49962},
1/6/2016 Deposition of Aimee Olivia Halrr {Litigation Services, Inv #1046125).
1/13/2016 Deposition of D M (Western Reporting Services, inv #49981).
1/21/2016 Deposition of Ethan Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1048764).
1/25/2016 Deposition of Leonard Depiazza {Depo International Inv #24752}).
1/26/2016 Deposition of Robert Beaseley {Depo International Inv #24805).
1/27/2016 Deposition transcript of John Edwin Halpin {Depo International Inv #24859).
Deposition of lohn Edwin Halpin {Depo International Inv #24897).
1/28/2016 Deposition transcript of Andre Joseph Long {Depo International fnv #24902).
Deposition of Andre ioseph Long {Depo International Inv #24501}.
1/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 01/01/2016-01/31/2016.

2/5/2016 Deposition of Mary Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).

2/16/2016 Deposition of Heath Hairr (Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).

001884

Amount
60.00
63.77

" 595
27.20
4.00
10.80
1,534.68
B877.98
1,590.00
928.73
603.42
416.15
19.46
210.40
1,183.05
372.80
960.58
379.30
1,138.50
815.00
533.00
325.76

589.50
556.83
947.50
190,60
1,031.40

160.00

001884
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Deposition of Gina Abbaduto {Litigation Services, [nv #1053255).
2/19/2016 Deposition of Asheesh Dewan, MD {Litigation Services, Iny #1053578).
Deposition of Edmond Faro, MD {Litigation Services, Inv #1053610}.
2/24/2016 Deposition of Dennis Moore, MD (Litigation Services, inv #1052063).
2/259/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 02/01/2016-02/29/2016.
3/17/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV (FedEx #775504967664).
3/28/2016 Documents scanned to PDF {Lichtenstein}
4/1/2016 Documents scanned to PDF {Lichtenstein).
4/21/2016 Efite transactions for Mary Bryan - 04/30/2014-04/21/2016 {Lichtenstein}.
4/25/2016 Lewis Roca transcript fee (Lichtenstein}.
8/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2016-08/31/2016.

10/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2016-10/31/2016.

11/9/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV {FedEx #7777679212411).

Depao transcript of Robert Beasley, taken 1/26/2016 {Depo International Inv #30045).

Depo transcript of Cheryl Winn, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo International Inv #30044).
Depo transcript of Warren McKay, taken 11/2/2015 {Depo International nv #30046).

11/9/2016 Depo transcript of Deanna Wright, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo nternational Imv #30047).
Binders and tabs for trial {Lichtenstein}.

11/15/2016 District Court Transcript of Trial 11/15/16-11/18/16, 11/22/16

11/28/20116 Court reporter deposit and service {Kimberly Lawson Karr Reporting Inv #11/28/2016.

12/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 12/01/2016-12/31/2016.

3/15/2017 Copies and binding. (Lichtenstein}.
3/16/2017 Copies and binding. (Lichtenstein).
3/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made in office 03/01/2017-03/31/2017.

5/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made In office during 05/01/2017-05/31/2017.

Total Costs

001885

607.25
135.95
182.10
236.35
67.40
32,49
37.63
42.39
280.50
90.14
6.40
51.80
115.11
46.00
151.00
137.00
51.00
47.48
440.00
2000.00

182.80

52.95
34.22
23.60

44.40

$20.672.32
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Financial

arvan Hary

Total Financial Assessmant
Tata! Payments and Credits

4/30/2014
4/30/2014
Fi27f2015
772772015
3/2172016
342172016
4/21/2016

4/21/2016

Transaction Assessrment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Eflle Payment
Transaction Assessment
Eflle Payment
Transaction Assessmant

Efile Payment

Wl ity Suhoe: inali) e s
Tokal Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits

6/30/2014

6/30/2014

7i1f2014

7/1/2014

8/1/2014

8/1/2014
8/1/2014

8/1/2014
B8/7f2014

B/7/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

11/18/2014

11/18/2014

1172042014

11/720/2014

12f9/2014

12/9/2014

12/10/2014

1241042014

111672015

Transaction
Assassment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Paymeant

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Sssessmeant

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assgssment

Efife Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efila Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
ASSessMEent

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Receipt # 2014-30310-CCCLK

Reretpt # 2015-¥B718-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-28455-CCCLK

Reczlpt # 2016-38796-CCOY

Receipt # 2014-75526-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-75811-CCOLK

Receipt # 2014-88628-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-88733-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-30709-CCOLK

Receipt # 2014-103862-
CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-104055-
CCCLK

Receipt 4 2014-128861-
CCCLK

Rerelpt # 2014-130847~
CCoL

Receipt # 2014-137192-
CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-137323-
CCCLK

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schoel District,

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schogl District,

Clark Caunty School District,

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schoal District,

Clark County Schoo! District,

Clarx County Schaol District,

Clark County Schoe! District,

Clark Counky School District,

$280.50
%$280.50

$270.00
{$270.00)
$3.50
{$3.50)
$3.50
{$3.50}
£3.50
{$3.50)

$102.00
$182.00

$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

($3.50}
$3.50

{$3.50}
%3.50

[%2.50)
$3.50

£$3.50]

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

{$3.50)

$3.50

($3.50;)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50
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001888
i
DEPARTMENT CODE LIST
TIME 1 06-26-2015 13:01
INT COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
copy PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
SMALL 0 . 20 20 SMALL 0 0 0
LARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 20 20 0 0 0 0
BLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
SMALL 0 0 0 0 0
LARGE ) 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 ¢ 0
FAX. COMMUN ! CAT{ON SCAN COUNTER ‘
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK ,
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION CoPY NETWORK COPY copy FAX NETWORK :
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 ) 0 ;
_ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
) 0 0 o o 0 0 0
el
IEPT NO. DEPARTMENT
CoA2 Bryen, Mary/Hairr _y.-z?_”
RINT COUNTER :
JLL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
AALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 ) )
RGE 0 0 " LARGE 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ) 0
ACK !
CORY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT 1
ALL 0 0 136 0 136
GE 0 Q 0 0 Q
0 0 136 o 136 D
COMMUN | CAT I ON SCAN COUNTER
. FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COoPY NETWORK coPY COPY FAX NETWORK
1w 0 0 SMALL 0 0 o 0 0 0
3E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Docket 73856 Document 2018-21012
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LL.

FOEPARTMENT CODELIST

TIME :04-03-2017 11:00
N0, DEPARTMENT
8,
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMiT COPY PRINT TOTAL
ALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
RGE 0 Q 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LiMIT
ALL 0 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
X COMMUNIVCATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION COPY NETWORIC CopyY COPY FAX NETWORK
JALL 0 0 SMALL 0 o] 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 [ARGE o 0 ¢ Q 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
PT NO. DEPARTMENT v 3
42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr - 5.2.3 G
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONQ COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LiMdIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
JALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 4] LARGE 0 0 o]
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FaX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
1ALL 0 0 118 0 118
RGE 4] 4] 0 ¢ 0
0 0 118 4] 118 0
X COMMUNI CATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWiIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT ° RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COoPY FAX NETWORK
fALL 0 0 SMALL 0 1] 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 o 0 0
0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0

001893
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JEARTMENT CODE LIST

TIME - 1 06-08-2017 10:33
DEPARTMENT
HNT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COoPY PRINT TOTAL LiMIT copy PRINT TOTAL
ALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 o
GE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 Q
0 0 0 D 0 0 0
\CK
COPY FAX PRINT LiST TOTAL LIMIT
AL Q 0 0 a 0
GE 0 0 0 0 0 .
0 Q 0 0 0 0
COMMUNtCATION SCAN COUNTER .
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONC COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION CoPY NETWORK capy COPY FAX NETWORK
Lt o 0 SMALL 0 0 o 0 0 0
3E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 H 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o
2 TWMENT
= ~ NO. DEPAR
g - - € 44.79
s 2 Bryar, Mary/Hairr
T COUNTER
COLOR TWIN/MONG COLOR
copy PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
L o 141 141 SMALL 0 0 0
H 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 Q
0 141 141 0 0 0 4]
CoPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
0 0 a1 0 81
Q 0 0 0 0
0 0 a1 0 a1 0
OMMUN |CATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION CoPY NETWORK COPY coPY FAX NETWORK
0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 O LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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FPT NO. DEPARTMENT

DEPARTMENT CODE LIST

TIME .

:10-31-2016 11:04

001896

) 42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr ffo'y
'RINT COUNTER
‘YLL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT CORY FRINT TOTAL
SMALL 0 47 47 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 D 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 a7 47 0 0
ILACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
IMALL 55 0 157 0 212
ARGE 0 0 0 0 0 )
55 0 157 0 212 0
:AX COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER o
FULL COLOR TW{N/MONO COLOR ~ BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION CorPY NETWORX COPY coPY Fax NETWORK
WMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 5 0 55 0 8
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 55 0 8
JEPT NO, DEPARTMENT -
} 44
RINT COUNTER
‘ULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TATAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
IMALL 0 59 59 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 o 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 59 59 0 0 0 0
JLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
SMALL 16 0 105 0 121
ARGE 0 0 0 0 0
16 105 121 0
A COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY CCPY FAX NETWORK
IMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 16 0 16
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 16 0 16

001896
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DEPARTMENTY CODE LIST

TIME

I n0. DEPARTMENT

001897

:01-04-2017 16:18

001897

37 "N
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MORG COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT copy PRINT TOTAL
IALL 0 0 0 SMALL o 0 0
RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 o 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
1ALL 0 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 0 0 D
0 0 D g g 0
X COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER ,
FULL COLOR TWIN/MORO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION copY NETWORK CoPY COPY FAX NETWORK
AALL D 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0
{RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 a
0 0 0 0 0 0
ZPT NO. DEPARTMENT
B o«
42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr "%tﬁl . PO
RINT COUNTER
ULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LiMIy COPY PRINT TOTAL
MALL 0 20 20 SMALL o 0 a
ARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 o
0 20 20 0 0 4]
ILACK
COoPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LiMiT
iMALL 31 0 863 0 894
ARGE 0 o 0 0 0
N 0 863 894 0
ZAX COMMUN I CAT ION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPT | ON coey NETWCRK copy COPY FAX NETWORK
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 2 0 31 0 49
LARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 o] 2 0 31 49
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Fed=:Office.

November 16, 2015 12:51 Page: 1

Receipt #: 0741219878

MasterCard #: XOOX000000X8361

2015/11/16 12:36

Oty Description Amount

150 ES B&W 5/S White 6.5 x11 18.00
SubTotai 18.00
Taxes 1.46
Total 19.46

The Cardholder agrees to pay the lssuer of the charge
card in accordance whh the agreement betwesn the

lssuer and the Cardholder,
FedEx Office Print & Ship Centers

395 Hughes Ctr Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109
(T02) 951-2400
www.FedExOffice.com

Tell us how we're doing and receive

20% off your next $35 print ordar
fedex.com/weliaten ar 1-800-358-0242
Offer Code: Offer expiras 12431/2015

Please Recycle This Racalpt

001898
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5 ‘/_Li-la(_r‘f" - Page 1 of 1
) exini S o KBllan's
DeclarmGal regardidg €he

ka Shipment Receipt ‘e Ao fran To Du_; gﬂ.ﬂ.( ¢ Cla, d

Address Information
Ship to: Ship from:
Allen Lichtenstein John Houston Scott

Scott Law Firm
3315 Russell Road, No. 222 1388 Suiter Street, Suite 715

LAS VEGAS, NV " San Francisca, CA
89120 94109

Us Us

(702) 433-2666 4155619601
Shipment Information;

Tracking no.: 775904967664
Ship date: 03/17/2016
Estimated shipping charges: 32.49

Package Information
Pricing option: FedEx Standard Rate
Service type: Priority Overnight
~ Package type: FedEx Envelope
Number of packages: 1
Total weight: 0.80 LBS
Declared Value: 0.00 USD
Special Services: Residential Delivery
Pickup/Drop-off: Drop off package at FedEx location

Billing Information;

Bill transportation to: MyAccount-722
Your reference: Bryan/Hairr

P.O. no.;

Invoice no,:

Departiment no.:

J—

. Thank you for shipping online with FedEx ShipManager at fadex.com.
Please Note

FadEx will nol bo rasponatte far 8oy cla-m In @xcors of § 100 par package, whethes the resull of fogs, ge, dolay, non.dellvory, ¥, OF ation, uiiess you decia'e &
highar valus, pay an addillonat chaige, document your ackial foss and ITa & Bmaly cfeim. Limilatlans foune in the currant FadEx Servico Gulds epply. Your fght (o recavet from FadEx
for Bny ioss, including intingts value of tho package, losr of sa'es, income Inlecosl, prafil, attamay's faes, coste, and o™her forms of damega whothor gimet, Incldantsl, conaaquantial, oF
spoclal la limited to Ina grewter of $100 or Iha auttionzod declarad value, Rotovery cannol oxcoed aclual doc dloss, m fot Hama ol very value la $1000, e.g..
jewalry, precioun matals. negotiabie inslruments and slhar lems Geled In gur Servica Guido, Wnilen clalme myst e fin withln stdel Gme imlts: Consull he appiicebie FedEx Sanvice
OGuide for data’ln

