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I. INTRODUCTION  

The Las Vegas Review-Journal, Inc. (the “Review-Journal”) filed a motion 

for this Court to reissue the order entered in this case on April 7, 2023, as a published 

opinion pursuant to NRAP 36(f).  This Court did not direct or request any party to 

respond to the motion for publication.  However, on July 21, 2023, Respondent Las 

Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (“Metro”) filed a response in opposition to 

the motion for publication.  The Rules of Appellate Procedure do not permit a 

response to be filed unless requested by this Court, and therefore Metro’s response 

should be stricken.  

II. ARGUMENT 

The Review-Journal filed its motion for publication pursuant to NRAP 36(f), 

which allows “any interested person” to file a motion to reissue an unpublished order 

as an opinion to be published in the Nevada Reports.  That rule also provides that 

“[n]o response to such a motion [for publication] shall be filed unless requested by 

the court.”  NRAP 36(f)(2).  This Court did not request a response to the Review-

Journal’s motion, nor did Metro request leave from this Court to file one.  Indeed, 

Metro’s response does not even address Rule 36(f)(2) or give any explanation as to 

why a response should be allowed when this Court did not request it.  The response 

should be stricken. 



2 

In the alternative, if this Court decides to consider Metro’s response, the 

Review-Journal respectfully requests that the Court permit the Review-Journal to 

file a reply in support of its motion for publication. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Metro violated the Rules of Appellate Procedure when it filed its opposition 

to the Review-Journal’s motion for publication because this Court never invited such 

an opposition under Rule 36(f)(2).  Therefore, this Court should strike Metro’s 

improper response.  In the alternative, the Review-Journal respectfully requests the 

opportunity to file a reply in support of its motion for publication.  
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