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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 
***** 

 
SANDS CHINA LTD., A Cayman 
Islands corporation, 
 

                              Petitioner, 
v. 
 
CLARK COUNTY DISTRICT 
COURT, THE HONORABLE 
ELIZABETH GONZALEZ, 
DISTRICT JUDGE, DEPT. 11, 
 

Respondents, 
 
and 
 
STEVEN C. JACOBS, 
 
 
                            Real Party in Interest. 
 

Case No.: 68265 
 
(Consolidated with Case Numbers 
68275 and 68309) 
 
 
 
 
REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
STEVEN C. JACOBS' 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX 
 
 
 
 
VOLUME II OF XI 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
James J. Pisanelli, Esq., Bar No. 4027 
JJP@pisanellibice.com 
Todd L. Bice, Esq., Bar No. 4534 
TLB@pisanellibice.com 
Debra L. Spinelli, Esq., Bar No. 9695 
DLS@pisanellibice.com 
Jordan T. Smith, Esq., Bar No. 12097 
JTS@pisanellibice.com 
PISANELLI BICE PLLC 
400 South 7th Street, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada   89101 
Telephone:  702.214.2100 
Facsimile:   702.214.2101 
 
Attorneys for Real Party in Interest 
Steven C. Jacobs 
 
 

Electronically Filed
Jul 23 2015 03:19 p.m.
Tracie K. Lindeman
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 68265   Document 2015-22389
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I am an employee of PISANELLI BICE PLLC and 

that, on this 21st day of July 2015, I electronically filed and served a true and 

correct copy of the above and foregoing REAL PARTY IN INTEREST STEVEN 

C. JACOBS' SUPPLEMTNAL APPENDIX VOLUME II OF XI properly 

addressed to the following: 
 
 
J. Stephen Peek, Esq. 
Robert J. Cassity, Esq. 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
9555 Hillwood Drive, 2nd Floor 
Las Vegas, NV  89134 
 
J. Randall Jones, Esq. 
Mark M. Jones, Esq. 
KEMP, JONES & COULTHARD, LLP 
3800 Howard Hughes Parkway, 17th Floor 
Las Vegas, NV  89169 
 
Steve Morris, Esq. 
Rosa Solis-Rainey, Esq. 
MORRIS LAW GROUP 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 900 
Las Vegas, NV  89101 
 
SERVED VIA HAND-DELIERY ON 07/22/2015 
The Honorable Elizabeth Gonzalez 
Eighth Judicial District court, Dept. XI 
Regional Justice Center 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155 
 
 
 
       /s/ Shannon Thomas    
      An employee of PISANELLI BICE PLLC 
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CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX 

 
 

 
DOCUMENT 
 

VOLUME  PAGES 

Complaint, dated 10/20/2010 I SA0001 – SA0016 
Plaintiff’s Opposition to Sands China 
LTD’s Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 
Personal Jurisdiction, or in the 
Alternative, Failure to Join an 
Indispensable Party, dated 2/9/2011 

I SA0017 – SA0151 

First Amended Complaint, dated 
3/16/2011 

I SA0152 – SA0169 

Order Denying Defendants’ Motion to 
Dismiss, dated 4/1/2011 

I SA0170 – SA0171 

Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Dismiss for Failure to State a Claim, 
dated 4/20/2011 

I SA0172 – SA0189 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Mandatory Rule 16 Conference, dated 
4/27/2011 

I SA0190 – SA0225 

Joint Status Report, dated 4/22/2011 I SA0226 – SA0228 
Notice of Filing Petition for Writ of 
Mandamus, or in the Alternative, Writ of 
Prohibition, dated 5/13/2011 

I SA0229 – SA0230 

Plaintiff’s Omnibus Response in 
Opposition to the Defendants’ 
Respective Motions to Dismiss The Fifth 
Cause of Action Alleging Defamation 
Per Se, dated 5/23/2011 

I SA0231 – SA0246 

Plaintiff’s Opposition to Sands China 
LTD’s Motion to Dismiss his Second 
Cause of Action (Breach of Contract), 
dated 5/23/2011 

II SA00247 – SA0261 

Minute Order, dated 5/26/2011 II SA0262  
Minute Order, dated 6/9/2011 II SA0263 – SA0265 
Notice of Appeal, dated 7/1/2011 II SA0266 – SA0268 
Order Denying Defendant Sands China 
LTD’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s 

II SA0269 – SA0271 
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Second Cause of Action, dated 7/6/2011 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Answer 
to Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint, 
dated 7/8/2011 

II SA0272 – SA0280 

Writ of Mandamus, dated 8/26/2011 II SA0281 – SA0282 
Plaintiff’s Motion to Conduct 
Jurisdictional Discovery, dated 
9/21/2011 

II SA0283 – SA0291 

Real Party in Interest, Steven C. Jacobs’ 
Response to Motion to Recall Mandate 
and Countermotion regarding same, 
dated 2/7/2014 

II SA0292 – SA0303 

Minute Order, dated 2/21/2014 II SA0304  
Reply in Support of Motion to Recall 
Mandate and Opposition to 
Countermotion to Lift Stay, dated 
3/28/2014 

II SA0305 – SA0313 

Real Party in Interest, Steven C. Jacobs’ 
Reply in Support of Countermotion 
regarding Recall of Mandate, dated 
3/28/2014 

II SA0314 – SA0318 

Order Denying Motion to Recall 
Mandate, dated 5/19/2014 

II SA0319 – SA0321 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Motion for 
Leave to File Second Amended 
Complaint, dated 6/30/2014 

II SA0322 – SA0350 

OMITTED II n/a 
OMITTED II n/a 
Objection to Purported Evidence Offered 
in Support of Defendant Sands China 
LTD’s Motion for Summary Judgment 
on Personal Jurisdiction, dated 7/14/2014 

II SA0591 – SA0609 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 
Motion for Leave to File Second 
Amended Complaint, dated 7/15/2014 

II SA0610 – SA0666 

Renewed Objection to Purported 
Evidence Offered in Support of 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion 
for Summary Judgment on Personal 
Jurisdiction, dated 7/24/2014 

II SA0667 – SA0670  

Reply in Support of Countermotion for 
Summary Judgment, dated 7/24/2014 

III SA0671 – SA0764 
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Plaintiff Steve C. Jacobs’ Reply in 
Support of Motion for Leave to File 
Second Amended Complaint, dated 
7/25/2014 

III SA0765 – SA0770 

Transcript of Hearing regarding Motions 
on 8/14/2014 

III SA0771 – SA0816 

Notice of Entry of Order on Defendant 
Sands China, LTD’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment on Personal 
Jurisdiction and Plaintiff’s 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment, 
dated 8/15/2014 

III SA0817 – SA0821 

Minute Order, dated 9/9/2014 III SA0822  
Transcript of Telephone Conference on 
9/9/2014 

III SA0823 – SA0839 

Transcript of Telephone Conference on 
9/10/2014 

III SA0840 – SA0854 

Plaintiff’s Motion on Deficient Privilege 
Log on Order Shortening Time, dated 
9/16/2014 

IV SA0855 – SA0897 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Motion for 
Leave to File a Third Amended 
Complaint, dated 9/26/2014 

IV SA0898 – SA0924 

Plaintiff’s Reply in Support of Plaintiff’s 
Motion on Deficient Privilege Log on 
Order Shortening Time, dated 10/3/2014 

IV SA0925 – SA0933 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Plaintiff’s Motion for Release of 
Documents from Advanced Discovery on 
the Grounds of Waiver and Plaintiff’s 
Motion on Deficient Privilege Log on 
OST, dated 10/09/2014 

IV SA0934 – SA0980 

Defendant Sheldon G. Adelson’s 
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for 
Leave to File Third Amended Complaint, 
dated 10/10/2014 

IV SA0981 – SA0988 

Minute Order, dated 12/12/2014 IV SA0989 – SA0990 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Dismiss Third Amended Complaint for 
Lack of Personal Jurisdiction and Failure 
to State a Claim, dated 1/12/2015 

IV SA0991 – SA1014 

Opposition to Defendant Sheldon IV SA1015 – SA1032 
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Adelson’s Motion to Dismiss Third 
Amended Complaint, dated 2/4/2015 
Opposition to Defendants Sands China 
LTD’s and Las Vegas Sands Corp.’s 
Motion to Dismiss Third Amended 
Complaint, dated 2/4/2015 

IV SA1033 – SA1048 

SCL’s Memorandum regarding 
Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion for 
Sanctions, dated 2/6/2015 

IV SA1049 – SA1077 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacob’s Brief on 
Sanctions for February 9, 2015 
Evidentiary Hearing, dated 2/6/2015 

V SA1078 – SA1101 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Objection to 
Defendant Sand China’s Appendix to Its 
Memorandum regarding Plaintiff’s 
Renewed Motion for Sanctions, dated 
2/9/2015 

V SA1102 – SA1105 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Stay Court’s 3/6/2015 Decision and 
Order and to Continue the Evidentiary 
Hearing on Jurisdiction scheduled for 
4/20/2015; Defendants’ Petition for Writ 
of Prohibition or Mandamus, dated 
3/16/2015 