The ostimated shipping chargs may be diiferent than the nclual charges far your shipntent. Diterencos may ooour bated on aglusiwelgnt, dimenslons, and other factors. Consutt the
epplicebie FedEx Sonice Guldy or he FadEx Rate Sheala {or dotall on how shipping thitrgaa are caltuistad.

https://www, fedex.com/shipping/html/en/PrintiFrame. htm! 3/17/2016 001899
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STATEMENT

Depo International -
703 South Eighth Street Account No. Date
Las Vegas, NV 89101 F2961 1/8/2016
Phone:702-386-9322 Fax:702-386-9825
Current 30 Days 60 Days
50.00 $5,950.96 $0.00
90 Days 120 Days & Over Total Due
Accounts Payable £0.00 $0.00 $5,950.96
Allen Lichtenstein, Attorney at Law, Ltd. i i
No. 222 o
3315 Russel Road
Las Vegas, NV 89120 Page 1 of 1
- i~ .
Invoice . Invoice Balance Job Date Witness Case Name
Date No. ‘
11/10/2015 [ 23223 1,534.68 | 11/2/2015 | Warren Mciay I Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County
[ | 1 School District, et al.
1171172015 23263 1,550.00 11/3/2015 | Cheryl Winn Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County |
' School District, et al.
11/12/2015 23253 577.98 11/2/72015 Warren McKay [ Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County ‘
School District, et al.
11/18/2015 23417 92B.73 117372015 Cheryl Winn Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County
School District, et al.
11/30/2015 23637 603.42 | 11/16/2015 | Deanna Wright Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County 8
' School District, et al. @
11/30/2015 23662 416.15 | 11/16/2015 | Deanna Wright Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County 8
Schoel District, et al.
i
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phone: {(702) 433-2666 Fax:(702) 433-9591
Please detach boitan: poriion wisd seiuin 2t puyien?,

Acrounts Payable

Allen Lichtenstein, Attorney at Laws, Ltd.
No, 222

3315 Russel Road

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Remit To: Depo International
703 South Eighth Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Account No. F2661
Date 17872016
Total Due % 5,850.96
PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD oLl o
Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Card Security Code:

Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

001906
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001907

Depo International Invaice No. Involoe Date Job No.
703 Sputh Righth Street
l.umguj% 89101 30047 11/9/2016 19638
Phe B00S919722 Pax: 7023869025 Job Data Case No.
11/16/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name
Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County Schoo! District, et al.

John Houston Scott

Soott Law Arm Payment Terms

1368 Sutter Strest

Sufte 715 Due upon receipt {1.5%/mo & collection)

San Francisoo, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT

Deanna Wright 51,00

TOTAL DUE >5>> 451.00
If you have any questions, you may contact our billing department:
Bliling @depontamatonal.com
Thank you 6F your bisiness
Tax ID1 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9608
Please detack bottom portion and retirn with payment,
Job No. : 19639 BU ID :2-DI LV

John Houston Scott Case No. : A-14-700018-C
Soott Law Firm : 1. vs. Clark County School
1388 Sutter Strest (e Name giagimnéft o vs. G county
Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Remit To: Depo International
703 South Eighth Street
Las Vegns, NV 89101

Invoice No. + 30047
Total Due : $ 51.00

Invoice Date :11/9/2016

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:

Bxp. Date:

Blillng Address:

Zip: Card Security Code:
Amount  Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Email;

Phoned#:

01907
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Depo [ntarmatonat
703 South Bighth Sireet
Lag Veges, NV 89101
Ph: 800.591.9722 Far: 7029649075

INVOICE

001908

Invoice No. Involce Date Job No.
30046 11/9/2016 19282
Job Data Case No.
11/2/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name

Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County Schiool District, et al.

John Houston Scott

Scott Law Firm Payment

;3%2 %’g’ Street Due upan recelpt (1.5%/mo & collection)

San Francisco, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT

Warren McKay 137.00

TOTAL DUE >>> $137.00
If you have any questions, you may contact our biling deparment:
Billing@&depointemational.com
Thank you for your busingss|
T
o 2 P ————
CGENYE )
NOV 14 201 ﬂ ]
i
—‘““‘1"-“::::!
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phore: (415) 551-0601 Fax:(415) 561-3609
Please derach botium purtion and retsan with payment.
Job No, . 19282 8UID :2-DI LV

John Houston Scott Case No. : A-14-700018-C
Scott Law Firm . Xs Schoot
1388 Sutter Case Name ! mm%in;né]‘etai. 5. Clark County
Sulee 715

San Fanclsco, CA 94109

Remit To: Depo International
703 South Elghth Street
Los Vepgas, NV 89101

Involce No. : 30046
Total Due : % 137.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholders Name;

Invoice Date :11/9/2016

Cargd Number:

Exp. Date; Phone#:

Billing Address:

2ip: Card Security Code:

Amourt to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature;

Email;

001908
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Depo Internatipnal
703 South Righth Strest
Las Vogas, NV B2101
Ph: 6005919722 Fax: 7023865825

001909

IAVOICE

Involce No. Tnwolcd Date Job No.
30044 11/9/2016 19283
Job Date Case No.
11/3/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name

Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et al.

John Houston Scott ;
Scott Lew Firm Payment Terms
1388 Sutier Street
Sulte 715 Due upon recelpt (1.59%/mo & collection)
San Frencisco, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
Cheryl Winn 151.00
TOTAL DUE »>> $i51.00
I¥ you have any questions, you may centact our billing department:
Biling@depointemational.com
Thank you for your businessi
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phone; (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9609
Please detach battom portion and return with payment.
Jab No. 1 19283 BU ID 1 2-DILV
John Houston Scott Case No.  ; A-14-70001B-C
Scott Law Firm . Schoot
1388 Sutter S Case Name FDdanr Ey:tr;iet al. vs, Clark County
Sulta 715 ltrict, et 2k

San Francisco, CA 94109

Ramit To: Depo International
703 South Elghth Sbreet
Las Vegas, NV 80101

Invalce No. : 20044
Total Due : $ 151.00

Involce Date :11/9/2016

PAYMENY WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Card Numbar:

B, Date:

Biliing Addrass:

Zip: Card Security Code:
Amgunt to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Emall;

Phaned#:

1909
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Y b
. INVOICE
mn;mmhm:;m InvolceNo. | InvoiceDate |  Job No,
lﬁ?ﬂﬂ%%ﬁ? 30045 11/9/2016 20057
Ph: 6005919722 Pax: 702.386.9825 Joh Date Casa No.
1/2672016 A-14-T00018-C
' Case Name
Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et al,
John Housion Scott
Scott Law Fim Payment Terms
éﬁang 715 Street Dure upon recelpt {1.5%/mo & collection)
San Frandsoo, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
Robert Beashey 46.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $46.00
1F you have any questions, you may contact cur Biing department:
Billing@depointemational.com
Thank you for your-business!
W}E Li?:’ 6ovo L \11 \\
m NOV 14886 i\
lBV T
Tax TD: 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9609
Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.
Job Mo, 1 20057 BUID 12-DI LV
John Houston Scott Case No. : A-14-700018-C
Scott Law Firm Case Name : Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School
2388 Sutter Street District, &t oL _
uite 715 T
San Francisco, CA 94109 Involce No. © 30045 Involce Date :11/9/2016

Remit To: Depo International
783 South Elghth Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Total Due : § 46.00

Cardholders Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:

Biliing Address:

Zp: Card Security Code:

Ax‘nount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Emalt:

001910
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Depo Intarnational

703 Seuth Eighth Streat;

Las Vegas, NV §9101
Phone:702-386-0322 Fax;702-386-5825

John Houston Scott
Scott Law Flrm

1388 Sutter Street

Suite 715

San Frandsco, CA 94109

" 001911
A1V ¥V WA WL

Invoice No. Tsvolce Dabe Job No.
24901, 24/2016 20059
Job Date Cage No,
1/28/2016 A-14-700018-C
Casa Name

Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et 8,

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

ORIGINAL & ONE ELECTRONIC CERTIFIED TRANSCRIFT
Andre Joseph Long

If you have any questions, you meay contact aur billing department:
Biiling@depointernational.com

TOTAL DUE »»>

Thank you for your business)

;"‘"'"f-‘,"‘"‘"“"’ e

EBENWE))

\‘ .

il )

(“ e
rax IDr 45-0581340 Phone; {443) 561-9601  Faxi(415) 561-9609

Please detaak botiom portien and resura with payment.
JbNe. ;20059 BUID 12-DI LV

John Housf:]on Scott Cesz No. @ A-14-70D016-C
Scott; Law Flrm Case Name : Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County Schoal
1306 Sufter Stret District, et o,

San Francisco, CA 94109

emit To: Depo International
703 South Elghth Street
Las Vagas, NV 69101

Invoica No, @ 24901

Tolal Due ;-$7947.50

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number;

Exp, Date:

Bliling Addrass:
Zigy: Card Security Code:
Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Sianature:

Involca Dake :2/4/2016

Phonef:

Email:

001911

001911



¢l6100

‘001912

a4/ A M
. P4/B7/2816 84133 7824333591 ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN PAGE 87/09
Acount Na.
Depo Intermational
703 Sonth Bighth Srreet E2961 4f1f2016
Las Vegas, NV.83301
. Phote: 7023869322 Fax: 7023865825 _
Current 3D Days . B0 Days
$0.00 $182.50 $0.00
B0 Days 120 Days & Over Totni Due
Acrounts Payable 00 00 $882.59
Allen Lichtenstain, Atiornay &t Law, Lid. 50 %
3806 Foresterest Drive
1 Fo | Tovcloe | Inviier | gmlance | JotDite Witness Casa Name
& 8 a6 24499, 32576 | 1/2%/2046 | Jodin Edwin Hatn Mary Bryan, et o1, v& Clark County
: : ; 4 schoof District; etal,
7 ‘Yif 2/4/2018 24902 856,83 | 1/28/2018 | Andre Josaph Long Mary Bryan, et al, va. Clark County
Sehoal District, et al.
gty O
ﬂa‘a c’e\\'{g
opf
Tax 1D 450581340 ehaons: (702) 433-2866  Fax:(702) 433-3591
Fleary detach bofiom portion apd refurn with payment,
Accoynts Payable Atoount No, . F2951
Atlen Lichtenstedn, Attormey at Law, Lbd, .
3806 Forestcrest Drive pete P/ ‘ &
Vegas, NV 8512
Las Vegas, NV 83121 Tota| Due sasz.sa ) { }fﬁb
\,\ e
mummm '
Cardhalder's Neme:
Card Number:
Exp., Dates Phiones#
Romit To: Dupo tntwrriational Biling Address: o
703 South Elghth Street .
Las Vagas, EN‘\? 841 Zp: Card Securfty Coder .
Amount v Chiarge!
Cardholder’s Signatura;
Ermal:
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3315 Russell Road, No. 222
Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9591
allaw@lvcoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561.9601

john@scottlawfirm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I served the following Errata to Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’
Motion to Retax Costs via Court’s electronic filing and service system and/or United States Mail
and/or e-mail on the 15" day of August 2017, to:

Dan Waite

Lewis Rocha Rothgerber Christie

3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy., Suite 600
Las Vegas, NV 89169-5996

DWaite@lrrc.com

/s/ Allen Lichtenstein

-2- 001915
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Allen Lichtenstein (NV State Bar No. 3992)
ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN, LTD.

3315 Russell Road, No. 222

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9591

allawflveoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 713

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561-9601
johnfa@scotitaw(irm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,

Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MARY BRYAN, mother of ETHAN BRYAN; Case No. A-14-700018-C

AIMEE HAIRR, mother of NOLAN HAIRR,

Dept. No. XXVII
Plaintiffs,
PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE TO
Vs, DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO RETAX

COSTS

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

{(CCSD Department: XX VII

Defendant .

Plaintiffs have reviewed Defendant’s Motion to Retax Costs that have made the following
adjustments, resulting in a revised total cost amount of $20, $672.32, as reflected in attached
Exhibit 1. Defendants” motion listed ten separate areas. Plaintiffs’ response to each is as follows.

A, The e-file fee has been adjusted to $280.50. As for the question of an additional
$30 fee for Aimee Hairr, Plaintiffs are willing to forgo that.

B. The supporting documentation for in house copies and faxes can be found in the

attached Exhibit 2.

001916
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C. The May 13, 2015 FedEx bill for $41.74 has been removed for lack of
documentation, as has any fees for meals. All further documentation for Fedex services has now
been provided in the attached Exhibit 3.

D. The cost of the November 28, 2016 Court Reporter deposit and service has been

adjusted to reflect the $2000 paid by Plaintiffs, documentation of which has already been

provided.
E. Pursuant to Kalitta Air L.L.C. v. Cent. Tex. Airborne Sys. Inc., 741 F.3d 955, 958
(9th Cir. 2013), Plaintiffs have removed all costs related to John H. Scott’s being admitted pro hac

vice, and the travel associated with that status. Costs for copying remain pursuant to NRS 18.005
(12), Costs for postage remain pursuant to NRS 18.005 (14).