V SA1106 – SA1139 

Transcript of Hearing on Motions, dated 
3/19/2015 

V SA1140 – SA1215 

Order Denying Petition in part and 
Granting Stay, dated 4/2/2015 

V SA1216 – SA1218 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 4, admitted 
on 4/20/2015 

VI SA1219  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 173, 
admitted on 4/20/2015 

VI SA1220  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 176, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1221 – SA1222 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 178, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1223 – SA1226 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 182, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1227 – SA1228 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 238, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1229 – SA1230 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 256, VI SA1231 – SA1232 
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admitted on 4/20/2015  
Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 292, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1233 – SA1252 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 425, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1253 – SA1256 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 437, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1257 – SA1258 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 441, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1259  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 476, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1260 – SA1264 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 495, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1265 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 621, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1266 – SA1269 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 668, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1270 – SA1277 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 692, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1278  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 702, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1279 – SA1282 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 665, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1283 – SA1287 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 624, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1288 – SA1360 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 188, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1361 – SA1362 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 139, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1363 – SA1367 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 153, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1368 – SA1370 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 165, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1371  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 172, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1372 – SA1374 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 175, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1375  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 508, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1376 – SA1382 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 515, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1383 – SA1386 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1049, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  

VI SA1387  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 447, 
admitted on 4/20/2015 

VI SA1388 – SA1389 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1024, 
admitted on 4/21/2015 

VI SA1390 – SA1391 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 501, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1392 – SA1394 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 506, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1395 – SA1399 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 511, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1400 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 523, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1401 – SA1402 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 584, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1403 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 586, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1404 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 587, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1405 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 589, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1406 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1084, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1407 - SA1408 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 607, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1409 – SA1411 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 661, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1412 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 669, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1413 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 690, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1414 – SA1415 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1142, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1416 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 804, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1417 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1163, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1418 – SA1420 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1166, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1421  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1179, VI SA1422 – SA1425 
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admitted on 4/21/2015  
Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1186, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1426  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1185, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1427 – SA1428 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1190, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1429 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 535, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1430 – SA1431 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 540, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1432 – SA1433 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 543, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1434 – SA1435 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1062, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VI SA1436 – SA1439 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 612, 
admitted on 4/21/2015 

VI SA1439A 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1064, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  

VII SA1440 – SA1444 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 273, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 

VII SA1445  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 550, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1446 – SA1447 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 694, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1448 – SA1452 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 686, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1453 – SA1456 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 752, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1457 – SA1458 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 628, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1459 – SA1460 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 627, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1461 – SA1462 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 580, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1463 – SA1484 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 270, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1485 – SA1488 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 638, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1489 – SA1490 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 667, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1491 – SA1493 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 670, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1494 – SA1496  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 225, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1496A 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 257, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1496B- SA1496E 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 722, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 

VII SA1496F 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 744, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 

VII SA1496G-SA1496I 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 955, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 

VII SA1497  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 103, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 

VII SA1498 – SA1499 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1035, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 

VII SA1499A - SA1499F 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 187, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1500 – SA1589 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 91, admitted 
on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1590 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 100, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1591 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 129, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1592 – SA1594 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 162, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1595  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 167, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1596 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 132A, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1597 – SA1606 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 558, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1607 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 561, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1608 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 261, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1609 – SA1628 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 267, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1629 – SA1630 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 378, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1631  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 116, VII SA1632 – SA1633 
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admitted on 4/30/2015 
Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 122, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1634  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 782, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 

VII SA1635 – SA1636 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 158B, 
admitted on 5/1/2015 

VII SA1637 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1097, 
admitted on 5/1/2015 

VII SA1638 – SA1639 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 748, 
admitted on 5/4/2015 

VII SA1640 – SA1641 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 970, 
admitted on 5/5/2015 

VII SA1642 – SA1643 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1000, 
admitted on 5/5/2015 

VII SA1644 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 498, 
admitted on 5/5/2015 

VII SA1645 – SA1647 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1227, 
identified as SCL00173081, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1648 – SA1650 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1228, 
identified as SCL00101583, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1651 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1229, 
identified as SCL00108526, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1652 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1230, 
identified as SCL00206713, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1653 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1231, 
identified as SCL00210953, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1654 – SA1656 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1232, 
identified as SCL00173958, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1657 – SA1658 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1233, 
identified as SCL00173842, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1659 – SA1661 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1234, 
identified as SCL00186995, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1662 – SA1663 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1235, 
identified as SCL00172747, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1664 – SA1666 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1236, 
identified as SCL00172796, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1667 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1237, 
identified as SCL00172809, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1668 – SA1669 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1238, 
identified as SCL00105177, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1670 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1239, 
identified as SCL00105245, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1671 – SA1672 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1240, 
identified as SCL00107517, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1673 – SA1675 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1241, 
identified as SCL00108481, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1676  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1242, 
identified as SCL00108505, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1677 – SA1678 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1243, 
identified as SCL00110438, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1679 – SA1680 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1244, 
identified as SCL00111487, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1681 – SA1683 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1245, 
identified as SCL00113447, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA16384 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1246, 
identified as SCL00113467, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1685 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1247, 
identified as SCL00114299, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1686 – SA1687 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1248, 
identified as SCL00115634, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1688 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1249, 
identified as SCL00119172, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1689 – SA1691 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1250, 
identified as SCL00182392, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1692 – SA1694 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1251, 
identified as SCL00182132, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1695 – SA1697 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1252, 
identified as SCL00182383, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1698 – SA1699 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1253, 
identified as SCL00182472, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1700 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1254, 
identified as SCL00182538, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1701 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1255, 
identified as SCL00182221, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1702 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1256, 
identified as SCL00182539, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1703 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1257, 
identified as SCL00182559, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1704 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1258, 
identified as SCL00182591, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1705 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1259, 
identified as SCL00182664, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1706 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1260, 
identified as SCL00182713, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1707 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1261, 
identified as SCL00182717, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1708 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1262, 
identified as SCL00182817, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1709 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1263, 
identified as SCL00182892, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1710 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1264, 
identified as SCL00182895, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1711 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1265, 
identified as SCL00184582, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1712 – SA1713 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1266, 
identified as SCL00182486, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1714 – SA1715 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1267, 
identified as SCL00182431, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1716 – SA1717 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1268, 
identified as SCL00182553, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1718 – SA1719 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1269, 
identified as SCL00182581, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1720 – SA1721 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1270, 
identified as SCL00182589, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1722 – SA1723 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1271, 
identified as SCL00182592, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1724 – SA1725 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1272, 
identified as SCL00182626, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1726 – SA1727 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1273, 
identified as SCL00182659, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1728 – SA1729 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1274, 
identified as SCL00182696, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1730 – SA1731 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1275, 
identified as SCL00182721, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1732 – SA1733 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1276, 
identified as SCL00182759, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1734 – SA1735 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1277, 
identified as SCL00182714, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1736 – SA1738 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1278, 
identified as SCL00182686, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1739 – SA1741 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1279, 
identified as SCL00182938, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1742 – SA1743 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1280, 
identified as SCL00182867, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1744 – SA1745 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1281, 
identified as SCL00182779, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1746 – SA1747 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1282, 
identified as SCL00182683, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1748 – SA1750 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1283, 
identified as SCL00182670, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1751 – SA1756 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1284, 
identified as SCL00182569, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1757 – SA1760 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1285, 
identified as SCL00182544, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1761 – SA1763 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1286, 
identified as SCL00182526, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1764 – SA1767 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1287, 
identified as SCL00182494, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1768 – SA1772 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1288, 
identified as SCL00182459, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1773 – SA1776 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1289, 
identified as SCL00182395, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1777 – SA1780 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1290, 
identified as SCL00182828, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1781 – SA1782 
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Sands China’s Closing Argument Power 
Point in Jurisdictional Hearing, dated 
5/7/2015 

IX SA1783 – SA1853 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Objection to 
Sands China’s “Offer of Proof” and 
Appendix, dated 5/8/2015 

IX SA1854 – SA1857 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Opposition to 
Sands China LTD’s Motion to Seal 
Exhibits to Its Offer of Proof, dated 
5/26/2015 

IX SA1858 –SA1861 

Hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for 
Expedited Discovery, dated 6/10/2015 

IX SA1862 – SA1900 

Fourth Amended Complaint, dated 
6/22/2015 

IX SA1901 – SA1921  

Amended Business Court Scheduling 
Order and 2nd Amended Order Setting 
Civil Jury Trial, and Pre-Trial and 
Calendar Call, dated 7/17/2015 

IX SA1922 – SA1930  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1100 Filed 
Under Seal  

X SA1931 – SA1984 

Opposition to Defendant Sands China 
LTD’s Motion for Summary Judgment 
on Personal Jurisdiction and 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment,  
dated 7/14/2014 Filed Under Seal  

X SA1985 – SA2004 

Declaration of Todd L. Bice, Esq. in 
Support of Opposition to Defendant 
Sands China LTD’s Motion for Summary 
Judgment on Personal Jurisdiction and 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment, 
dated 7/14/2014  
Filed Under Seal 

X & XI SA2005 – SA2235 
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ALPHEBATICAL INDEX 
 

 
 

DOCUMENT 
 

VOLUME  PAGES 

Amended Business Court Scheduling 
Order and 2nd Amended Order Setting 
Civil Jury Trial, and Pre-Trial and 
Calendar Call, dated 7/17/2015 