F. Costs for serving NERC have been removed.

G. The costs for scanning copying and compiling exhibits remain pursuant to
NRS.005 (12) and (14). These are not routine overhead costs but were done specifically to
produce exhibits in this case. The fact that they were not done in-house is irrelevant to NRS
18.005. Lewis Rocha Rothgerber and Christie, LLP is a large multistate law firm with three
locations in Nevada alone. The fact that it finds doing its large-scale copying and scanning in the
house to be financially advantageous does not mean that the same is true for a sole practitioner. In
any case, Defendants cite no legal authority to suggest that NRS 18.005 views these items as
routine overhead.

H. The $75.47 June 18 19th and 22nd and printing of disclosures are clearly items that
reflect providing Plaintiffs’ disclosures to Defendants during discovery, and are therefore properly
listed as costs under NRS 18.005 (12) and (14).

L All charges from Depo International referred to in this section are documented by

invoices set forth in the attached Exhibit 4. Depositions utilized a Reporter and a Videographer.

-2- 00191
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J. Costs paid by CCSD in the amount of $182 has been removed.
Dated this 14th day of August 2017
Respectfully submitted by:

/s/Allen Lichtenstein

Allen Lichtenstein

Nevada Bar No. 3992

ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN LTD.
3315 Russell Road, No. 222
Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9391

allawig)] veoxmail .com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561.9601

Jjohni@scottiawlirm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I served the following Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Motion to
Retax Costs via Court’s electronic filing and service system and/or United States Mail and/or e-
mail on the 14 day of August 2017, to:

Dan Polsenberg

Dan Waite

Lewis Rocha Rothgerber Christie

3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy., Suite 600
Las Vegas, NV 89169-5996

DPolsenberg@lrrc.com
DWaite@lrre.com

/s/ Allen Lichtenstein

3. 001918
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Plaintiffs’ Costs and Disbursements

In Reference To:  Mary Bryan and Amy Hairr v Clark County School District {CCSD}) et. al,

{Case No. A-14-700018-C}
COSTS

8/22/2014 Hearing transcript {Lichtenstein).
6/19/2015 Printing disclosures (Lichtenstein).
6/22/2015 Mailing disclosures (Lichtenstein}.
6/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 06/01/2015-06/30/2015.
8/31/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2015-08/31/2015.
10/23/2015 Discovery CD {Lichtensteln).
11/2/2015 Deposition of Warren McKay (Depo International Inv #23223}.
Deposition transcript of Warren McKay (Depo Internationat Inv #23293).
11/3/2015 Deposltion of Cheryl Winn {Depo International Inv #23263).
Deposition transcript of Chery] winn (Depo International Inv #23417).
11/16/2015 Deposition of Deanna Wright {Depo International Inv #23637).
Deposition transcript of Deanna Wright {Depo International Inv #23662).
Wright deposition transcript {Lichtenstein}.
11/30/2015 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2015-11/30/2015.
12/22/2015 Deposition of Nolan Michael Hairr {Litigation 5ervices, Inv #1044327).
1/5/2016 Deposition of C L {Western Reporting Services, Inv #49962},
1/6/2016 Deposition of Aimee Olivia Halrr {Litigation Services, Inv #1046125).
1/13/2016 Deposition of D M (Western Reporting Services, inv #49981).
1/21/2016 Deposition of Ethan Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1048764).
1/25/2016 Deposition of Leonard Depiazza {Depo International Inv #24752}).
1/26/2016 Deposition of Robert Beaseley {Depo International Inv #24805).
1/27/2016 Deposition transcript of John Edwin Halpin {Depo International Inv #24859).
Deposition of lohn Edwin Halpin {Depo International Inv #24897).
1/28/2016 Deposition transcript of Andre Joseph Long {Depo International fnv #24902).
Deposition of Andre ioseph Long {Depo International Inv #24501}.
1/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 01/01/2016-01/31/2016.

2/5/2016 Deposition of Mary Bryan {Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).

2/16/2016 Deposition of Heath Hairr (Litigation Services, Inv #1051615).

1001920

Amount
60.00
63.77

" 595
27.20
4.00
10.80
1,534.68
B877.98
1,590.00
928.73
603.42
416.15
19.46
210.40
1,183.05
372.80
960.58
379.30
1,138.50
815.00
533.00
325.76

589.50
556.83
947.50
190,60
1,031.40

160.00

001920
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Deposition of Gina Abbaduto {Litigation Services, [nv #1053255).
2/19/2016 Deposition of Asheesh Dewan, MD {Litigation Services, Iny #1053578).
Deposition of Edmond Faro, MD {Litigation Services, Inv #1053610}.
2/24/2016 Deposition of Dennis Moore, MD (Litigation Services, inv #1052063).
2/259/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 02/01/2016-02/29/2016.
3/17/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV (FedEx #775504967664).
3/28/2016 Documents scanned to PDF {Lichtenstein}
4/1/2016 Documents scanned to PDF {Lichtenstein).
4/21/2016 Efite transactions for Mary Bryan - 04/30/2014-04/21/2016 {Lichtenstein}.
4/25/2016 Lewis Roca transcript fee (Lichtenstein}.
8/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 08/01/2016-08/31/2016.

10/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 10/01/2016-10/31/2016.

11/9/2016 Federal Express shipment to Allen Lichtenstein, Las Vegas, NV {FedEx #7777679212411).

Depao transcript of Robert Beasley, taken 1/26/2016 {Depo International Inv #30045).

Depo transcript of Cheryl Winn, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo International Inv #30044).
Depo transcript of Warren McKay, taken 11/2/2015 {Depo International nv #30046).

11/9/2016 Depo transcript of Deanna Wright, taken 11/16/2015 {Depo nternational Imv #30047).
Binders and tabs for trial {Lichtenstein}.

11/15/2016 District Court Transcript of Trial 11/15/16-11/18/16, 11/22/16

11/28/20116 Court reporter deposit and service {Kimberly Lawson Karr Reporting Inv #11/28/2016.

12/31/2016 Copies and Faxes made in office 12/01/2016-12/31/2016.

3/15/2017 Copies and binding. (Lichtenstein}.
3/16/2017 Copies and binding. (Lichtenstein).
3/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made in office 03/01/2017-03/31/2017.

5/31/2017 Copies and Faxes made In office during 05/01/2017-05/31/2017.

Total Costs

001921

607.25
135.95
182.10
236.35
67.40
32,49
37.63
42.39
280.50
90.14
6.40
51.80
115.11
46.00
151.00
137.00
51.00
47.48
440.00
2000.00

182.80

52.95
34.22
23.60

44.40

$20.672.32
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Financial

arvan Hary

Total Financial Assessmant
Tata! Payments and Credits

4/30/2014
4/30/2014
Fi27f2015
772772015
3/2172016
342172016
4/21/2016

4/21/2016

Transaction Assessrment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Eflle Payment
Transaction Assessment
Eflle Payment
Transaction Assessmant

Efile Payment

Wl ity Suhoe: inali) e s
Tokal Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits

6/30/2014

6/30/2014

7i1f2014

7/1/2014

8/1/2014

8/1/2014
8/1/2014

8/1/2014
B8/7f2014

B/7/2014
9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

9/10/2014

11/18/2014

11/18/2014

1172042014

11/720/2014

12f9/2014

12/9/2014

12/10/2014

1241042014

111672015

Transaction
Assassment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Paymeant

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Sssessmeant

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assgssment

Efife Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efila Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Efile Payment

Transaction
ASSessMEent

Efile Payment

Transaction
Assessment

Receipt # 2014-30310-CCCLK

Reretpt # 2015-¥B718-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-28455-CCCLK

Reczlpt # 2016-38796-CCOY

Receipt # 2014-75526-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-75811-CCOLK

Receipt # 2014-88628-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-88733-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-30709-CCOLK

Receipt # 2014-103862-
CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-104055-
CCCLK

Receipt 4 2014-128861-
CCCLK

Rerelpt # 2014-130847~
CCoL

Receipt # 2014-137192-
CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-137323-
CCCLK

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Bryan, Mary

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schoel District,

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schogl District,

Clark Caunty School District,

Clark County School District,

Clark County Schoal District,

Clark County Schoo! District,

Clarx County Schaol District,

Clark County Schoe! District,

Clark Counky School District,

$280.50
%$280.50

$270.00
{$270.00)
$3.50
{$3.50)
$3.50
{$3.50}
£3.50
{$3.50)

$102.00
$182.00

$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

{$3.50)
$3.50

($3.50}
$3.50

{$3.50}

%3.50

[%2.50)
$3.50

£$3.50]

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

{$3.50)

$3.50

($3.50;)

$3.50

($3.50)

$3.50

001922
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i
DEPARTMENT CODE LIST
TIME 1 06-26-2015 13:01
INT COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
copy PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
SMALL 0 . 20 20 SMALL 0 0 0
LARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 20 20 0 0 0 0
BLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL  LIMIT
SMALL 0 0 0 0 0
LARGE ) 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 ¢ 0
FAX. COMMUN ! CAT{ON SCAN COUNTER ‘
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK ,
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION CoPY NETWORK COPY copy FAX NETWORK :
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 ) 0 ;
_ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
) 0 0 o o 0 0 0
el
IEPT NO. DEPARTMENT
CoA2 Bryen, Mary/Hairr _y.-z?_”
RINT COUNTER :
JLL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
AALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 ) )
RGE 0 0 " LARGE 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ) 0
ACK !
CORY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT 1
ALL 0 0 136 0 136
GE 0 Q 0 0 Q
0 0 136 o 136 D
COMMUN | CAT I ON SCAN COUNTER
. FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COoPY NETWORK coPY COPY FAX NETWORK
1w 0 0 SMALL 0 0 o 0 0 0
3E 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0

001924
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LL.

FOEPARTMENT CODELIST

TIME 1 04-03-2017 11:00
SN0, DEPARTMENT
. .
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMiT COoPY PRINT TOTAL
ALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
RGE 0 1] 0 LARGE 0 0 ]
0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LiMIT
ALL 0 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
X COMMUNIVCATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION CQOPY NETWORK CopY COPY FAX NETWORK
JALL 0 0 SMALL 0 o] 0 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 [ARGE g 0 ¢ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
PT NO. DEPARTMENT v 3
42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr - 5.2.3 G
INT COUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MONQ COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LiMdIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
JALL 0 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0
RGE 0 0 4] LARGE 0 0 o]
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ACK
COPY FaX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
1ALL 0 0 118 0 118
RGE 4] 4] 0 ¢ 0
0 0 118 4] 118 0
X COMMUNI CATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWiIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT ° RECEFPTION COPY NETWORK COPY COPY FAX NETWORK
fALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 0
RGE O 0 LARGE 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0
0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0

001929

001929 "~ 7~



JEARTMENT CODE LIST

TIME - :06-08-2017 10:33
DEPARTMENT
'(NT CQUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MOND COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT Copy PRINT TOTAL
ALL 0 0 | SMALL 0 0 0
GE 0 0 o] LARGE 0 0 ]
0 9] 0 9] 4] 0 0
WCK
COPY FAX PRINT LisST TOTAL LIMIT
ALL 4] 0 0 g ]
GE 0 0 0 0 0 .
0 ¢ 0 9] 0 0
COMMUN # CATION SCAN COUNTER )
FULL COLOR THIN/MONC COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION coPY NETWORK copPYy COPY FAX NETWORK
L 4} 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 1]
3E v} 0 LARGE 0 0 o 0 4] 0
0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0
o
= TMENT
= " NO. DEPAR
g - - € 44.79
o 2 Bryan, Mary/Hairr
T COLNTER
COLOR TYWIN/MONG COLOR
cory PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
) 141 147 SMALL 0 0 0
E 0 0 o] LARGE o 0 0
0 141 14] 0 0 0 0
CoPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LINIT
4] 0 81 0 81
0 0 0 0 0
] 4] a1 0 g1 0
OMMUN ICATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPTION COPY NETWORK CoPY coPY FAX NETWORK
v} 0 SMALL 0 1] 0 o] 0 o]
0 0 LARGE 0 9] 0 0 0 0
) aQ 0 0 0 0 Q 0

001930
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FPT NO. DEPARTMENT

DEPARTMENT CODE LIST

TIME .

:10-31-2016 11:04

001932

) 42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr ffo'y
'RINT COUNTER
‘YLL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT CORY FRINT TOTAL
SMALL 0 47 47 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 D 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 a7 47 0 0
ILACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
IMALL 55 0 157 0 212
ARGE 0 0 0 0 0 )
55 0 157 0 212 0
:AX COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER o
FULL COLOR TW{N/MONO COLOR ~ BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION CorPY NETWORX COPY coPY Fax NETWORK
WMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 5 0 55 0 8
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 55 0 8
JEPT NO, DEPARTMENT -
} 44
RINT COUNTER
‘ULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TATAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
IMALL 0 59 59 SMALL 0 0 0
ARGE 0 o 0 LARGE 0 0 0
0 59 59 0 0 0 0
JLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMIT
SMALL 16 0 105 0 121
ARGE 0 0 0 0 0
16 105 121 0
A COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT  RECEPTION COPY NETWORK COPY CCPY FAX NETWORK
IMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 16 0 16
ARGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 16 0 16

001932
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DEPARTMENTY CODE LIST

TIME

I n0. DEPARTMENT

001933

:01-04-2017 16:18

001933

37 "N
INT COLUNTER
LL COLOR TWIN/MORO COLOR
COPY PRE{NT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
IALL 0 0 D SMALL 4] 0 0
RGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0]
0 0 0 0 0 4]
ACK
COPY FAX PRINT LIST TOTAL LIMiT
1ALL D 0 D 0 0
RGE 0 0 0 0 D
0 Q 0 Q L0
X COMMUNICATION SCAN COUNTER ,
FULL CQOLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPT|ON coPY NETWORK CoPY COPY Fax NETWORK
AALL 0 0 SMALL 0 0 0 0 0 4]
WRGE 0 0 LARGE 0 0 0 0 D Q
0 0 0 0 D 0
=PT NO. DEPARTMENT
B o
42 Bryan, Mary/Hairr "%tﬁl . F.b
RINT COUNTER
ULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR
COPY PRINT TOTAL LIMIT COPY PRINT TOTAL
MALL 0 20 20 SMALL 0 0 Q
ARGE 0 0 0 LARGE 0 4] 0
4] 20 20 ] D 0
iLACK
COPY FAX PRINT LiST TOTAL LiMiT
iMALL 31 0 863 0 B84
ARGE 0 0 0 0 D
31 ¢] 863 894 D
ZAX COMMUN I CAT ION SCAN COUNTER
FULL COLOR TWIN/MONO COLOR  BLACK
TRANSMIT RECEPT ) ON COFY NETWORK copy coPy FAX NETWORK
SMALL 0 0 SMALL 0 2 4] N 0] 49
LARGE 4] D LARGE 0 0 0 0 0 Q
4] 0 D 2 0 K3 | 49

001933
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Fed=:Office.

November 16, 2015 12:51 Page: 1

Receipt #: 0741219878

MasterCard #: XOOXX000000X8361

2015/11/16 12:36

Oty Description Amount

150 ES B&W 5/S White 6.5 x11 18.00
SubTotai 18.00
Taxes 1.46
Total 19.46

The Cardholder agrees to pay the lssuer of the charge
card in accordance whh the agreement betwesn the

lssuar and the Cardholder.
FedEx Office Print & Ship Centers

395 Hughes Ctr Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109
(T02) 951-2400
www.FedExOffice.com

Tell us how we're doing and receive

20% off your next $35 print ordar
fedex.com/weliaten aor 1-800-358-0242
Offer Code: Offer expiras 12431/2015

Please Recycle This Racelpt

001934
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o] ‘/_L,rlacrr - Pagelofl
) exini S o KBllan's

Veclambial reqarding the
FedEs:.  shipment Receipt “itodran T Dee ﬂ“““ 2 C‘a «

Address Information
Ship to: Ship from:
Allen Lichtenstein John Houston Scott

Scott Law Firm
3315 Russell Road, No. 222 1388 Suiter Street, Suite 715

LAS VEGAS, NV " San Francisca, CA
89120 94109

Us Us

(702) 433-2666 4155619601
Shipment Information;

Tracking no.: 775904967664
Ship date: 03/17/2016
Estimated shipping charges: 32.49

Package Information
Pricing option: FedEx Standard Rate
Service type: Priority Overnight
~ Package type: FedEx Envelope
Number of packages: 1
Total weight: 0.80 LBS
Declared Value: 0.00 USD
Special Services: Residential Delivery
Pickup/Drop-off: Drop off package at FedEx location

Billing Information;

Bill transportation to: MyAccount-722
Your reference: Bryan/Hairr

P.O. no.;

Invoice no,:

Departiment no.:

J—

. Thank you for shipping online with FedEx ShipManager at fadex.com.

Please Note
FadEx will nol bo rasponatte far 8oy cla-m In @xcors of § 100 par package, whethes the resull of fogs, ge, dolay, non.dellvory, ¥, OF ation, uiiess you decia'e &
highar valus, pay an addillonat chaige, document your ackial foss and ITa & Bmaly cfeim. Limilatlans foune in the currant FadEx Servico Gulds epply. Your fght (o recavet from FadEx
for Bny ioss, including intingts value of tho package, losr of sa'es, income Inlecosl, prafil, attamay's faes, coste, and o™her forms of damega whothor gimet, Incldantsl, conaaquantial, oF
spoclal la limited to Ina grewter of $100 or Iha auttionzod declarad value, Rotovery cannol oxcoed aclual doc dloss, m fot Hama ol very value la $1000, e.g..
Jewslry, preciovs matsls. negoliabie inslruments and alhas llems eled In gur Servica Guido. Witlan clalms mustbe Riad wittln stiel ime ilmits; Coneull ihe @ ppficebie FedEx Sanvice
Quide for dalails

The ostimated shipping chargs may be diiferent than the nclual charges far your shipntent. Diterencos may ooour bated on aglusiwelgnt, dimenslons, and other factors. Consutt the
Bppicebie FgdEx Senice Guide of Ihe FasEx Rate Sheats for doteln on Row shipping thitrges are caloulaiad.

https://www, fedex.com/shipping/html/en/PrintiFrame. htm! 3/17/2016 001935
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STATEMENT

Depo International _
703 South Eighth Street Account No. Date
Las Vegas, NV 89101 F2961 1/8/2016
Phone:702-386-9322 Fax:702-386-9825
Current 30 Days 60 Days
50.00 $5,950.96 $0.00
90 Days 120 Days & Over Total Due
Accounts Payable £0.00 $0.00 $5,950.96
Allen Lichtenstein, Attorney at Law, Ltd. i i
No. 222 S
3315 Russel Road
Las Vegas, NV 89120 Page 1 of 1
- i~ .
Invoice . Invoice Balance Job Date Witness Case Name
Date No. ‘
11/10/2015 [ 23223 1,534.68 | 11/2/2015 | Warren Mciay I Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County
[ | 1 School District, et al.
1171172015 23263 1,550.00 11/3/2015 | Cheryl Winn Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County |
School District, et al.
11/12/2015 23253 577.98 11/2/2015 Warren McKay [ Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County ‘
School District, et al.
11/18/2015 23417 92B.73 117372015 Cheryl Winn Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County
School District, et al.
11/30/2015 23637 603.42 | 11/16/2015 | Deanna Wright Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County 3y
' School District, et al. ®
11/30/2015 23662 416.15 | 11/16/2015 | Deanna Wright Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County 8
School District, et al.
i
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phone: {(702) 433-2666 Fax:(702) 433-9591
Please detach oitan: poriion wid seiun i puyiaen?,

Acrounts Payable

Allen Lichtenstein, Attorney at Lavs, Ltd.
No, 222

3315 Russel Road

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Remit To: Depo International
703 South Eighth Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Account No. F2661
Date 1/8/2016
Total Due % 5,850.96
PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD oL o
Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Card Security Code:

Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

001942
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Depo International Invaica No. Involoe Date Job No.
703 Sputh Righth Street
l.umguj% 89101 30047 11/9/2016 19638
Pl B00S919722 Pax: 7023869825 Job Data Case No.
11/16/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name
Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County Schoo! District, et al.

John Houston Scott

Soott Law Arm Payment Terms

1368 Sutter Strest

Sufte 715 Due upon receipt {1.5%/mo & collection)

San Francisoo, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT

Deanna Wright 51,00

TOTAL DUE >>> 451.00
If you have any questions, you may contact our billing department:
Bliling @depointamatonal.com
Thank you 6F your bisiness
Tax ID1 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9608
Please detack bottom portion and retirn with payment,
Job No. : 19639 BU ID :2-DI LV

John Houston Scott Case No. : A-14-700018-C
Soott Law Firm : I, vs. Clark County School
1388 Sutter Street (e Name giagimnéft o vs. G county
Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Remit To: Depo International
703 South Eighth Street
Las Vegns, NV 89101

Involce No. + 30047
Total Due : $ 51.00

Invoice Date :11/9/2016

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number;

Bxp. Date:

Bllling Address:

Zip: Card Security Code:
Amount 1 Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Email:

Phoned#:

01943
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og‘s? u:zmﬁonﬂ Involce No. Involce Date Joby No,
7 Eighth
s Vg S BT 30045 11/9/2016 19282
Pl 800.591.9722 Fax: 7023669075 Jobh Data Case No.
11/2/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name
Mary Bryan, et al, vs. Clark County Schiool District, et al.
John Houston Scott
Scott Law Firm Payment
L300 Suler Street Due upan recelpt (1.5%/mo & collection)
San Francisoo, CA 94105
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
Warren McKay 137.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $137.00
If you have any questions, you may contact our biling deparment:
Billing@depointamational.com
Thank you for your busingss|
T
o = P
CGENYE )
NOV 1 4 2015 ﬂ ]
i
"‘““‘:?-“::::_!
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phore: (415) 551-0601 Fax:(415) 561-3609
Please derach botium purtion and retsan with payment.
Job No, . 19282 8UID :2-DI LV
John Houston Scott CeseNo. @ A-14-700018-C
Soott Law Firm ' € Schoot
1388 Sutter Case Name ! ga%in;né]‘at al. vs. Clarke County
e 71
§:n ,-.,ansc.m CA 94109 Involce No. : 30046 Invoice Date :11/9/2016
Total Due : % 137.00
PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Remit To: Depo International B, Date: Phone#:
703 South Elghth Street Biling Address:
Lag Vegas, NV 89101 2ip: Card Security Code:
Amourt to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature;

001944
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Depo Internatipnal
703 South Righth Strest
Las Vogas, NV B0101
Ph: 6005919722 Fax: 7023865825

John Houston Scott
Scott Lsw Firm

1388 Sutier Street

Sulte 715

San Frencisco, CA 94109

001945

IAVOICE

Involce No. Invoice Date Job No.
30044 11/9/2016 19283
Job Date Caze No.
11/3/2015 A-14-700018-C
Case Name

Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et al.

Payinent Terms

Due upan recelpt {1.5%/mo & collection)

ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT

Cheryl Winn 151.00

TOTAL BUE »>> $i51.00
I¥ you have any questions, you may contact our billing department:
Biling@depointemational.com
Thank you for your businessi
Tax ID: 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9609
Please detach battom portion and return with payment.
Jab No. 1 19283 BU ID :2-DILV

John Houston Scott Case No.  ; A-14-70001B-C
Scott Law Firm . Schoot
1388 Sutter S Case Name FDdanr Ey:tr;iet al. vs, Clark County
Sulta 715 ltrict, et 2,

San Franclsco, CA 94109

Ramit To: Depo International
703 South Elghth Sbreet
Las Vegas, NV 80101

Invalce No. : 20044
Total Due : $ 151.00

Involce Date :11/9/2016

PAYMENY WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Card Numbar;

B, Date:

Biliing Addrass:

Zip: Card Security Code:
Amgunt to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Emall;

Phaned#:

1945
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Depo Internatinnat
703 South Bighth Strest
Las Vegas, NV 89101
Ph: 005919722 Fax: 723865825

INVOICE

001946

InvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate |  JohWNo,
30045 11/9/2016 20057
Joh Date Casa No.
1/262016 | A-24-700018C
' Case Name

Mary Bryan, et al. vs. Clark County School District, et al,

John Housion Scott
Scott Law Fim Payment Terms
éﬁang 715 Sireet Dure upon recelpt {1.59%/mo & collection)
San Frandsoo, CA 94109
ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
Robert Beaskey 46.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $46.00
1F you have any questions, you may contact cur Biing department:
Billing@depointemational.com
Thank you for your-business!
EEETE G B
W}E Li?:’ Lov Ll \11 \\
m NOV 14 0% i\
lBV T
Tax TD: 45-0581340 Phone: (415) 561-9601 Fax:(415) 561-9609
Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.
Job HNo. 1 20057 BUID 12-DI LV
John Houston Scott Case No. : A-14-700018-C
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Allen Lichtenstein

Nevada Bar No. 3992

ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN LTD.
3315 Russell Road, No. 222

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Tel: 702.433-2666

Fax: 702.433-9591
allaw(@lvcoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715

San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561.9601

john@scottlawfirm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
Aimee Hairr and Nolan Hairr

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I served the following Notice of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Judgment in Favor of Plaintiffs via Court’s electronic filing and service system and/or United
States Mail and/or e-mail on the 15" day of August 2017, to:

Dan Waite

Lewis Rocha Rothgerber Christie

3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy., Suite 600
Las Vegas, NV 89169-5996

DWaite@lrrc.com

/s/ Allen Lichtenstein
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Electronically Filed
7/20/2017 2:54 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERz OF THE COUE%

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MARY BRYAN, mother of ETHAN BRYAN; Case No. A-14-700018-C
AIMEE HAIRR, mother of NOLAN HAIRR,
Dept. No. XXVII
Plaintiffs,
FINDINGS OF FACT,
VS. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT PLAINTIFFS
(CCSD
Defendant .
I. Introduction
On June 29, 2017, the Court issued its Decision and Order in favor of Plaintiffs Ethan

Bryan and Nolan Hairr and against Defendant Clark County School District (CCSD) on the
claims that Defendant violated Plaintiffs’ rights under Title IX, 20 USC § 1681(A) and Plaintiffs’
rights to Substantive Due Process under the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution and pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1983. The Court also ruled that, “Plaintiffs are entitled to a
judgment for all damages sought under these two claims asserted in the Complaint, and proven at
trial.”
IL Procedural History

Plaintiffs filed their Amended Complaint on October 10, 2014 against Defendants: Clark

County School District (CCSD), Pat Skorkowsky, in his official capacity as CCSD

0019
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Superintendent; CCSD Board of Schoo! Trustees; Erin A. Cranor, Linda E. Young, Patrice Tew,
Stavan Corbett, Carolyn Edwards, Chris Garvey, Deanna Wright, in their official capacities as
CCSD Board of School Trustees, Greenspun Jr. High School (GJHS); Principal Warren P.
McKay, in his individual and official capacity as principal of GJHS; Leonard DePiazza, in his
individual and official capacity as assistant principal at GJHS; Cheryl Winn, in her individual and
official capacity as Dean at GJHS; John Halpin, in his individual and official capacity

as counselor at GJHS,; Robert Beasley, 1n his individual and official capacity as instructor at

GJHS. The Amended Complaint listed five claims for relief: 1) Negligence; 2) Negligence Per
Se; 3) Violation of Title IX; 4) Violation of the Right to Equal Protection; 3) Violation of
Substantive Due Process.