IX SA1922 – SA1930  

Complaint, dated 10/20/2010 I SA0001 – SA0016 
Declaration of Todd L. Bice, Esq. in 
Support of Opposition to Defendant 
Sands China LTD’s Motion for Summary 
Judgment on Personal Jurisdiction and 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment, 
dated 7/14/2014  
Filed Under Seal 

X & XI SA2005 – SA2235 

Defendant Sands China LTD’s Answer 
to Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint, 
dated 7/8/2011 

II SA0272 – SA0280 

Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Dismiss for Failure to State a Claim, 
dated 4/20/2011 

I SA0172 – SA0189 

Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Dismiss Third Amended Complaint for 
Lack of Personal Jurisdiction and Failure 
to State a Claim, dated 1/12/2015 

IV SA0991 – SA1014 

Defendant Sheldon G. Adelson’s 
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for 
Leave to File Third Amended Complaint, 
dated 10/10/2014 

IV SA0981 – SA0988 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 
Motion for Leave to File Second 
Amended Complaint, dated 7/15/2014 

II SA0610 – SA0666 

First Amended Complaint, dated 
3/16/2011 I SA0152 – SA0169 

Fourth Amended Complaint, dated 
6/22/2015 IX SA1901 – SA1921  
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Hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for 
Expedited Discovery, dated 6/10/2015 IX SA1862 – SA1900 

Joint Status Report, dated 4/22/2011 I SA0226 – SA0228 

Minute Order, dated 12/12/2014 IV SA0989 – SA0990 

Minute Order, dated 2/21/2014 II SA0304  

Minute Order, dated 5/26/2011 II SA0262  

Minute Order, dated 6/9/2011 II SA0263 – SA0265 

Minute Order, dated 9/9/2014 III SA0822  

Notice of Appeal, dated 7/1/2011 II SA0266 – SA0268 
Notice of Entry of Order on Defendant 
Sands China, LTD’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment on Personal 
Jurisdiction and Plaintiff’s 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment, 
dated 8/15/2014 

III SA0817 – SA0821 

Notice of Filing Petition for Writ of 
Mandamus, or in the Alternative, Writ of 
Prohibition, dated 5/13/2011 

I SA0229 – SA0230 

Objection to Purported Evidence Offered 
in Support of Defendant Sands China 
LTD’s Motion for Summary Judgment 
on Personal Jurisdiction, dated 7/14/2014 

II SA0591 – SA0609 

OMITTED II n/a 

OMITTED II n/a 
Opposition to Defendant Sands China 
LTD’s Motion for Summary Judgment 
on Personal Jurisdiction and 
Countermotion for Summary Judgment,  
dated 7/14/2014 Filed Under Seal  

X SA1985 – SA2004 

Opposition to Defendant Sheldon 
Adelson’s Motion to Dismiss Third 
Amended Complaint, dated 2/4/2015 

IV SA1015 – SA1032 

Opposition to Defendants Sands China 
LTD’s and Las Vegas Sands Corp.’s 
Motion to Dismiss Third Amended 
Complaint, dated 2/4/2015 

IV SA1033 – SA1048 

Order Denying Defendant Sands China II SA0269 – SA0271 
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LTD’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s 
Second Cause of Action, dated 7/6/2011 
Order Denying Defendants’ Motion to 
Dismiss, dated 4/1/2011 I SA0170 – SA0171 

Order Denying Motion to Recall 
Mandate, dated 5/19/2014 II SA0319 – SA0321 

Order Denying Petition in part and 
Granting Stay, dated 4/2/2015 V SA1216 – SA1218 

Plaintiff Steve C. Jacobs’ Reply in 
Support of Motion for Leave to File 
Second Amended Complaint, dated 
7/25/2014 

III SA0765 – SA0770 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacob’s Brief on 
Sanctions for February 9, 2015 
Evidentiary Hearing, dated 2/6/2015 

V SA1078 – SA1101 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Motion for 
Leave to File a Third Amended 
Complaint, dated 9/26/2014 

IV SA0898 – SA0924 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Motion for 
Leave to File Second Amended 
Complaint, dated 6/30/2014 

II SA0322 – SA0350 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Objection to 
Defendant Sand China’s Appendix to Its 
Memorandum regarding Plaintiff’s 
Renewed Motion for Sanctions, dated 
2/9/2015 

V SA1102 – SA1105 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Objection to 
Sands China’s “Offer of Proof” and 
Appendix, dated 5/8/2015 

IX SA1854 – SA1857 

Plaintiff Steven C. Jacobs’ Opposition to 
Sands China LTD’s Motion to Seal 
Exhibits to Its Offer of Proof, dated 
5/26/2015 

IX SA1858 –SA1861 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 100, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1591 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1000, 
admitted on 5/5/2015 VII SA1644 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1024, 
admitted on 4/21/2015 VI SA1390 – SA1391 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 103, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 VII SA1498 – SA1499 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1035, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 VII SA1499A - SA1499F 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1049, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1387  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1062, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1436 – SA1439 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1064, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VII SA1440 – SA1444 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1084, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1407 - SA1408 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1097, 
admitted on 5/1/2015 VII SA1638 – SA1639 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1100 Filed 
Under Seal  X SA1931 – SA1984 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1142, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1416 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 116, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1632 – SA1633 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1163, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1418 – SA1420 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1166, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1421  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1179, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1422 – SA1425 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1185, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1427 – SA1428 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1186, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1426  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1190, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1429 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 122, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1634  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1227, 
identified as SCL00173081, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1648 – SA1650 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1228, 
identified as SCL00101583, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1651 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1229, 
identified as SCL00108526, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1652 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1230, 
identified as SCL00206713, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1653 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1231, 
identified as SCL00210953, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1654 – SA1656 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1232, 
identified as SCL00173958, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1657 – SA1658 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1233, 
identified as SCL00173842, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1659 – SA1661 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1234, 
identified as SCL00186995, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1662 – SA1663 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1235, 
identified as SCL00172747, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1664 – SA1666 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1236, 
identified as SCL00172796, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1667 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1237, 
identified as SCL00172809, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1668 – SA1669 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1238, 
identified as SCL00105177, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1670 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1239, 
identified as SCL00105245, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1671 – SA1672 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1240, 
identified as SCL00107517, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1673 – SA1675 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1241, 
identified as SCL00108481, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1676  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1242, 
identified as SCL00108505, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1677 – SA1678 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1243, 
identified as SCL00110438, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1679 – SA1680 



 

  22 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

P
IS
A
N
E
L
L
I 
B
IC
E
 P
L
L
C
 

40
0  
S
O
U
T
H
 7

T
H
 S
T
R
E
E
T
, S

U
IT
E
 3
00
 

L
A
S
 V

E
G
A
S
, N

E
V
A
D
A
  8
91
01
 

 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1244, 
identified as SCL00111487, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1681 – SA1683 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1245, 
identified as SCL00113447, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA16384 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1246, 
identified as SCL00113467, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1685 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1247, 
identified as SCL00114299, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1686 – SA1687 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1248, 
identified as SCL00115634, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1688 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1249, 
identified as SCL00119172, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1689 – SA1691 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1250, 
identified as SCL00182392, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1692 – SA1694 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1251, 
identified as SCL00182132, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1695 – SA1697 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1252, 
identified as SCL00182383, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1698 – SA1699 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1253, 
identified as SCL00182472, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1700 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1254, 
identified as SCL00182538, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1701 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1255, 
identified as SCL00182221, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1702 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1256, 
identified as SCL00182539, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1703 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1257, 
identified as SCL00182559, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1704 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1258, 
identified as SCL00182591, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1705 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1259, 
identified as SCL00182664, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1706 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1260, 
identified as SCL00182713, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1707 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1261, 
identified as SCL00182717, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1708 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1262, 
identified as SCL00182817, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1709 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1263, 
identified as SCL00182892, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1710 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1264, 
identified as SCL00182895, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1711 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1265, 
identified as SCL00184582, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1712 – SA1713 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1266, 
identified as SCL00182486, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1714 – SA1715 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1267, 
identified as SCL00182431, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1716 – SA1717 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1268, 
identified as SCL00182553, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1718 – SA1719 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1269, 
identified as SCL00182581, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1720 – SA1721 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1270, 
identified as SCL00182589, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1722 – SA1723 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1271, 
identified as SCL00182592, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1724 – SA1725 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1272, 
identified as SCL00182626, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1726 – SA1727 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1273, 
identified as SCL00182659, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1728 – SA1729 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1274, 
identified as SCL00182696, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1730 – SA1731 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1275, 
identified as SCL00182721, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1732 – SA1733 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1276, 
identified as SCL00182759, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1734 – SA1735 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1277, 
identified as SCL00182714, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1736 – SA1738 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1278, 
identified as SCL00182686, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1739 – SA1741 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1279, 
identified as SCL00182938, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1742 – SA1743 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1280, 
identified as SCL00182867, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1744 – SA1745 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1281, 
identified as SCL00182779, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1746 – SA1747 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1282, 
identified as SCL00182683, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1748 – SA1750 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1283, 
identified as SCL00182670, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1751 – SA1756 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1284, 
identified as SCL00182569, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1757 – SA1760 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1285, 
identified as SCL00182544, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1761 – SA1763 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1286, 
identified as SCL00182526, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1764 – SA1767 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1287, 
identified as SCL00182494, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1768 – SA1772 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1288, 
identified as SCL00182459, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1773 – SA1776 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1289, 
identified as SCL00182395, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1777 – SA1780 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 129, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1592 – SA1594 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 1290, 
identified as SCL00182828, admitted on 
5/5/2015 