In its February 5, 2015 Order, the Court Dismissed Plaintiffs' Claims for Relief No. 1,
Negligence, and No. 2, Negligence Per Se. Plaintiffs abandoned their Fourth Claim for Relief,
Equal Protection, leaving the Third Claim for Relief, Title IX, and Fifth Claim for Relief,
Substantive Due Process, for trial. Defendants filed their Answer on [February 25, 2015.

On March 1, 2016, Defendants filed a Motion for Summary Judgment, which was granted
in part and denied in part by the Court in its July 22, 2016 Order. The Court denied Defendants’
Motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ Title [X claim against Defendant CCSD. It dismissed the 42 USC
1983 Equal Protection claims, which had been abandoned by Plaintiffs. The Court granted
Defendants” Motion to dismiss ali Defendants except CCSD from the 42 USC 1983 Substantive
Due Process claim. Overall, the Court ruled the two remaining claims against CCSD, 1) Title IX;
and 2) Substantive Due Process would proceed to trial.

On or about March 20, 2016, Discovery Commissioner Bulla denied Defendants’ Motion

to Compel Damages Categories and Calculations, allowing such calculations to be determined by
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the Court at trial. The Discovery Commissioner’s Report and Recommendations were affirmed
and adopted by the Court on April 6, 2016.

On August 5, 2016, Defendant CCSD filed a Motion for Partial Reconsideration, or in the
Alternative, Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRCP 59(E), 60(A) and 60(B}, or Motion in Limiting.
On October 26, 2016 the Court denied Defendant’s Motion.

On November 15, 2016, a five-day bench trial was held in Department 27 before the
Honorable Judge Nancy L. Allf. Allen Lichtenstein, Esq. and John Houston Scott, Esq. appeared
for and on behalf of Plaintiffs Mary Bryan ("Mrs. Bryan") and Aimee Hairr ("Mrs. Hairr"),
(collectively Plaintiffs"). Daniel Polsenberg, Esq., Dan Waite, Esq., and Brian D. Blakley, Esq.
appeared for and on behalf of Defendant CCSD, ("Defendant™} on the Title IX and 42 USC 1983
Substitute Due Process claims. Testimony was given by: Nolan Hairr, Ethan Bryan, Aimee Hairr,
Mary Bryan, Principal Warren McKay, Vice Principal Leonard DePiazza, Dean Cheryl Winn,
Counselor John Halpin and band teacher Robert Beasely. Although neither one of the alleged
bullies testified , CL’s deposition was introduced into evidence. (For privacy purposes, only the
initials of CL and DM are used.)

Closing arguments were done via written briefs. Brieﬁng was completed on May 26, 2017.
On June 29, 2017, the Court issued its Decision and Order, concluding that Defendant CCSD
violated both Title IX of the Civil Rights Act and also violated Plaintiffs® Substantive Due Process
rights as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution pursuant to
42 USC 1983. The Court further ordered that after review, “Judgment shall be entered in favor of
Plaintiffs Mary Bryan, on behalf of Ethan Bryan and Aimee Hairr on behalf of Nolan Hairr, and
that Plaintiffs are entitled to a judgment for all damages sought under these two claims asserted in

the Complaint, and proven at trial.”
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III. Findings of Fact

A, Ethan Bryan and Nolan Hairr started being bullied almost from the time
they began attending Greenspun Jr. High School.

In late August 2011, two friends, Ethan Bryan and Nolan [lairr bepan sixth grade at
Greenspun Jr. High School. Both Ethan and Nolan enrolled in Mr. Beasley’s third period band
class in the trombone section.

Almost from the beginning of the school year, Ethan and Nolan began to be bullied by two
other trombone students, CL and DM. In sixth grade, at age 11, Nolan was small for his age with
long blonde hair. CL and DM taunted him with names like gay and faggot, and called him a girl.
CL atso touched, pulled, ran his fingers through Nolan’s hair and blew in Nolan’s face.

Nolan, following what he believed was proper procedure, went to the Dean’s office and
filled out a complaint report. He was, however, too embarrassed to mention the homophobic and
sexual content of the slurs that he was enduring. Nolan was subsequently called into the Dean’s
office and met with Dean Winn. He did not feel that she was either sympathetic or even interested,
and therefore was reluctant to discuss the homophobic sexually-oriented nature of the bullying.

Within a day or two of Nolan’s meeting with the Dean, on or about September 13, 2011,
CL, who was sitting next to Nolan in band class, reached over and stabbed Nolan in the groin
with the sharpened end of the pencil. CL said he wanted to see if Nolan was a girl, and also
referred to Nolan as a tattletale. Nolan took the tattletale reference as a sign that the stabbing was,
at least in part, retaliation for Nolan complaining about the bullying. Because of this fear of
retaliation, Nolan decided not to tell any aduits about any further bullying directed at him, and
instead, to endure the torment in silence.

A day or two after the stabbing incident, while Nolan was at Ethan’s house, Ethan’s
mother, Mary Bryan overheard Ethan and Nolan talking about some problem taking place at

school. After Nolan had gone home, Mary Bryan confronted her son and questioned him
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concerning what Ethan and Nolan had been discussing. Ethan described to his mother the incident
where CL stabbed Nolan in the groin with a pencil, and about the overall bullying occurring in Mr.
Beasley’s band class.

B. Mary Bryan’s September 15, 2011 email

In response, Mary Bryan decided to contact the school officials to report the bullying in
general and the stabbing in particular.

On September 15, 2011, she attempted to telephone Greenspun Principal Warren P.
McKay. However, she could not reach him by telephone and was only able to talk to a junior high
student volunteer. Mary did not want to leave such a sensitive message with a junior high student
and was not transferred to Principal McKay’s voicemail.  Mary then decided she would email
the Principal and got an email address for him from the student volunteer.

On September 15, 2011, Mary Bryan sent an email to three people: 1) Principal Warren
McKay; 2) band teacher Robert Beasley; and 3) school counselor John Halpin, complaining about
the bullying and specifically about the stabbing. Both Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin acknowledged
receiving the September 15, 2011 email from Mary Bryan. Principal McKay said he did not
receive it because the email address for him (which Mary Bryan obtained from his own office)
was incorrect.

Both Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin were, in 201, mandatory reporters who were required to
report any information concerning bullying, to either the Principal or one of his designees,
pursuant to NRS 3.88.1351 (1). In 2011, Principal McKay’s designees at Greenspun were Vice
Principal Leonard DePiazza and Dean Cheryl Winn.

Neither Mr. Beasley nor Mr. Halpin fulfilled their statutory duty to report Mary Bryan’s

September 15, 2011 email concerning bullying, explaining that because they saw Principal
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McKay’s name in the address line, they assumed, without verifying, that Dr. McKay, and through
him Vice Principal DePiazza and Dean Winn were aware of the situation.

These assumptions by Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin were incorrect. Moreover, by relying
on their assumptions, rather than adhering to the statutory requirement to report any information
concerning bullying they received, they both wviolated the explicit requirements of NRS
388.1351(1).

In response to the September 15, 2011 email, Mr. Beasley changed the seating
arrangements in the trombone section of his class. While before, Nolan had been sitting next to
Connor, after the change, Nolan set dircctly in front of CL.

While Mr. Beasley attempted to keep an eye on both bullies and the bullied students, he
admitted that he was unable to constantly watch them and still teach his class. Mr. Beasley said
that he made the decisions concerning the seating arrangements on his own without consultation
with anyone else. This testimony conflicted with that of Dean Winn, who stated that she was
involved in the decision.

The bullying continued. For Ethan Bryan, at the beginning of the school year, most of the
taunts at him by CL and DM had to do with his size. He was large for his age and overweight.

After the incident where CL stabbed Ethan’s friend Nolan with a pencil, the bullying of
Ethan began to change. It not only escalated but also shifted from being mostly about his size and
weight 1o also involve homophobic slurs and vile and graphic innuendos concerning sexual
relations between Ethan and Nolan.

Like his friend Nolan, Ethan also chose not to report the bullying that he was enduring for
fear of retaliation, and lack of any real interest on the part of Greenspun school officials. Mary

Bryan, believing that the school would contact Nolan's parents after Mary sent them the
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September 15, 2011 email about the stabbing of Nolan, did not directly inform Nolan’s parents
herself.

C. Aimee Hairr’s September 22, 2011 phone conversation with Vice Principal
DePiazza and September 23, 2011 phone call with Counselor Halpin

On or about September 21, 2011, while Mary Bryan and Nolan’s mother Aimee Hairr were
at a birthday party for another of Mary’s children, Mary casually asked Aimee about the school’s
response to the September 15, 2011 email. Aimee responded that she had received no
communication from the school, and that she had no knowledge or information about the bullying
of her son occurring in Mr, Beasley’s band class.

After talking to Mary, Nolan’s parents then confronted him about the bullying. Nolan
verified the veracity of the substance of the contents of the September 15, 2011 email. He also
admitted to the stabbing incident.

On September 22, 2011, Nolan’s mother made several phone calls to various school
officials in an attempt to contact the school regarding the September 15, 2011 email about the
stabbing of their son. She left several messages for different school officials. Finally, Aimee Hairr
was able to reach Vice Principal DePiazza, and had a phone conversation with him in which she
described the September 15, 2011 email, and the stabbing, including the comment by CL that he
did 1t to see if Nolan was a girl.

Mr. DePiazza told Aimee Hairr that there were a few options for Nolan, all involving
Nolan either transferring out of band class into another class at Greenspun, or transferring out of
Greenspun to a different school entirely.

Aimee found these so-called solutions to be both inadequate and inappropriate because if
anyone were to be moved, it should be the perpetrator of the bullying who assaulted her son not

the victim, Nolan.
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Vice Principal DePiazza denied that he ever had a phone conversation with Aimee Hairr.
According to his version of events, some time in either September or October 2011 (he could not
remember when) there was a meeting in his office attended by Aimee Hairr, Dean Cheryl Winn
and possibly Nolan Hairr. Mr. DePiazza claimed that while there was some generalized discussion
about the “situation” in the band room, nothing specific about the stabbing or the September 15,
2011 email was ever mentioned. Neither Aimee Hairr, Nolan Hairr nor Cheryl Winn corroborated
Mr. DePiazza’s version of events about this supposed meeting, or even that it took place.

On or about September 23, 2011, Mrs. Hairr received a return phone call from counselor
John Halpin, Aimee knew Mr. Halpin because she was his dental hygienist. Mr. Halpin told her he
had received this September 15, 2011 email and was aware of its contents. He said he had
previously spoken to Nolan and would do so again to make sure that Nolan made a formal
complaint about the stabbing to the Dean. He said he believed that Dean Winn knew about it, but
wanted to make sure.

Later that day, Nolan met with Mr. Halpin. Both agreed that the counselor wanted Nolan to
go to the Dean’s office to fill out an incident report. Mr. Halpin said that he accompanied Nolan to
Ms. Winn’s office, while Nolan said he was sent there and went by himself, Mr. Halpin also said
that since the Dean was not in the office, he left a message for Dean Winn with Harriet Clark, her
secretary, recounting the stabbing incident and the bullying. He gave that message to the Dean’s
secretary with instructions to relay that message to Dean Winn. The Dean did not report receiving
Mr. Halpin’s message from her secretary.

Nolan, still trying to “tough it out” and not make more trouble for himself by complaining
and thereby risking further retaliation, wrote a bland and rather innocuous version of what he was
enduring in band class. He did not mention the stabbing nor the homophobic, sexually-oriented

slurs.
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Dean Winn said she could not remember whether she met with Nolan on or after
September 22, 2011. Nolan said that no such meeting took place on or after September 22. 2011.
Aimee Hairr said she never had a meeting with Dean Winn.

Dean Winn said testified did not learn of the stabbing incident until the following year,
February 2012.