VIII SA1781 – SA1782 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 132A, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1597 – SA1606 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 139, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1363 – SA1367 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 153, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1368 – SA1370 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 158B, 
admitted on 5/1/2015 VII SA1637 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 162, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1595  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 165, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1371  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 167, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1596 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 172, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1372 – SA1374 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 173, 
admitted on 4/20/2015 VI SA1220  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 175, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1375  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 176, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1221 – SA1222 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 178, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1223 – SA1226 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 182, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1227 – SA1228 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 187, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1500 – SA1589 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 188, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1361 – SA1362 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 225, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1496A 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 238, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1229 – SA1230 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 256, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1231 – SA1232 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 257, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  

VII SA1496B- SA1496E 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 261, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1609 – SA1628 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 267, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1629 – SA1630 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 270, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1485 – SA1488 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 273, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 VII SA1445  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 292, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1233 – SA1252 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 378, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1631  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 4, admitted 
on 4/20/2015 VI SA1219  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 425, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1253 – SA1256 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 437, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1257 – SA1258 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 441, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1259  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 447, 
admitted on 4/20/2015 VI SA1388 – SA1389 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 476, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1260 – SA1264 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 495, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1265 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 498, VII SA1645 – SA1647 
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admitted on 5/5/2015 
Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 501, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1392 – SA1394 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 506, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1395 – SA1399 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 508, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1376 – SA1382 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 511, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1400 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 515, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1383 – SA1386 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 523, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1401 – SA1402 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 535, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1430 – SA1431 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 540, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1432 – SA1433 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 543, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1434 – SA1435 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 550, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1446 – SA1447 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 558, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1607 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 561, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1608 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 580, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1463 – SA1484 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 584, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1403 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 586, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1404 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 587, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1405 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 589, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1406 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 607, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1409 – SA1411 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 612, 
admitted on 4/21/2015 VI SA1439A 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 621, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1266 – SA1269 
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Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 624, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1288 – SA1360 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 627, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1461 – SA1462 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 628, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1459 – SA1460 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 638, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1489 – SA1490 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 661, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1412 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 665, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1283 – SA1287 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 667, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1491 – SA1493 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 668, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1270 – SA1277 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 669, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1413 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 670, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1494 – SA1496  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 686, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1453 – SA1456 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 690, 
admitted on 4/21/2015  VI SA1414 – SA1415 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 692, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1278  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 694, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1448 – SA1452 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 702, 
admitted on 4/20/2015  VI SA1279 – SA1282 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 722, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 VII SA1496F 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 744, 
admitted on 4/22/2015 VII SA1496G-SA1496I 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 748, 
admitted on 5/4/2015 VII SA1640 – SA1641 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 752, 
admitted on 4/22/2015  VII SA1457 – SA1458 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 782, 
admitted on 4/30/2015 VII SA1635 – SA1636 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 804, VI SA1417 
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admitted on 4/21/2015  
Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 91, admitted 
on 4/30/2015 VII SA1590 

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 955, 
admitted on 4/28/2015 VII SA1497  

Plaintiff’s Jurisdictional Ex. 970, 
admitted on 5/5/2015 VII SA1642 – SA1643 

Plaintiff’s Motion on Deficient Privilege 
Log on Order Shortening Time, dated 
9/16/2014 

IV SA0855 – SA0897 

Plaintiff’s Motion to Conduct 
Jurisdictional Discovery, dated 
9/21/2011 

II SA0283 – SA0291 

Plaintiff’s Omnibus Response in 
Opposition to the Defendants’ 
Respective Motions to Dismiss The Fifth 
Cause of Action Alleging Defamation 
Per Se, dated 5/23/2011 

I SA0231 – SA0246 

Plaintiff’s Opposition to Sands China 
LTD’s Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 
Personal Jurisdiction, or in the 
Alternative, Failure to Join an 
Indispensable Party, dated 2/9/2011 

I SA0017 – SA0151 

Plaintiff’s Opposition to Sands China 
LTD’s Motion to Dismiss his Second 
Cause of Action (Breach of Contract), 
dated 5/23/2011 

II SA00247 – SA0261 

Plaintiff’s Reply in Support of Plaintiff’s 
Motion on Deficient Privilege Log on 
Order Shortening Time, dated 10/3/2014 

IV SA0925 – SA0933 

Real Party in Interest, Steven C. Jacobs’ 
Reply in Support of Countermotion 
regarding Recall of Mandate, dated 
3/28/2014 

II SA0314 – SA0318 

Real Party in Interest, Steven C. Jacobs’ 
Response to Motion to Recall Mandate 
and Countermotion regarding same, 
dated 2/7/2014 

II SA0292 – SA0303 

Renewed Objection to Purported 
Evidence Offered in Support of 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion 
for Summary Judgment on Personal 

II SA0667 – SA0670  
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Jurisdiction, dated 7/24/2014 
Reply in Support of Countermotion for 
Summary Judgment, dated 7/24/2014 III SA0671 – SA0764 

Reply in Support of Motion to Recall 
Mandate and Opposition to 
Countermotion to Lift Stay, dated 
3/28/2014 

II SA0305 – SA0313 

Sands China’s Closing Argument Power 
Point in Jurisdictional Hearing, dated 
5/7/2015 

IX SA1783 – SA1853 

SCL’s Memorandum regarding 
Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion for 
Sanctions, dated 2/6/2015 

IV SA1049 – SA1077 

Transcript of Hearing on Motions, dated 
3/19/2015 V SA1140 – SA1215 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Defendant Sands China LTD’s Motion to 
Stay Court’s 3/6/2015 Decision and 
Order and to Continue the Evidentiary 
Hearing on Jurisdiction scheduled for 
4/20/2015; Defendants’ Petition for Writ 
of Prohibition or Mandamus, dated 
3/16/2015 

V SA1106 – SA1139 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Mandatory Rule 16 Conference, dated 
4/27/2011 

I SA0190 – SA0225 

Transcript of Hearing regarding Motions 
on 8/14/2014 III SA0771 – SA0816 

Transcript of Hearing regarding 
Plaintiff’s Motion for Release of 
Documents from Advanced Discovery on 
the Grounds of Waiver and Plaintiff’s 
Motion on Deficient Privilege Log on 
OST, dated 10/09/2014 

IV SA0934 – SA0980 

Transcript of Telephone Conference on 
9/10/2014 III SA0840 – SA0854 

Transcript of Telephone Conference on 
9/9/2014 III SA0823 – SA0839 

Writ of Mandamus, dated 8/26/2011 II SA0281 – SA0282 
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SANDS CHINA LTD., 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 
CLARK; AND THE HONORABLE 
ELIZABETH GOFF GONZALEZ, 
DISTRICT JUDGE, 
Respondents, 

and 
STEVEN C. JACOBS, 
Real  Party in Interest. 

No. 58294 
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TO: The Honorable Elizabeth Goff Gonzalez, Judge of the Eighth 
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that a writ of mandamus issue, 

NOW, THEREFORE, you are instructed to hold an evidentiary 

hearing on personal jurisdiction, to issue findings of act and conclusions of 

law stating the basis for your decision following that hearing and to stay 

the action as set forth in the order until after entry of your personal 

jurisdiction decision, in the case entitled Steve C. Jacobs vs. Las Vegas 

Sands Corp., case no. A-10-627691-C. 

WITNESS The Honorables Nancy M. Saitta, James W. Hardesty 

and Ron Parraguirre, Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the State 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

 Providing no legal standard as the movant, Petitioner Sands China Ltd. 

("Sands China") seeks to recall a writ of mandamus issued over two years ago, 

asserting that a change in law has rendered evidence as to its actual contacts with 

Nevada irrelevant.  If that were true, which it is not, of course, Sands China would 

presumably so move the district court, where its position could be vetted in the 

context of the full record.   Its refusal to do so is telling indeed.   

 Beyond improperly seeking to evade the district court and the evidence, 

Sands China also exaggerates the case to which it clings – Daimler AG v. Bauman, 

134 S. Ct. 746 (2014) – continuing its long-rejected attempts at fact avoidance.  

Jacobs' personal jurisdiction position does not turn on Sands China's false premise 

that he predicates jurisdiction based solely on the contacts of a corporate affiliate, 

the issue Bauman addresses.  Rather, Sands China is subject to Nevada jurisdiction 

because of its contacts and the contacts of its agents, acting on its behalf, within 

Nevada.   

 The only legitimate basis for recalling the writ of mandamus is to unravel the 

false premise upon which Sands China and its parent co-defendant, Las Vegas 

Sands Corp. ("LVSC"), obtained the resulting stay.  The executives controlling 

Sands China are doing so from Las Vegas, and the entire improper termination of 

Jacobs was conceived and orchestrated in Las Vegas by these same executives 

acting as agents of Sands China in Nevada.  Sands China and LVSC sought to 

conceal these facts, which the district court refused to let them get away with.  Of 

course, they both knew the truth when they obtained the stay nearly three years ago.  