D. Mary Bryan’s October 19, 2011 email to school officials and October 19,
2011 meeting with Dean Winn

On or about October 19, 2011, Mary Bryan noticed that Ethan had come home from school
with scratches on his leg. When she confronted him about the scratches, he told her that at the end
of band class, while Mr. Beasley was out of the room, one of the bullies who was behind Ethan,
removed a rubber stopper out of a piece of his trombone and started hitting Ethan in the legs with
the remaining sharp piece of the instrument.

Upon questioning by his parents, Ethan also disclosed that CL and DM centinued to make
lewd sexual comments including calling both Ethan and Nolan gay, faggots and other similar
names, and also talked about Ethan and Nolan jerking each other off and otherwise engaging in
homosexual acts with each other.

Ethan’s parents, enraged that this was going on -- particularly after the September 15, 2011
email -- decided to confront school officials. On October 19, 2011 Mary Bryant sent a second
email addressed to Principal McKay, Mr. Beasley, and Mr. Halpin, describing the continuing
bullying and also the hitting scratching of Ethan’s leg.

Mr. and Mrs. Bryan met with Dean Winn at the Dean’s office on October 19, 2011. They
described the bullying endured by both Ethan and Nolan, specifically mentioning the physical
assaults as well as the vile homophobic slurs that both boys were subjected to by CL and DM. The

Bryans made it clear that they would not tolerate a continuation of this bullying.
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Dean Winn denied the occurrence of this meeting. She also denied that she knew anything
about the, emails, the physical assaults and the homophobic slurs in October 2011. She said she
only learned of the October 19, 2011 email the following year, in February 2012.

E. The October 19, 2011 Administrator’s meeting where John Halpin informed
Principal McKay and Vice Principal DePiazza of Mary Bryan’s emails

Mr. Halpin, who was a recipient of the October 19, 2011 email, said he forwarded that
email to Dean Winn to make sure she was aware of the situation. Dean Winn denied having
recelved the October 19, 2011 email from Mr. Halpin.

Also on October 19, 2011, Mr. Halpin attended a weekly administrators meeting. Principal
McKay and Vice Principal DePiazza were at that meeting. Dean Winn, who was a regular
participant in those weekly meetings. did not attend that day.

Mr. Halpin said that he reported on the bullying that was occurring in Mr. Beasley’s band
class in considerable detail to both Principal McKay and Vice Principal DePiazza. He also stated
that everyone at that meeting knew about the two emails that had been sent by Mary Bryan. He
also made it clear that the two assaults were perpetrated by the same two bullies against the same
two bullied students. Mr. Halpin specifically recalled Principal McKay telling Vice Principal
DePiazza to take care of the matter.

Dr. McKay stated his recollections from the Qctober 19, 2011, administrators meeting
differently. McKay recalled Mr. Halpin bringing up the subject of bullying in Mr. Beasley’s class.
but without mentioning many specifics. For reasons he did not disclose, McKay stated that he
really was not interested in the details of such matters and left it to his subordinates 1o address the
issue.

Dr. McKay stated that he told Mr. DePiazza and Mr. Halpin to handle the situation. Dr.
McKay also stated that he subsequently did not ask the Vice Principal about how the investigation

was going or what DePiazza had found out until February 2012.
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Princtpal McKay only took action in February 2012 because it was then that he was
ordered by his supervisor at the district level and the Assistant Superintendent to investigate the
bullying of Ethan and Nolan.

Vice Principal DePiazza stated a vague memory of the October 19, 2011 administrative
meeting. He recalled that there may have been some discussion about bullying but didn’t really
remember much. His position was that he definitely did not remember being told by Dr. McKay to
conduct an investigation into the bullying reports on October 19, 2011.

Principal McKay stated that in 2011 while he never asked his Vice Principal about the
bullying investigation, he did, at some point, have a casual discussion with Dean Winn about the
matter. He asked her how the investigation was going. Dean Winn replied that she was having
trouble getting corroborating statements from other students.

Dean Winn's testimony contradicted the Principal’s statements by claiming that she did
not undertake any investigation of the bullying because she was specifically told by Dr. McKay
that 1t was all being handled by Vice Principal DePiazza. Dr. McKay testified that Dean Winn told
him she was investigating by trying to get statements from other students.

F. Although by October 19, 2011, all members of the Greenspun Junior High

School administration were aware of physical, and discriminatory bullying that

Ethan and Nolan were experiencing, no investigation was conducted until February

2012, after both boys had left the school.

Although the school officials all pointed fingers at each other, the one thing that they all
agreed upon is that contrary to Nevada statutes, no investigation of the reports of bullying,
described in the September 15, 2011, and October 19, 2011 emails from Mary Bryan and the
September 22, 2011 phone conversation between Aimee Hairr and Vice Principal DePiazza, the

September 23, 2011 phone conversation between Aimee Hairr and Mr. Halpin, and the October

19, 2011 meeting between Mr. and Mrs. Bryan and Dean Winn, ever occurred in 2011,
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Throughout the rest of 2011, the bullying of Ethan and Nolan by CL and DM continued
oul of the sight of Mr. Beasley.

Ethan and Nolan continued to employ the sirategy of trying to ignore the problem, feeling
that any further complaints would just lead to greater retaliation.

When Ethan and Nolan came back to Greenspun for in January 2012, their resolve began
to waver. Each boy tried to avoid band class or even school altogether. Ethan feigned illness, and
even tried to make himself sick by eating cardboard. Nolan would hang out in the library or in the
halls. By the middle of January, both boys had essentially stopped going to school in order to
avoid further bullying.

In January 2012, Ethan Bryan was prevented from attempting to commit suicide by
drinking household chemicals, because of a fortuitous intervention from his mother. Ethan’s
parents refused to send him back to Greenspun after that.

On or around January 21, 2012 Nolan had, what his mother described as something close
to a breakdown because of the bullying that he and others were enduring at Greenspun. Mrs. Hairr
decided to pull Nolan out of the school at that time. She also made a report to the police.

By early February 2012, both Ethan and Nolan had been removed from Greenspun r.
High School.

Subsequent to the removal of Ethan and Nolan from Greenspun, and also subsequent to the
filing of the police report, Principal McKay, on or about February 7, 2012, was contacted by
officials from the school district, specifically his direct supervisor Andre Long and the Assistant
Superintendent Jolene Wallace. He was ordered by Ms. Wallace to conduct an investigation into
the bullying of Ethan Bryan and Nolan Hairr.

Because he was ordered by his superiors to investigate, Principal McKay directed Vice

Principal DeP1azza to conduct a “second” investigation.
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This was, in fact, the only investigation done at Greenspun into the bullying ot Ethan and
Nolan. At trial, no one from the school or the school district testified to seeing any results of any
eatlier investigation. Nor was any evidence obtained from any earlier investigation introduced.
Contrary to the responsibilities under Nevada law. no investigation ever took place while Ethan
and Nolan were attending Greenspun Junior High School.
IV.  Conclusions of Law

A. The Evidence and Testimony at Trial shows a Title IX Violation.

1. Title IX Standards

Section 901(a) of Title IX provides, *No person in the United States shall, on the basis of
sex, be excluded from participation in. be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any education program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” 20 USC §
1681(a). Based on the receipt of federal funds, CCSD is subject to Title IX requirements. 20 USC
§ 1681(a). Under Title IX, student on student harassment and bullying based upon perceived
sexual orientation is actionable,

For liability under Title IX for student on student sexual harassment: (1) the school district
“must exercise substantial control over both the harasser and the context in which the known
harassment occurs”, (2) the plaintiff must suffer “sexual harassment ... that is so severe, pervasive,
and objectively offensive that it can be said to deprive the victims of access to the educational
opportunities or benefits provided by the school™, (3) the school district must have “actual
knowledge of the harassment™, and (4) the school district's “deliberate indifference subjects its
students to harassment”. Reese v. Jefferson School District No, 147, 208 F.3d 736, 739 (9th Cir.
2000) (guoting Davis, 526 U.S. 629, 119 S. Ct. 1661, 1675 (1999)). See aiso, Henkle v. Gregory,
150 F.Supp.2d 1067, 1077-1078 (D. Nev. 2001). The Ninth Circuit defines deliberate indifference

as "the conscious or reckless disregard of the consequences of one’s acts or omissions," Henkle v,
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Gregory, 150 F.Supp. 2d 1067,1077-78 (D. Nev. 2001); See also 9th Cir. Civ. Jury Instr. 11.3.5
{(1997)(citing Redman v. County of San Diego, 942 F.2d 1433, 1442 (9th Cir. 1991), cert. denied,
502 U.S. 1074 (1992). A Plaintitf bringing a claim under Title IX must prove his or her claim by a
preponderance of the evidence. Whether conduct rises to the level of actionable "harassment”
thus "depends on a constellation of surrounding circumstances, expectations, and
relationships,” Oncale v. Sundowner Offshore Services, Inc., 523 U.S. 75, 82 (1998).

In the instant case, the testimony at trial showed that: 1) Greenspun Junior High School
exercised substantial control over both the students involved in the bullying and the context in
which the harassment occurred; 2) both Ethan and Nolan were bullied at school; 3) the harassment
they endured was sexual in nature: 4) the harassment was so severe, pervasive, and objectively
oftensive that it deprived Ethan and Nolan of access to the educational opportunities and benefits
provided by the school; 5) the appropriate school officials had actual knowledge of the bullying
and sexual discrimination suffered by Ethan and Nolan; and, 6) the appropriate school officials
demonstrated deliberate indifference to the bullying endured by Ethan and Nolan.

2. Ethan and Nolan were bullied in Mr. Beasley’s band class.

Ethan and Nolan were bullied in Mr. Beasley’s band class by two other students. They
were not only called names, but both were physically assaulted by the bullies. On September 13.
2011, CL stabbed Nolan in the groin with a pencil during Mr. Beasley’s band class. On October
18, 2011 Ethan was physically assaulted by one of the bullies at the end of band class by having
his legs hit and scratched with a trombone from which the rubber stopper had been removed.

3. The bullying was sexual in nature.

From the very beginning of the school year Nolan was called names such as “faggot,
fucking fat faggot, fucking faggot, gay, gay boyfriend, cunt.” This began when he was 11 years
old at the beginning of sixth grade. Nolan was a small child who had blonde hair down to his

shoulders.
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While Ethan had been bullied by CL and DM from the beginning of the school year, their
comments had started off being directed at his size and weight, after the stabbing incident, the
bullies also began directing their homophobic slurs against Ethan as well. The bullies continuously
taunted Ethan and Nolan with homophobic slurs and innuendo, and specifically made statements
concerning homosexual relations and explicit sexual acts between Ethan and Nolan in vile and
graphic terms.

4. The bullying of Ethan and Nolan was severe, pervasive, and objectively
unreasonable, and deprived them of significant educational opportunities.

The nature of the bullying was severe, pervasive, and objectively unreasonable. It involved
verbal abuse of a sexual and homophobic nature beginning from the start of the school year and
only ceased when Ethan and Nolan were forced to stop attending Greenspun. Both boys suffered
so severely from the bullying that they did whatever they could to not attend school in order 1o
avoid the bullying. In January 2012, Ethan feigned illness in order to stay home from school. He
would eat paper in order to make himself sick. For Ethan, the bullying was so severe and
pervasive that he saw suicide as his only way out. Fortunately, he was prevented from doing so
by his mother’s intervention. At that point, she was forced to take him out of Greenspun.

In January 2012, Nolan stopped going to band class in order to avoid the bullying by CL.
Nolan then had a breakdown due to the constant bullying that forced his parents also to remove
him from Greenspun. The creation of a sufficiently hostile environment forced Ethan and Nolan’s
parents to remove them from Greenspun Jr. High School and thus deprived them of educational
opportunities.

The severity of the hostile environment forced both Nolan and Ethan to quit Greenspun to
escape both verbal and sometimes physical harassment from CL and DM that school officials were

aware of, and allowed to continue. This was clearly a loss of educational opportunity.
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s, Apprepriate school officials had actual notice of the existence and the
diseriminatory nature of the bullying.

Appropriate school officials had notice of the existence and nature of the bullying suffered
by Ethan and Nolan. See, Gebser v. Lago Vista Indep. Sch. Dist., 524 U.S. 274, 290 (1998).

[I]n cases like this one that do not involve official policy of the recipient entity. we

hold that a damages remedy will not lie under Title IX unless an official who at a

minimum has authority to address the alleged discrimination and to institute

corrective  measures on the recipient's behalf has actual knowledge of
discrimination in the recipient's programs and fails adequately to respond.
524 U.S, at 290.

The Court in Warren v. Reading Sch. Dist., 278 F.3d 163 (31d Cir. 2002) stated that the
school principal was the appropriate person for Title IX purposes, while in Murrell v. Sch. Dist.
No. 1,186 F.3d 1238, 1247 (10th Cir. 1999) the Court considered an individual who exercises
substantial control, for Title IX purposes, to be anyone with the authority to take remedial action.
Several Greenspun personnel had authority to take remedial disciplinary actions when appropriate,
including, band teacher Beasley, Principal McKay, Vice Principal DePiazza, and Dean Winn.
Both Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin admitted to receiving Mary Bryan’s September 15, 2011 and
October 19, 2011 emails.

Five separate contacts by Ethan or Nolan’s parents to Greenspun personnel put the school
on actual notice of the verbal, physical and sexual nature of the bullying. On September 15, 2011,
Mary Bryan sent an email to Dr. McKay, Mr. Halpin and Mr. Beasley concerning the stabbing of
Nolan. On September 22, Aimee Hairr spoke to Mr. DePiazza about the general bullying and the
assault on her son. She spoke to Mr. Halpin by phone the next day.

On October 19, 2011, Mary Bryan sent another email to Dr. McKay, Mr. Halpin and Mr.
Beasley, this time regarding the assault on Ethan. The same day, she and her husband met with

Dean Winn to discuss the bullying of Ethan and Nolan, and particularly about its sexual,
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homophobic nature. All of these parental contacts gave the school actual notice to appropriate
persons of the existence and nature of the bullying of both Ethan and Nolan.

6. Greenspun schoel officials acted with deliberate indifference for Title
IX violation purposes.
Deliberate indifference is “the conscious or reckless disregard of the consequences of one’s

acts or omissions.” Henkle v. Gregory, 150 F. Supp. 2d at 1078. Deliberate indifference occurs
where the recipient's response to the harassment or lack thereof is clearly unreasonable in light of
the known circumstances. Reese v. Jefferson Sch. Dist. No. 14J, 208 F.3d 736, 739 (9th Cir.
2000). It must, at a minimum, “cause students to undergo harassment or make them liable or
vulnerable to it." /d., citing Davis, 526 U.S. at 645. “[1]f an institution either fails to act, or acts in
a way which could not have reasonably been expected to remedy the violation, then the institution
is liable for what amounts to an official decision not to end discrimination.” Gebser v. Lago Vista
Ind. School Dist., 524 U.S. 274, 290 (1998),; See, Jane Doe A v. Green, 298 F. Supp.2d 1025, 1035
(D. Nev. 2004). Greenspun officials’ failure to take further action once they received actual notice
of the bullying and its nature showed deliberate indifference. See, Flores v. Morgan Hill Unified
School Dist., 324 F.3d 1130, 1136 (9" Cir. 2003), Vance v. Spencer County Public School Dist.,
231 F.3d 253 (6" Cir. 2000).

Even though NRS 3.88.1351 (1) requires that once a report of bullying is received, the
Principal or his or her designee begin an immediate investigation, no investigation, much less one
conforming to statute, was ever undertaken in 2011. The only time an investigation occurred was
in February 2012, when it was ordered by the District. This, however, occurred well after both
Ethan and Nolan had been removed from Greenspun, and a police report had been filed. This
constituted deliberate indifference on the part of school officials who had actual notice of the
physical and homophobic bullying to which Ethan and Nolan were subjected.

B. The Evidence and Testimony at Trial shows a Substantive Due Process
Violation,

Under DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department of Social Services, 489 U.S. 189

(1989), the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution does not require state actors to
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protect private citizens from harm inflicted by other private citizens. DeShaney, however, 18
inapplicable because of the state created danger exception.

1. Plaintiffs had a constitutionally protected interest in their safety and in
their education.

State law can create a liberty or property interest. Vitek v Jones, 445 U.S, 480 (1980);
Carlo v. City of Chino, 105 F.3d 493 (9th Cir. 1997). The Supreme Court stated in Goss v. Lopez,
419 U.S. 565, 576 (1975), that a student’s right to a public education is a property interest
protected by the Due Process Clause. See also, Henry 4. v. Willden, 678 F.3d 991 (9th Cir. 2012).

2. Defendant acted with deliberate indifference for substantive due
process violation purposes.

The "state-created danger exception”" — when "the state atfirmatively places the Plaintiff
in danger by acting with 'deliberate indifference' to a '’known and obvious danger," is manifested
here. The standard for deliberate indifference does not vary between Title IX and 42 USC 1983
cases. Doe A. v. Green, 298 F.Supp.2d 1025, 1035 (D.Nev., 2004) see also Willden, supra.
Deliberate indifference consists of deliberate action or deliberate inaction. Wereb v. Maui County,
727 F.Supp.2d 898, 921 (D. Haw., 2010) citing, Long v. County of Los Angeles, 442 F.3d 1178,
1185 (9Ih Cir., 2006); City of Canton v. Harris, 489 U.S. 378, 388 (1989).

In other cases, Defendants have been "charged with knowledge" of unconstitutional
conditions when they persistently violated a statutory duty to inquire about such conditions and to
be responsible for them. Wright v. McMann, 460 F.2d 126 (2nd Cir. 1972); United States ex rel.
Larkins v. Oswald, 510 F.2d 583 (2nd Cir. 1975); Doe v. N.Y.C. Dep't of Soc. Servs., 649 F.2d 134
{2nd Cir. 1981). The failure to investigate the reported physical. sexual, and other verbal bullying,
in the face of clear statutory mandates to do so is significant evidence of an overall posture of
deliberate indifference toward Ethan’s and Nolan’s welfare.

3. CCSD is subject to Monell liability,

In Menotti v. City of Seattie, 409 F.3d 1113, 1147 (9th Cir. 2005), the Ninth Circuit stated

that there are three distinct alternative theories of municipal liability, by showing: (1) a
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longstanding practice or custom which constitutes the ‘'standard operating procedure' of the local
government entity; (2) that the decision-making official was, as a matter of state law, a final
policymaking authority whose edicts or acts may fairly be said to represent official policy in the
area of decision; or (3) that an official with final policymaking authority either delegated that
authority to, or ratified the decision of, a subordinate. See also, Trevino v. Gates, 99 F.3d 911, 918
(9th Cir, 1996).

Liability can be established by the existence of a government policy or custom that leads
to a constitutional deprivation. Monell v. Department of Social Services of New York, 436 U.S.
658, 694 (1978); Ulrich v. City and County of San Francisco, 308 F.3d 968, 983 (9th Cir. 2002);
Weiner v. San Diego Counry, 210 F.3d 1025, 1028 (9th Cir. 2000). The other two theories of
municipal liability attach when a final policymaker for the government acts in a manner that can
fairly be said to represent official action. See City of St. Louis v. Praprotnik, 485 U.S. 112, (1988):
Pembaur v. City of Cincinnati, 475 U.S. 469, 479-80 (1986).

Liability may attach either when the final policymaker is a final policymaking authority
who made the allegedly unconstitutional action, or when that action is ratified, or delegated to a
subordinate. Menorti, 409 F.3d at 1147; Ulrich, 308 F.3d at 984-85. A policy includes "a course
of action tailored to a particular situation and not intended to control decisions in later situations."
Pembaur. 475 U.S. at 481. When determining whether an individual has final policymaking
authority, the pertinent query is whether he or she has authority "in a particular area, or on a
particular issue.” McAMillian v. Monroe County, 520 U.S. 781 (1997). The individual must be in a
position of authority to the extent that a final decision by that person may appropriately be
attributed to the District. Lytle v. Carl, 382 F.3d 978, 983 (9™ Cir. 2004); see also. Christie v. lopa,
176 F.3d 1231, 1235 (9" Cir. 1999). A government entity can be liable for an isolated

constitutional vielation. /d.
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Principals can act as final policymakers for the purposes of Monell liability with respect to
student discipline issues. Williams v. Fulton Cnty. Sch. Dist., 181 F. Supp. 3d 1089, 1126-27 (N.D.
Ga. 2016), citing, Holloman v. Harland, 370 F.3d 1252, 1293 (11th Cir, 2004); see also, Bowen v.
Watkins, 669 F.2d 979 (5th Cir. 1982); Rabideau v. Beekmantown Cent. Sch. Dist., 89 F. Supp. 2d
263, 268 (N.D.N.Y. 2000), citing Luce v. Board of Educ., 2 A.D.2d 502, 505, 157 N.Y.S.2d 123,
127 (3d Dep't 1956), aff'd, 3 N.Y.2d 792, 143 N.E.2d 797, 164 N.Y.S.2d 43 (1957).

4. NRS 388.1351(2) specifically tasks the school Principal with
responsibility for investigating reports of bullying.

The question of whether a particular individual has policymaking authority is a question of
state law. Pembaur, supra, 475 U.S. at 483; St. Louis v. Praprotnik, 485 U.S. 112, 124 (1988);
Lytle, 382 F.3d at 982-83. NRS 388.1351(2) required that once a report of bullying is received,
the Principal or his or her designee shall initiate an investigation not later than one day after
receiving notice of the violation. and that the investigation must be completed within 10 days after
the date on which the investigation is initiated.

The legislature explicitly gave a statutory mandate to investigate reports of bullying in
school to the school “Principal or his or her designee.” There is absolutely no legislative authority
for the CCSD to designate somebody else at the District level to override the delegation of
responsibility and authority. Thus, under the NRS 388.1351(2), because the final policymaker
relating to the failure of Principal McKay or any of his designees to conduct the requisite
investigation on the reports of the bullying of Ethan and Nolan, was the Principal himself,
Defendant CCSD is liable for the substantive due process violation under Monell.

V. Damages

In its June 29, 2017 Decision and Order, the Court ruled that “Plaintiffs are entiiled to a

Judgment for all damages sought under these two claims asserted in the Complaint, and proven at

trial.” On April 6, 2016, Discovery Commissioner Bulla denied Defendants® Motion to Compel
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Damages Categories and Calculations, thus allowing these calculations to be determined by the
Court at trial. The Discovery Commissioner’s Report and Recommendations were affirmed and
adopted by the Court. Plaintiffs Mary Bryan and Aimee Hairr testified that their out of pocket
expenses for schooling for Ethan and Nolan outside of CCSD is approximately ten thousand
dollars ($10,000) per year starting in eighth grade, or approximately fifty thousand dollars
{3$50,000) total for each child to date.

Beyond these out of pocket expenses both Ethan and Nolan suffered from physical attacks
and relentless homophobic slurs. A seminal Nevada case can serve as a guideline for damages in
similar school bullying cases. In Henkel, (150 F. Supp. 2d at 1069), “during school hours and on
school property, he endured constant harassment, assaults, intimidation, and discrimination by
other students because he is gay and male and school officials, after being notified of the
continuous harassment, failed to take any action.” The Washoe County School District agreed to
pay Mr. Henkel four hundred, fifty-one thousand ($451,000) dollars as damages. Using Henke! as
a guidepost, the $451,000 award in 2001 would be equivalent to approximately $625,000 in
today’s dollars. Therefore, awards of six hundred thousand dollars ($600,000), apiece to each
Plaintiff, Mary Bryan on behalf of Ethan Bryan and Aimee Hairr on behalf of Nolan Hairr, is
appropriate.

VI. Judgment
Judgment is hereby entered in favor of Plaintiffs Mary Bryan on behalf of Ethan Bryan and
Aimee Hairr on behalf of Nolan Hairr, and against Defendant Clark County School District on the
Title IX and Substantive Due Process claims. It is further ordered that Defendant shall pay 1o each
o v fuh. o A
Plaintiff, Ethan Bryan and Nolan Hairr, the sum of-stxhundred thousand dollars éﬁoa,oog) for
physical and emotional distress damages and costs for alternative schooling. These awards are

exclusive of any costs or attorneys fees accrued.

001972
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Tel: 702.433-2666
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Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715
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Tel: 415.561.9601
john(@scottlawiirm.net
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3. “Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Judgment in Favor of
Plaintiffs,” filed July 20, 2017, notice of entry of which was served
electronically on August 15, 2017 (Exhibit B); and

4, All rulings and interlocutory orders made appealable by any of the

foregoing.

Dated this 23rd day of August, 2017.

LEWIS ROCA ROTHGERBER CHRISTIE LLP

By:/s/ Abraham G. Smith
DANIEL F. POLSENBERG (SBN 2376)
DAN R. WAITE (SBN 4078)
BRIAN D. BLAKLEY (SBN 13074)
ABRAHAM G. SMITH (SBN 13,250)
3993 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 600
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169

Attorneys for Defendants
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Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of Lewis Roca
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served on all interested parties via U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid and courtesy
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Allen Lichtenstein, Esq.

Staci Pratt, Esq.

ALLEN LICHTENSTEIN ATTORNEY AT LAW, LTD.
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allaw@lvcoxmail.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

John Houston Scott, Esq.
SCOTT LAW FIRM

1388 Sutter Street, Suite 715
San Francisco, CA 94109
john@scottlawfirm.net
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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Dated this 23rd day of August, 2017
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“deliberate indifference subjects its students to harassment.” 208 F.3d 736, 739 (9th Cir.
2000) (quoting Davis, 119 S. Ct. 1661, 1675 (1999)).

The Ninth Circuit defines deliberate indifference as “the conscious or reckless
disregard of the consequences of ones acts or omissions.” Henkie v. Gregery, 150 F.
Supp. 2& 1067, 1077-78 (D. Nev, 2001); See also 9th Cir. Civ. Jury Instr. 11.3.5 (1997)
(citing Redman v. County of San Diego, 942 F.2d 1435, 1442 (9th Cir. 19917, cert. denied,
502 U.S. 1074, 112 S.Ct. 972, 117 L.Ed.2d 137 (1992)). A plaintiff bringing a claim
under Title EX must prove her claim by a preponderance of the evidence.