The resulting delays and prejudice to Jacobs are unprecedented.  This case is now 

over three and a half years old.  No trial date is set; no date for resolving Sands 

China's bogus personal jurisdiction defense is set.  The testimony and recollection 

of witnesses is constantly fading, and important witnesses are disappearing and/or 

being terminated by the Defendants.   
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 The basis for this Court to take action is not to disregard the district court's 

knowledge of the evidence (as Sands China recognizes as its only chance), but it is 

to cease the prejudice to Jacobs by dispensing with an illegitimate stay and allowing 

him to conduct discovery so as to stem the continuing loss of merits evidence.   

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

As the moving party, Sands China declines to cite any legal standard 

governing its motion.  Jacobs does not dispute that this Court has the ability to 

recall a remittitur and/or mandate under appropriate circumstances.  This Court 

previously had an express rule for doing so.  Wood v. State, 60 Nev. 139, 104 P.2d 

187 (1940).   

And, while not doubting this Court's inherent authority to do so today, Jacobs 

certainly disputes that Sands China's avoid-the-evidence-at-all-costs approach is a 

qualifying basis.  Rather, under the analogous federal rules:  While "[a]ppellate 

courts have inherent power to recall a mandate upon a showing of 'good cause,' [ ] 

that power should be exercised sparingly."  Fireison v. Pearson, 520 A.2d 1046, 

1054 (D.C. App. 1987) (citing American Iron & Steel Institute v. EPA, 560 F.2d 

589, 592-95 (3d Cir. 1977)); Greater Boston Television Corp. v. FCC, 463 F.2d 

268, 277 (D.C. App. 1971).  "Recall of the mandate must be necessary to avoid 

injustice and it is proper only in the presence of 'exceptional circumstances.'"  Id.  

And, while it may be that "[a] supervening change in governing law that calls into 

serious question the correctness of the court's judgment," could be "[o]ne 

circumstance that that may justify recall of a mandate" (Sargent v. Columbia Forest 

Products, Inc., 75 F.3d 86, 90 (2d Cir. 1996)), that is not remotely the case here.   

Rather, the only basis to recall the writ of mandamus is the lack of forthright 

disclosure by Sands China as to its actual Nevada contacts when it sought the writ 

in the first instance.  It knew the truth and it knew what honest compliance with 

jurisdictional discovery would reveal, which is why it and LVSC chose to walk the 

contrary path.  The proper relief now should not be that which rewards and 
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perpetuates the impropriety.  It should be to end the insufferable and long-abused 

stay so that Jacobs can at long last attempt to preserve what evidence remains.1 

III. BACKGROUND 

A. This Court Directs a Stay Pending an Evidentiary Hearing. 

To understand the failures in Sands China's latest proposal for fact avoidance, 

this Court should briefly recall how we got here.  Jacobs commenced this action on 

October 20, 2010, claiming breach of contract and tortious termination for 

attempting to silence him from reporting corporate improprieties of senior 

executives with LVSC and Sands China, including those entities' common 

chairman, Sheldon Adelson ("Adelson").  LVSC answered and filed a counterclaim, 

representing to the court that Jacobs had no contract with LVSC and was instead 

simply an employee of Sands China.  (APP.000099-100.)  That false tale would 

soon unravel.   

For its part, Sands China disputed personal jurisdiction.  The district court 

disagreed, finding general jurisdiction from "pervasive" Nevada contacts.  

(APP.000114.)  Given the district court's ruling as to general jurisdiction, it did not 

address or even take up the other applicable grounds, including specific jurisdiction.   

Sands China thereafter petitioned for the writ of mandamus.  Through its 

August 26, 2011 decision, this Court labeled the district court's findings to be of 

"summary nature" and incomplete for review.  Id.  At the same time, Sands China 

protested as to how it faced extreme burdens in complying with discovery that 

would, it was represented, be a waste in the face of its lacking Nevada contacts.2  

                                                           
1  On May 31, 2013, Jacobs submitted a "Motion for Immediate Lift of Stay" 
for filing with this Court.  The Clerk would not allow Jacobs to file that motion, 
asserting that this case was closed and any relief must be sought in the district court.   
 
2  As discovery would later show, Sands China's lack of candor to this Court 
was equally startling.  While it sought to pretend that its discoverable documents 
were all located in Macau, it knew the truth was otherwise.  Just like it knew – and 
its executives would later have to admit – that Sands China's controlling executives 
were based in Las Vegas and from there had planned, orchestrated and undertook 
the tortious termination of Jacobs.     
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As such, this Court accommodated Sands China's request for a stay and 

"instruct[ed] the district court to hold an evidentiary hearing on personal 

jurisdiction, to issue findings of fact and conclusions of law stating the basis for its 

decision following that hearing, and to stay the action as set forth in this order until 

after entry of the district court's personal jurisdiction decision."  (APP.000115.)  

Again, although LVSC was not a party to that writ petition and had no basis for 

delaying the case, the entire merits of Jacobs' case, even as to LVSC, was stayed 

and has been ever since.   

B. Sands China Opposes Jurisdictional Discovery. 
 
Given this Court's directive, Jacobs sought jurisdictional discovery to present 

the evidentiary record establishing:   

[1] general jurisdiction based upon what Sands China does here, 
[2] general jurisdiction based upon the agency role of Las Vegas 
Sands and what it performs here on behalf of Sands China, 
[3] specific jurisdiction of what Sands China did here in relation to the 
causes of action that was presented to [the Court], and, of course, 
[4] transient jurisdiction of Sands China. 

 
 
(APP.000120.)  In a move that would foretell their future maneuvers, Sands China 

and LVSC objected, claiming that this Court's decision had somehow limited 

Jacobs to pursuing only general jurisdiction and that "no amount of discovery could 

or would" establish jurisdiction over Sands China, the same position it regurgitates 

to this Court today.  (APP.000122.)  The district court rejected their attempts of 

depriving Jacobs of his rights to develop the evidentiary record that Sands China 

claimed was missing as to all potential bases for personal jurisdiction, including 

general, specific and/or transient.   

The reasons Sands China and LVSC so vehemently opposed jurisdictional 

discovery were soon manifest.  Their central thesis to the district court proved false.  

Indeed, LVSC's initial representation – that Jacobs had no contract with LVSC and 

instead his only agreement was with Sands China – was a doozy.  Apparently, 

LVSC had forgotten its representations to the United States Securities and 
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Exchange Commission, as well as to its own shareholders, how Jacobs' employment 

contract with LVSC stemmed from the negotiated term sheet dated August 3, 2009 

(the "Term Sheet").  (APP.000001; APP.000087; APP.000090-91.)  Indeed, 

LVSC's COO, Michael Leven ("Leven") was forced to admit that he negotiated and 

signed Jacobs' Term Sheet on behalf of LVSC after it was approved by Adelson.  

(APP.000150.)  But that was just the tip of the iceberg.     

Equally egregious was Sands China's lack of candor to both the district court 

and this Court concerning its Nevada contacts at the time it petitioned for and 

obtained the stay.  After having to fight tooth and nail to pry the facts out of 

Sands China, jurisdictional discovery revealed how Adelson and Leven were 

operating Sands China from their executive offices here in Las Vegas.  In just one 

candid email to Sands China's executives in Macau, Leven decreed that although he 

is always willing to listen to their input, "all final [ ] decisions are made by sga 

[Adelson] and las vegas."  (APP.000092.)   

Unremarkably, this included the decision and orchestration of Jacobs' 

wrongful termination as Sands China's CEO.  The evidence and testimony exposed 

that the very scheme to terminate Jacobs – hastily arranged before a scheduled 

Board meeting where Jacobs planned to report on the misconduct – was hatched 

and carried out from Las Vegas by executives claiming to be acting for 

Sands China.  In fact, despite his best word-smithing, Leven had to acknowledge: 

"The plan – the – the arrangements for carrying out the termination of Steve Jacobs 

was developed here [in Las Vegas] and executed there [in Macau].").  

(APP.000151.)   

In actuality, discovery confirmed that what actually occurred in Macau was 

minimal, consisting of little more than Leven and other high-ranking executives 

flying from Las Vegas, landing in Macau and telling Jacobs of what had been 

preordained in Las Vegas.  The substantive events occurred in Las Vegas, including 

the preparation of the initial termination letter.  Indeed, lacking a copy of actual 
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"Sands China" letterhead in Las Vegas, these executives (Adelson and Leven) 

resorted to manufacturing temporary letterhead in Las Vegas so as to prepare the 

termination letter.  (See APP.000134-36.)  The press releases – including those 

making false statements – were drafted in and issued from Las Vegas by executives 

purportedly acting for Sands China. (APP.000152.)  The lawyers overseeing the 

plan did so from Las Vegas and, again, as agents for Sands China.  (APP.000153.)  

Even the subsequent so-called justification letter – providing the twelve fabricated 

reasons for Jacobs' termination – was prepared in Las Vegas, albeit after they 

apparently obtained actual copies of Sands China's letterhead upon which to print it.  

(Id.)   