B. Legal Standard - 42 U.S.C. § 1983

A student’s right to a public education is a property interest protected by the Due

Process Clause. Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565, 573,95 S. C. 729, 735, 42 L. Ed. 2d 725
(1975) (“Here, on the basis of state law, appellees plainly had legitimate claims of
entitlement to a public education .. .”). As a general matter, the Fourteenth Amendment
to the United States Constitution does not “require[ ] the State 1o protect the life, liberty,
and property of its citizens agginst invasion by private actors.” DeShaney v Winnebago
County Dep’t of Social Servs., 489 U.S. 189, 195, 109 $.Cr 998, 103 1.Ed.2d 249

(1989). In fact, “the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause | . . does not confer

any affirmative right to governmental aid and typically does not impose & duly on the |

state to protect individuals from third parties.” Henry A. v. Willden, 678 F.3d 991, 998

1| (9th Cir.2012) (quotations and citation omitted).

This rule, however, is subject to two specific cxceplions; (1} the special
relationship exception, and (2) the state-created danger exception. fd. at 948, Under the
special relationship exception, the government may be liable for its failure to protect if a

“special relationship” exists between it and the plaintiff such that the government has
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practicable, but n('}t later than a time during the same day on

which [they] witnessed the violation or received

information regarding the uecurrence of a violation.”
(Emphasis added).

Nevada statutes make it clear that any public school employee who ei::her
witnesses bullying or is informed that bullying has occurred or is occurring, is obligated
by statute to report the bullying to the principal of the public school. Upon information
that bgllying has occurred or is occurring, Nevada Revised Statute § 388.1351(2)
mandate that “the bﬂncipal or designee shalf immediately take any necessary action to

stop the bullying . . . and ensure the safely and well-being of the reported victim or

victiros . . . and shall begin an investigation into the report.” NR.S. § 388.1351(1)(2).

(emphasis added).
D. CCSD Officials’ conduct was deliberately indifferent.

Through the testimony presented at trial, Plaintiffs have satisfied the four
requirements of the Davis framework tor imposition of school district lizbility under Tiﬁe
IX for student-student sexual harassment. First, CCSD, as a public high school,
exercised substantial control over both the harassers and the context in which the known
harassments occuré. In this case, C.L. and D.M. engaged in excessive and continuous
homophobic slurs and sexual expletives directed at Nolan and Ethan in the band class
classroom. C.L. and D.M.’s daily references io Nolan and Ethan as “faggot, fucking fat
faggot, fucking faggot, gay, gay boyfriend, and cunt™ were so severe, pervasive, and
objectively offensive that it deprived the boys of access to school’s educational
opportunities and benefits availﬁble to students. Testimony revealed that the bullying

was so severe that the boys had to avoid going to band class altogether just to avoid the
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allaw(@lvcoxmail.com

John Houston Scott (CA Bar No. 72578)
Admitted Pro Hac Vice

SCOTT LAW FIRM
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San Francisco, CA 94109

Tel: 415.561.9601
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mary Bryan, Ethan Bryan,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I served the following Notice of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Judgment in Favor of Plaintiffs via Court’s electronic filing and service system and/or United
States Mail and/or e-mail on the 15" day of August 2017, to:

Dan Waite
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Steven D. Grierson

CLERz OF THE COUE%

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MARY BRYAN, mother of ETHAN BRYAN; Case No. A-14-700018-C
AIMEE HAIRR, mother of NOLAN HAIRR,
Dept. No. XXVII
Plaintiffs,
FINDINGS OF FACT,
VS. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT PLAINTIFFS
(CCSD
Defendant .
I. Introduction
On June 29, 2017, the Court issued its Decision and Order in favor of Plaintiffs Ethan

Bryan and Nolan Hairr and against Defendant Clark County School District (CCSD) on the
claims that Defendant violated Plaintiffs’ rights under Title IX, 20 USC § 1681(A) and Plaintiffs’
rights to Substantive Due Process under the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution and pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1983. The Court also ruled that, “Plaintiffs are entitled to a
judgment for all damages sought under these two claims asserted in the Complaint, and proven at
trial.”
IL Procedural History

Plaintiffs filed their Amended Complaint on October 10, 2014 against Defendants: Clark

County School District (CCSD), Pat Skorkowsky, in his official capacity as CCSD
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Superintendent; CCSD Board of Schoo! Trustees; Erin A. Cranor, Linda E. Young, Patrice Tew,
Stavan Corbett, Carolyn Edwards, Chris Garvey, Deanna Wright, in their official capacities as
CCSD Board of School Trustees, Greenspun Jr. High School (GJHS); Principal Warren P.
McKay, in his individual and official capacity as principal of GJHS; Leonard DePiazza, in his
individual and official capacity as assistant principal at GJHS; Cheryl Winn, in her individual and
official capacity as Dean at GJHS; John Halpin, in his individual and official capacity

as counselor at GJHS,; Robert Beasley, 1n his individual and official capacity as instructor at

GJHS. The Amended Complaint listed five claims for relief: 1) Negligence; 2) Negligence Per
Se; 3) Violation of Title IX; 4) Violation of the Right to Equal Protection; 3) Violation of
Substantive Due Process.

In its February 5, 2015 Order, the Court Dismissed Plaintiffs' Claims for Relief No. 1,
Negligence, and No. 2, Negligence Per Se. Plaintiffs abandoned their Fourth Claim for Relief,
Equal Protection, leaving the Third Claim for Relief, Title IX, and Fifth Claim for Relief,
Substantive Due Process, for trial. Defendants filed their Answer on [February 25, 2015.

On March 1, 2016, Defendants filed a Motion for Summary Judgment, which was granted
in part and denied in part by the Court in its July 22, 2016 Order. The Court denied Defendants’
Motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ Title [X claim against Defendant CCSD. It dismissed the 42 USC
1983 Equal Protection claims, which had been abandoned by Plaintiffs. The Court granted
Defendants” Motion to dismiss ali Defendants except CCSD from the 42 USC 1983 Substantive
Due Process claim. Overall, the Court ruled the two remaining claims against CCSD, 1) Title IX;
and 2) Substantive Due Process would proceed to trial.

On or about March 20, 2016, Discovery Commissioner Bulla denied Defendants’ Motion

to Compel Damages Categories and Calculations, allowing such calculations to be determined by
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the Court at trial. The Discovery Commissioner’s Report and Recommendations were affirmed
and adopted by the Court on April 6, 2016.

On August 5, 2016, Defendant CCSD filed a Motion for Partial Reconsideration, or in the
Alternative, Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRCP 59(E), 60(A) and 60(B}, or Motion in Limiting.
On October 26, 2016 the Court denied Defendant’s Motion.

On November 15, 2016, a five-day bench trial was held in Department 27 before the
Honorable Judge Nancy L. Allf. Allen Lichtenstein, Esq. and John Houston Scott, Esq. appeared
for and on behalf of Plaintiffs Mary Bryan ("Mrs. Bryan") and Aimee Hairr ("Mrs. Hairr"),
(collectively Plaintiffs"). Daniel Polsenberg, Esq., Dan Waite, Esq., and Brian D. Blakley, Esq.
appeared for and on behalf of Defendant CCSD, ("Defendant™} on the Title IX and 42 USC 1983
Substitute Due Process claims. Testimony was given by: Nolan Hairr, Ethan Bryan, Aimee Hairr,
Mary Bryan, Principal Warren McKay, Vice Principal Leonard DePiazza, Dean Cheryl Winn,
Counselor John Halpin and band teacher Robert Beasely. Although neither one of the alleged
bullies testified , CL’s deposition was introduced into evidence. (For privacy purposes, only the
initials of CL and DM are used.)

Closing arguments were done via written briefs. Brieﬁng was completed on May 26, 2017.
On June 29, 2017, the Court issued its Decision and Order, concluding that Defendant CCSD
violated both Title IX of the Civil Rights Act and also violated Plaintiffs® Substantive Due Process
rights as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution pursuant to
42 USC 1983. The Court further ordered that after review, “Judgment shall be entered in favor of
Plaintiffs Mary Bryan, on behalf of Ethan Bryan and Aimee Hairr on behalf of Nolan Hairr, and
that Plaintiffs are entitled to a judgment for all damages sought under these two claims asserted in

the Complaint, and proven at trial.”
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III. Findings of Fact

A, Ethan Bryan and Nolan Hairr started being bullied almost from the time
they began attending Greenspun Jr. High School.

In late August 2011, two friends, Ethan Bryan and Nolan [lairr bepan sixth grade at
Greenspun Jr. High School. Both Ethan and Nolan enrolled in Mr. Beasley’s third period band
class in the trombone section.

Almost from the beginning of the school year, Ethan and Nolan began to be bullied by two
other trombone students, CL and DM. In sixth grade, at age 11, Nolan was small for his age with
long blonde hair. CL and DM taunted him with names like gay and faggot, and called him a girl.
CL atso touched, pulled, ran his fingers through Nolan’s hair and blew in Nolan’s face.

Nolan, following what he believed was proper procedure, went to the Dean’s office and
filled out a complaint report. He was, however, too embarrassed to mention the homophobic and
sexual content of the slurs that he was enduring. Nolan was subsequently called into the Dean’s
office and met with Dean Winn. He did not feel that she was either sympathetic or even interested,
and therefore was reluctant to discuss the homophobic sexually-oriented nature of the bullying.

Within a day or two of Nolan’s meeting with the Dean, on or about September 13, 2011,
CL, who was sitting next to Nolan in band class, reached over and stabbed Nolan in the groin
with the sharpened end of the pencil. CL said he wanted to see if Nolan was a girl, and also
referred to Nolan as a tattletale. Nolan took the tattletale reference as a sign that the stabbing was,
at least in part, retaliation for Nolan complaining about the bullying. Because of this fear of
retaliation, Nolan decided not to tell any aduits about any further bullying directed at him, and
instead, to endure the torment in silence.

A day or two after the stabbing incident, while Nolan was at Ethan’s house, Ethan’s
mother, Mary Bryan overheard Ethan and Nolan talking about some problem taking place at

school. After Nolan had gone home, Mary Bryan confronted her son and questioned him
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concerning what Ethan and Nolan had been discussing. Ethan described to his mother the incident
where CL stabbed Nolan in the groin with a pencil, and about the overall bullying occurring in Mr.
Beasley’s band class.

B. Mary Bryan’s September 15, 2011 email

In response, Mary Bryan decided to contact the school officials to report the bullying in
general and the stabbing in particular.

On September 15, 2011, she attempted to telephone Greenspun Principal Warren P.
McKay. However, she could not reach him by telephone and was only able to talk to a junior high
student volunteer. Mary did not want to leave such a sensitive message with a junior high student
and was not transferred to Principal McKay’s voicemail.  Mary then decided she would email
the Principal and got an email address for him from the student volunteer.

On September 15, 2011, Mary Bryan sent an email to three people: 1) Principal Warren
McKay; 2) band teacher Robert Beasley; and 3) school counselor John Halpin, complaining about
the bullying and specifically about the stabbing. Both Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin acknowledged
receiving the September 15, 2011 email from Mary Bryan. Principal McKay said he did not
receive it because the email address for him (which Mary Bryan obtained from his own office)
was incorrect.

Both Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin were, in 201, mandatory reporters who were required to
report any information concerning bullying, to either the Principal or one of his designees,
pursuant to NRS 3.88.1351 (1). In 2011, Principal McKay’s designees at Greenspun were Vice
Principal Leonard DePiazza and Dean Cheryl Winn.

Neither Mr. Beasley nor Mr. Halpin fulfilled their statutory duty to report Mary Bryan’s

September 15, 2011 email concerning bullying, explaining that because they saw Principal
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McKay’s name in the address line, they assumed, without verifying, that Dr. McKay, and through
him Vice Principal DePiazza and Dean Winn were aware of the situation.

These assumptions by Mr. Beasley and Mr. Halpin were incorrect. Moreover, by relying
on their assumptions, rather than adhering to the statutory requirement to report any information
concerning bullying they received, they both wviolated the explicit requirements of NRS
388.1351(1).

In response to the September 15, 2011 email, Mr. Beasley changed the seating
arrangements in the trombone section of his class. While before, Nolan had been sitting next to
Connor, after the change, Nolan set dircctly in front of CL.

While Mr. Beasley attempted to keep an eye on both bullies and the bullied students, he
admitted that he was unable to constantly watch them and still teach his class. Mr. Beasley said
that he made the decisions concerning the seating arrangements on his own without consultation
with anyone else. This testimony conflicted with that of Dean Winn, who stated that she was
involved in the decision.

The bullying continued. For Ethan Bryan, at the beginning of the school year, most of the
taunts at him by CL and DM had to do with his size. He was large for his age and overweight.

After the incident where CL stabbed Ethan’s friend Nolan with a pencil, the bullying of
Ethan began to change. It not only escalated but also shifted from being mostly about his size and
weight 1o also involve homophobic slurs and vile and graphic innuendos concerning sexual
relations between Ethan and Nolan.

Like his friend Nolan, Ethan also chose not to report the bullying that he was enduring for
fear of retaliation, and lack of any real interest on the part of Greenspun school officials. Mary

Bryan, believing that the school would contact Nolan's parents after Mary sent them the
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