Sands China's lack of forthrightness was not limited to what the district court 

found in the concealment of jurisdictional evidence, it chose that path when it first 

petitioned this Court for the writ of mandamus.  Because the actual events 

surrounding Jacobs' termination have been unearthed, Sands China resorts to 

coyness, asserting (in a footnote of all places) that this truth can be ignored because 

Jacobs somehow waived any specific jurisdiction over Sands China.  How he did so 

prior to jurisdictional discovery or even the district court addressing that issue 

(since it had relied upon general jurisdiction) is, tellingly, never explained, which is 

likely why it is relegated to a footnote.  Whatever the rationale, Sands China's need-

to-avoid-the-evidence approach only serves to highlight the fatal flaw of its motion.    

C. Sands China Obstructs the Very Evidentiary Hearing it Sought.   
 
The events that have brought this case to a standstill are detailed in Jacobs' 

Answering Briefs to the second, third and fourth writ petitions filed by LVSC and 

Sands China, Case Nos. 62489, 62944, and 63444.  There is no need to recite again 

their underhandedness.  Those briefs and the record before the district court expose 

what they were doing.   

The district court's inability to conduct an honest evidentiary hearing is the 

product of that misconduct, not the after-the-fact attempts to divert attention from 
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their misdeeds. Jacobs' entire case, including against LVSC, has been stayed all the 

while memories fade, witnesses disappear, evidence is lost, and LVSC and 

Sands China benefit from their lack of disclosure.3   

It is beyond fair debate that the stay contemplated by this Court is being 

abused and is a product of illegitimacy.  It needs to end.  The legal basis for 

recalling the writ of mandamus is not to avoid the facts as Sands China desires, but 

to undo the abused stay.  If Sands China wants to continue to debate personal 

jurisdiction, it should do so in the usual course like every other litigant.  There is no 

justification to continue the unparalleled prejudice to Jacobs' rights.       

IV. ARGUMENT 

A. Bauman Does Not Change the Law of Minimum Contacts. 
 
Having been unable to stop the evidence of its Nevada contacts from coming 

to light, Sands China now proposes a theory where all the facts should be ignored.  

According to Sands China, the United States Supreme Court has accommodated 

this unique approach through its recent decision, Daimler AG v. Bauman, 134 S. Ct. 

746 (2014).  Hardly.  The Bauman Court did not dispense with the longstanding 

precedent that a corporation is subject to jurisdiction in those forums in which their 

agents act.  In fact, the Bauman Court said that it "need not pass judgment on 

invocation of an agency theory in the context of general jurisdiction[.]"  Id. at 759.     

In Bauman, a group of plaintiffs sued DaimlerChrysler ("Daimler") in the 

State of California based upon the alleged collaboration between its subsidiary, 

Mercedes-Benz Argentina ("MB Argentina") and various Argentina terrorist 

groups.  The car sales of one of Daimler's subsidiaries, Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC 

("MBUSA"), was the lone connection between Daimler and California.  Thus, in 

                                                           
3  Indeed, the district court has taken the view that Jacobs cannot even amend 
his complaint to outline additional claims against both LVSC and Sands China - 
including those that will reinforce jurisdiction over Sands China – until after the 
evidentiary hearing is held.  LVSC has filed an answer and counterclaim, and even 
it is being protected by a stay despite the fact that it does not dispute that it is 
subject to jurisdiction.     
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the face of that fact, the plaintiffs, citing Doe v. Unocal, 248 F.3d 915 (9th Cir. 

2001), urged personal jurisdiction given that selling cars in California is 

"sufficiently important" to Daimler such that it would have stepped in to perform 

the tasks for MBUSA were it necessary.  Id. at 759.   

The Supreme Court disagreed, and found that a parent corporation's 

"hypothetical readiness" to perform services on behalf of the subsidiary in the 

forum state does not, in and of itself, establish general jurisdiction over the parent.  

Bauman, 134 S. Ct. at 759-60.  The Court reasoned, "[a]nything a corporation does 

through an independent contractor, subsidiary, or distributor is presumably 

something that the corporation would do 'by other means' if the independent 

contractor, subsidiary, or distributor did not exist."  Id. at 759.  As a result, the 

Court found that the Ninth Circuit's "hypothetical readiness" test unfairly "subjects 

foreign corporations to general jurisdiction whenever they have an in-state 

subsidiary or affiliate . . . ."  Id. at 759-60. 

The Court explained that for general jurisdiction over a foreign corporation to 

exist, it "must be fairly regarded as at home" in the forum state.  Id. at 761.  The 

Court affirmed its prior decisions on this point.  The question is, as it has always 

been, whether the corporation's "affiliations with the State are 'so continuous and 

systematic' as to render it essentially at home in the form State."  Id. (quoting Int'l 

Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945); Goodyear Dunlop Tires Ops., S.A. v. 

Brown, 131 S.Ct. 2846 (2011)).      

Despite that Sands China wishes the law were otherwise, a corporation has 

always been subject to jurisdiction based upon the acts of its agents in the forum 

state. As this Court explained long ago: "The contacts of an agent are attributable to 

the principal in determining whether personal jurisdiction exists." Trump v. Eighth 

Jud. Dist. Ct. of State of Nev. In & For Cnty. of Clark, 109 Nev. 687, 694, 857 P.2d 

740, 745 (1993). 
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Here, Sands China's attempts of fact-avoidance before the district court is as 

misguided as it is transparent.  This is not a case of a foreign parent corporation's 

"hypothetical readiness" to stand in for its local subsidiary.  The evidence exposes 

how Sands China is actually being operated and run by and through its agents in 

Nevada.  Indeed, depositions of both Adelson and Leven demonstrate how they 

direct the activities and operations of Sands China from Las Vegas, and they 

claimed to be acting as Sands China's agents whenever they did so.   

These Nevada activities included everything from approving compensation 

for Sands China executives to making design decisions for Sands China's casinos.  

In Leven's words to Sands China's executives in Macau: "input from anyone is 

expected and listen to [sic] but final [ ] decisions are made by sga [Adelson] and 

las vegas."  (APP.000092.)  The examples literally go on and on.  Thus, if 

Sands China wants to continue to debate whether it can be deemed to be "at home" 

in Las Vegas for purposes of general jurisdiction, on top of the other jurisdictional 

bases discovery has uncovered, that is a matter for the district court.       

B. Jacobs Should be Allowed to Preserve Evidence through Merits 
Discovery. 
 
 

While Sands China provides no basis to recall the writ of mandamus, there is 

a basis for this Court's immediate attention, whether by recalling the writ of 

mandamus for a limited purpose or simply directing the district court:  Dispense 

with the illegitimately-obtained stay that has precipitated unwarranted prejudice and 

delay.  Even if Sands China wants to continue to pretend that it lacks Nevada 

contacts, there is no need for a stay to do so.4  This Court has long recognized that 

there are two ways to address personal jurisdiction.  Trump v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 

109 Nev. 687, 857 P.2d 740, 743 (1993).  The "more frequently utilized process" 

allows "a plaintiff [to] make a prima facie showing of personal jurisdiction prior to 
                                                           
4  Indeed, Jacobs asked LVSC to stipulate to allow merits discovery to proceed, 
since LVSC does not dispute that it is subject to jurisdiction.  Tellingly, it refused, 
wanting to continue what was supposed to be a temporary stay.    
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trial and then prove jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence at trial."  

Id. at 692, 857 P.2d at 743.   

Even in the face of the documented obstruction seeking to skew the fact-

finding process, enough facts have emerged of a prima facie case for personal 

jurisdiction.  If Sands China wants to continue the jurisdiction debate, it can do so 

at trial, or at a subsequent evidentiary hearing.  But Jacobs should be allowed to 

proceed and preserve evidence.  What this Court contemplated as a temporary stay 

(which has now lasted nearly three years) only serves to perpetuate an injustice.  

See Wood, 60 Nev. at 104, 100 P.2d at 188 (under prior rule, recall of remittitur 

proper for incomplete knowledge of the circumstances.).   

V. CONCLUSION 

 Sands China's motion is an untenable attempt at avoiding the facts and is 

legally flawed.  The only legal basis for recalling this Court's writ of mandamus is 

to put an end to the misuse of what was supposed to be a temporary stay.  And, 

accordingly, Jacobs countermoves and asks this Court to do so now.       

 DATED this 6th day of February, 2014. 
 
     PISANELLI BICE, PLLC 
 

 
     By:  /s/ Todd L. Bice       
      James J. Pisanelli, Esq., No. 4027 

Todd L. Bice, Esq., No. 4534 
Debra L. Spinelli, Esq., No. 9695 
Eric T. Aldrian, Esq., No. 11897 
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 800 

      Las Vegas, Nevada   89169 
  
     Attorneys for Real Party in Interest,  

Steven C. Jacobs 
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INTRODUCTION 

Jacobs' Response gives short shrift to the important legal issues raised 

by Petitioner SCL's Motion to Recall the Mandate, instead treating it as an 

invitation to launch yet another baseless, ad hominem attack on SCL, its co-

defendant, Las Vegas Sands Corp. ("LVSC"), and their counsel.  When he 

finally purports to address the merits of SCL's Motion, Jacobs completely 

misses the mark.  Contrary to his argument, Daimler AG v. Bauman, 134 

S.Ct. 746 (2014), represents a substantial change in the law governing the 

assertion of general jurisdiction over foreign corporations.  Under Bauman, 

it does not matter how many contacts SCL may have with Nevada; because 

SCL is not "at home" here, principles of due process preclude Nevada from 

exercising general jurisdiction over SCL.  Under these circumstances, the 

stunningly costly jurisdictional discovery that the district court ordered 

was all wasted effort and there is no need for an evidentiary hearing before 

SCL is dismissed from the litigation.  

Jacobs' countermotion to lift the partial stay imposed by this Court so 

that he can immediately begin pursuing merits discovery should be denied.  

As this Court recognized in August 2011, sound principles of judicial 

economy require the jurisdictional issue to be resolved first.  

ARGUMENT 

I. Bauman Is Dispositive. 

 Jacobs acknowledges that a "supervening change in governing law" is 

one of the circumstances that may justify recalling the mandate.  Jacobs' 

Resp. at 2.  But then he mistakenly asserts that Bauman does not represent a 

change in the law with respect to general jurisdiction.  In fact, Bauman 

represents a fundamental shift away from a "contacts" analysis toward a 
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presumption that general jurisdiction will ordinarily be limited to those 

forums in which the company is incorporated or has its principal place of 

business.  

 Before Bauman, the general view was that a corporation was subject 

to suit in any jurisdiction in which it was doing business.  Indeed, general 

jurisdiction was often referred to as "doing business" jurisdiction.  134 S.Ct. 

at 761.  Bauman specifically rejects this expansive view of general 

jurisdiction, holding that it is not enough that a corporation has 

"continuous and systematic contacts" with the forum state.  Id.  Instead, the 

Court stressed that the contacts must be not only "continuous and 

systematic" but of such a magnitude as to render a corporate defendant 

"essentially at home in the forum State."  Id. (internal quotations omitted).  

 Bauman also stresses that a corporation will ordinarily be deemed "at 

home" only in jurisdictions in which it is incorporated or has its principal 

place of business.  In a footnote, the Court stated that it was not 

"foreclos[ing] the possibility that in an exceptional case . . . a corporation's 

operations in a forum other than its formal place of incorporation or 

principal place of business may be so substantial and of such a nature as to 

render the corporation at home in that State."  Id. at 761 n. 19 (emphasis 

added).  But the Court found it unnecessary to explore that possible 

exception because Daimler's activities in California "did not approach that 

level."  Id. 

 In reaching that conclusion, the Court assumed that "Daimler's 

activities in California" included the activities of its U.S. subsidiary 

(Mercedes Benz USA or "MBUSA").  Id. at 760.  MBUSA had "multiple 

California-based facilities" and was the largest supplier of luxury vehicles 
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in California, with 10% of its U.S. sales in California and 2.4% of Daimler's 

worldwide sales.  Id. at 752.  But even when those substantial contacts with 

California were attributed to Daimler, the Court concluded that they did 

not approach the level at which it would have to analyze whether the 

German entity could be deemed "at home" in California and therefore 

subject to general jurisdiction there. 

 In his Response (at 7-8), Jacobs notes that the Bauman Court said it 

"need not pass judgment on invocation of an agency theory in the context 

of general jurisdiction," id. at 759, and argues that the law with respect to 

attributing the actions of an agent in the forum to a non-resident defendant 

remains unchanged.  But the only reason Bauman did not decide the agency 

issue is that the Court held that, even after attributing the contacts of its 

purported agent to Daimler, due process prohibited the assertion of 

general jurisdiction over Daimler in California.  Furthermore, the Court 

clearly indicated its reluctance to apply agency principles to the general 

jurisdiction context, noting that "[a]gency relationships . . . may be relevant 

to the existence of specific jurisdiction. . . . It does not inevitably follow, 

however, that similar reasoning applies to general jurisdiction."  Id. at 759 

n. 13.1  

 Just as in Bauman, the Court in this case does not have to decide 

whether actions that LVSC or its executives may have undertaken on 

behalf of SCL in Nevada should be attributed to SCL because even if their 

                                                            

1  Trump v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 109 Nev. 687, 702 (1993), which Jacobs cites 
(at 8) for the proposition that the contacts of an agent are attributable to the 
principal in determining whether personal jurisdiction exists, was a specific 
jurisdiction case.    
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activities are attributed to SCL, SCL's activities in Nevada do not approach 

the level at which SCL could even arguably be found to be "at home" in 

Nevada.  To repeat:  it is undisputed that SCL is a Cayman Islands 

corporation, that its stock is traded on the Hong Kong Stock Exchange, 

and that all of its operations are located outside of the United States.  

Under Bauman, these indisputable facts preclude the exercise of general 

jurisdiction over SCL in Nevada.  

 Jacobs argues that SCL should bring Bauman to the attention of the 

district court and ask that court to decide the jurisdictional issue in the first 

instance.  But the district court correctly believes itself bound under this 

Court's August 2011 Order to hold an evidentiary hearing before it can rule 

on the issue of jurisdiction — even though Bauman demonstrates that such 

a hearing is wholly unnecessary.  Given the enormous costs SCL and LVSC 

have already borne as a result of unnecessary jurisdictional discovery, the 

fact that the only jurisdictional issue left is a legal one, and the lengthy 

delay since the issuance of this Court's Order, SCL respectfully submits 

that a recall of the mandate is the proper course to follow.   

II.  Jacobs' Complaints About Discovery Are Groundless. 

 Jacobs spends much of his Response trying to re-write history and 

accusing SCL and LVSC of concealing jurisdictional facts.  For example, 

Jacobs argues (at 3) that because the district court found general 

jurisdiction over SCL, "it did not address or even take up the other 

applicable grounds, including specific jurisdiction."  But this ignores the 

fact that, until this Court issued its August 2011 Order, Jacobs argued only 
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general and transient jurisdiction.  He never claimed — either in the district 

court or this Court — that there was specific jurisdiction over SCL.   

 The omission of a specific jurisdiction argument was not an accident; 

instead, it was a recognition that specific jurisdiction does not lie on the 

only claim that Jacobs alleges against SCL — for alleged breach of an 

options agreement that is governed by Hong Kong law and that was 

entered into, to be performed and allegedly breached in Macau, where (as 

Jacobs admits) his termination occurred.  Response at 5.  Jacobs argues that 

discovery shows that the internal decision to terminate him as SCL's CEO 

was made while SCL's Chairman happened to be in Las Vegas.  But even if 

that is true, it would be entirely irrelevant to the specific jurisdiction 

analysis, which focuses on where the contract was negotiated, where it was 

to be performed, and what law the parties chose to govern its enforcement.  

See, e.g., Consulting Engineers Corp. v. Geometric Ltd., 561 F.3d 273, 278 (4th 

Cir. 2009).2   

 Jacobs also accuses SCL and LVSC of concealing their true 

relationship, which supposedly demonstrates that there is general 

jurisdiction over SCL in Nevada.  But Bauman makes clear that the kinds of 

contacts Jacobs sought to discover — whether SCL had an agency 

relationship with LVSC or purchased goods and services, either directly or 

                                                            

2  Jacobs tries to conceal the fatal flaw in his specific jurisdiction argument 
by suggesting that he is pursuing a wrongful termination claim against 
SCL in addition to his breach of contract claim.  But that is not true:  his 
wrongful termination claim is against LVSC alone, who he claims was his 
employer.  Jacobs contends that LVSC lied about its relationship with 
Jacobs.  But LVSC's position is and always has been that Jacobs' employer 
was Venetian Macau Ltd. ("VML"), which is SCL's operating subsidiary.  
See Jacobs APP 101-02.   Jacobs chose not to sue VML.  
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indirectly, from Nevada — are entirely irrelevant to the question of 

whether SCL is subject to general jurisdiction in Nevada.  Indeed, even 

before Bauman, LVSC's alleged "control" of SCL from Nevada or SCL's 

supposed principal/agent relationship with LVSC were insufficient to 

subject SCL to suit here.   

III. Jacobs' Countermotion Should Be Denied. 

 Jacobs characterizes the stay this Court imposed as the "product of 

illegitimacy," which the defendants then supposedly abused by refusing to 

agree to Jacobs' suggestion that the parties should simply disregard this 

Court's Order.  Response at 7.  Contrary to Jacobs' argument, SCL did not 

somehow hoodwink this Court into staying proceedings while the 

jurisdictional issue was decided.  This Court properly chose to impose a 

blanket stay of any further merits discovery in order to spare SCL the 

enormous cost of submitting to merits discovery if it turned out that there 

was no personal jurisdiction over SCL.  This Court no doubt believed that 

the district court would act swiftly to implement this Court's Order to hold 

an evidentiary hearing and make findings and conclusions on jurisdiction.  

That the proceedings were delayed is attributable to Jacobs' ever-increasing 

demands for jurisdictional discovery and not to any flaw in the Court's 

decision to stay any other proceedings until the jurisdictional issue is 

resolved. 
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 That decision was right in August 2011 and remains correct today: 

the jurisdictional issue should be resolved first before the case proceeds on 

the merits.  
 
     MORRIS LAW GROUP 

  
 
      By:/s/ STEVE MORRIS                            
 Steve Morris, Bar No. 1543 
 Rosa Solis-Rainey, Bar No. 7921 
 900 Bank of America Plaza 
 300 South Fourth Street 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
  
      KEMP JONES & COULTHARD, LLP 
      J. Randall Jones, Bar No. 1927 
      Mark M. Jones, Bar No. 267 
      3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., 17th Fl. 
      Las Vegas, NV 89169 
 
      HOLLAND & HART LLP 
      J. Stephen Peek, Bar No. 1759 
      Robert J. Cassity, Bar No. 9779 
      9555 Hillwood Drive, 2nd Floor 
      Las Vegas, NV 89134 
  

     Attorneys for Petitioners 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

I am an employee of Morris Law Group; that on this date I electronically 

filed the foregoing REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RECALL 

MANDATE AND OPPOSITION TO COUNTERMOTION  

TO LIFT STAY with the Clerk of the Court for the Nevada Supreme Court 

by using the Nevada Supreme Court's E-Filing system (Eflex).  Participants 

in the case who are registered with Eflex as users will be served by the 

Eflex system as follows: 
 
James J. Pisanelli  
Todd L. Bice 
Debra Spinelli  
Pisanelli Bice  
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 800 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89169 
 
Attorneys for Steven C. Jacobs, Real Party in Interest 

 I further certify that I caused a copy of the aforementioned document 

to be hand delivered, in a sealed envelope to the addressee(s) shown 

below:   

Judge Elizabeth Gonzalez 
Eighth Judicial District Court of 
 Clark County, Nevada 
Regional Justice Center 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89155 
Respondent 

 
   DATED this 25th day of February, 2014. 

      
      By: /s/ Fiona Ingalls  
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 The point of Real Party in Interest Steven C. Jacobs' ("Jacobs") 

Countermotion is a simple one.  Had Petitioner Sands China Ltd. ("Sands China") 

been candid with this Court as to its contacts with the State of Nevada back in 

August 2011, and had this Court known that Sands China and its co-defendant, 

Las Vegas Sands Corp. ("LVSC"), would for years engage in what the district court 

found to be "willful and intentional conduct with an intent to prevent [Jacobs] 

access to information discoverable for the jurisdictional proceedings," there would 

have never been a stay issued.  That stay has become a tool of delay and obstruction 

benefitting two intransigent defendants and simultaneously inflicting undue 

prejudice upon Jacobs.     

 This is precisely why Jacobs filed the Countermotion, asking the Court to 

recall its mandate for an evidentiary hearing and allow Jacobs to prove 

Sands China's personal jurisdiction at trial, in accordance with Nevada law.  Hansen 

v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 650, 655, 6 P.3d 982, 985 (2000) ("[O]nce the 

personal jurisdiction issue has been initially raised, the district court need not 

resolve it completely until trial.").  Predictably, Sands China responds with the 

spurious position that if the mandate is not recalled in its favor (e.g., recall of the 

mandate and dismissal of the claims against it), the stay should remain in place.  In 

other words, Sands China admits that it intends to continue to misuse the stay 

unless it can obtain an indefensible dismissal.  Unremarkably, there is no law to 

support such an absurd outcome.     

It has long been the law that "the power to stay proceedings is incidental to 

the power inherent in every court to control the disposition of the causes on its 

docket with economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigants."  

Landis v. N. Am. Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254 (1936).  But of course the flip side is 

equally true:  That same inherent power justifies the lifting of a stay when the facts 

so warrant.  "Logically, the same court that imposes a stay of litigation has the 
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inherent power and discretion to lift the stay."  Canady v. Erbe Elektromedizin 

GmbH, 271 F. Supp. 2d 64, 74 (D.D.C. 2002).   

"When circumstances have changed such that the court's reasons for 

imposing the stay no longer exist or are inappropriate, the court may lift the stay."  

Canady, 271 F.Supp.2d at 74.  "A court may lift the stay if the circumstances 

supporting the stay have changed such that the stay is no longer appropriate."   

Ho Keung Tse v. Apple, Inc., 2010 WL 1838691, *1 (N.D. Cal. May 5, 2010). 

 Here, there can be little debate that the circumstances supporting the Court's 

stay mandate on August 26, 2011, have changed and that the stay is no longer 

appropriate.  Even the sanitized evidence produced during jurisdictional discovery 

confirms that in addition to general jurisdiction, Sands China is subject to specific 

jurisdiction given that the planning and execution of Jacobs' termination was carried 

out from Las Vegas.  Sands China obviously knew this fact when it erroneously 

told the district court and then this Court that it had no contacts with this forum.  

And that is also why it obstructed evidence during jurisdictional discovery.  The 

false pretense upon which the mandate was predicated is reason, in and of itself, for 

this Court to lift the stay.  

 But there is more.  The last two years have shown that Sands China and 

LVSC have used the stay to prejudice Jacobs all the while they obstructed 

jurisdictional discovery.  The district court has already sanctioned Sands China and 

LVSC once, and has taken steps to impose additional sanctions against Sands China 

for continuing to delay and obstruct the very jurisdictional process that it 

necessitated.  The pleadings of other litigants have been stricken for far less 

misconduct than that perpetrated by Sands China and LVSC.  The prejudice caused 

by Sands China's and LVSC's delay tactics cannot be ignored, as witnesses have 

already admitted that their memories are "fading" related to Jacobs' wrongful 

termination.  
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 This Court established long ago that "diligent parties are entitled to be 

protected against interminable delay and uncertainty as to their legal rights."  Skeen 

v. Valley Bank of Nevada, 89 Nev. 301, 303, 511 P.2d 1053, 1054 (1973); see also 

Eliades-Ledstrom v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 124 Nev. 1464, 238 P.3d 809 (2008) 

(ruling that "district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Ledstrom's stay 

motion, particularly in light of the prejudice that they would suffer if an indefinite 

stay were granted.").  Jacobs has been diligent and is entitled to such protection.  

This Court should immediately lift its stay mandate and allow Jacobs to proceed 

with preserving evidence through merits discovery and prosecuting this case.  This 

action has now been pending for three and a half years, and no merits discovery has 

occurred because of the abusive misconduct of LVSC and Sands China.     

 DATED this 4th day of March, 2014. 
 
     PISANELLI BICE PLLC 
 

 
     By:  /s/ Todd L. Bice       
      James J. Pisanelli, Esq., No. 4027 

Todd L. Bice, Esq., No. 4534 
Debra L. Spinelli, Esq., No. 9695 
Eric T. Aldrian, Esq., No. 11897 
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 800 

      Las Vegas, Nevada   89169 
  
     Attorneys for Real Party in Interest,  

Steven C. Jacobs 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that I am an employee of Pisanelli Bice PLLC, and 

pursuant to Nev. R. App. P. 25(b) and NEFR 9(d), that on this date I electronically 

filed the foregoing REAL PARTY IN INTEREST, STEVEN C. JACOBS' 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTERMOTION with the Clerk of the Court for 

the Nevada Supreme Court by using the Nevada Supreme Courts E-Filing system 

(Eflex), Participants in the case who are registered with Eflex as users will be 

served by the Eflex system as follows: 

 
J. Randall Jones, Esq. 
Mark M. Jones, Esq. 
KEMP, JONES & COULTHARD, LLP 
3800 Howard Hughes Parkway, 17th Floor 
Las Vegas, NV  89169 
 
J. Stephen Peek, Esq. 
Robert J. Cassity, Esq. 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
9555 Hillwood Drive, Second Floor 
Las Vegas, NV  89134 
 
Steve Morris, Esq. 
Rosa Solis-Rainey, Esq. 
MORRIS LAW GROUP 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 900 
Las Vegas, NV  89101 
 
SERVED VIA HAND-DELIVERY ON MARCH 5, 2014 
The Honorable Elizabeth Gonzalez 
Eighth Judicial District Court, Dept. XI 
Regional Justice Center 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155 
 
 DATED this 4th day of March, 2014. 
 

 

      /s/ Kimberly Peets     
      An employee of Pisanelli Bice PLLC 
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Having considered the parties' arguments and the documents 

before us, we conclude that, even under Daimler AG, factual findings must 

be made with regard to Sands China's contacts with Nevada in order to 

resolve the jurisdictional issue. Thus, Sands China's arguments in this 

regard should be presented to the district court for consideration in 

conjunction with the personal jurisdiction issue. See Ryan's Express 

Transp. Servs., Inc. v. Amador Stage Lines, Inc., 128 Nev. „ 279 

P.3d 166, 172 (2012) ("An appellate court is not particularly well-suited to 

make factual determinations in the first instance."). We therefore deny 

Sands China's motion seeking to have this court reopen this writ 

proceeding.' 

As to Jacobs's request that we direct the district court to 

vacate the stay imposed by this court's 2011 order, we conclude that 

Jacobs has not presented any circumstances that compel us to revisit our 

earlier decision that a stay pending resolution of the jurisdictional issue is 

appropriate. As a result, we also deny Jacobs's countermotion regarding 

the stay. 

It is so ORDERED. 

AC,A els-4;  j. 

Hardesty Saitta 

'In light of these determinations, we further deny Sands China's 
March 24, 2014, motion for oral argument. 
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cc: Hon. Elizabeth Goff Gonzalez, District Judge 
Kemp, Jones & Coulthard, LLP 
Holland & Hart LLP/Las Vegas 
Morris Law Group 
Pisanelli Bice, PLLC 
Campbell & Williams 
Eighth District Court Clerk 
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