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1 LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10, 2015, 1:02 P.M.

2 (Court was called to order)

3 THE COURT:  Good afternoon.  There's a new rule in

4 Department 11.  It's not applying to you because you're not a

5 regular setting.  It is the Steve Peek-Matt Dushoff Memorial

6 Rule, and each argument will be limited to 10 minutes, unless

7 you get a special setting at 8:00 a.m.  There are these handy

8 kitchen timers that will be used.  And when the bell rings

9 people will be asked to sit down.  But it does not apply to

10 today's argument, because you're a special setting.

11 MR. PEEK:  Your Honor, it's interesting.  I saw that

12 Dan sent out that memo.  But I don't know if you'd looked at

13 the list.  I was not on that list.  So I assumed --

14 THE COURT:  I asked him if he sent it to you, and he

15 said no.

16 MR. PEEK:  -- that the fact I was not on that list

17 that it did not apply to me.  But I did see that Mr. Morris

18 was on the list.  But I thought because --

19 THE COURT:  And Matt Dushoff wasn't on it, either,

20 and he called five minutes after it came out because one of

21 his partners sent it to him.  They already knew.

22 MR. PEEK:  I knew it applied to me, but I just

23 thought it was interesting that I was off of the list.

24 THE COURT:  I asked Dan why he didn't send it to

25 you.
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1 MR. PEEK:  I thought it was because it didn't apply

2 to me.

3 THE COURT:  No.  It's because he likes you better.

4 MR. PEEK:  Thank you, Dan.

5 THE COURT:  Did you get it, Mr. Bice, Mr. Pisanelli?

6 MR. BICE:  I did.  I did.  And I have just one

7 concern, Your Honor, in that we'd checked -- I had -- Mr.

8 Smith had checked with your chambers.  We didn't know that

9 that rule wasn't going to apply.  I have a flight that I have

10 to catch.  We agreed to move this for Mr. Jones.

11 THE COURT:  What time is your flight?

12 MR. BICE:  My flight is at 3:30.

13 THE COURT:  You're not going to miss it.

14 MR. BICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

15 THE COURT:  So I have two scheduling items.  One,

16 we've got a second motion to intervene.  Is it okay with all

17 of you guys if I move it up to the same day as the other

18 motion to intervene?

19 MR. MORRIS:  Your Honor, I would -- no, it isn't.

20 THE COURT:  Okay.

21 MR. MORRIS:  I negotiated with David Merrill for the

22 guardian whose motion you moved up --

23 THE COURT:  Yes.

24 MR. MORRIS:  -- to reschedule this because of

25 conflicts.  And he's agreed to that, Mr. Bice has agreed to
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1 it, the defendants have agreed to it, and we have a

2 stipulation that everybody, except Mr. Merrill, has signed --

3 I'm forwarding it to him for his signature -- that sets this

4 -- sets the guardian motion, and I think we'll now have to

5 deal with --

6 THE COURT:  What day is it set for, since you have

7 the stipulation in your hand?

8 MR. MORRIS:  It's set for July the 16th at 8:30. 

9 And there's a briefing schedule that goes with it.

10 THE COURT:  Okay.  So the Campaign for

11 Accountability's motion to intervene is moved to the oral

12 calendar on July 16th at 8:30, which is after it was set on

13 the chambers calendar.

14 THE CLERK:  Yes, Your Honor.

15 THE COURT:  Okay.  So, Dulce, if you could make sure

16 that they get a copy of this, the people who filed the motion

17 to intervene, Campaign for Accountability.

18 THE CLERK:  Yes, Your Honor.

19 THE COURT:  I have decided after reading the

20 briefing last night to move up Sands China Limited's motion to

21 seal exhibits to its offer of proof from the chambers calendar

22 Friday to today.

23 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Your Honor, I just heard that a

24 moment ago, and --

25 THE COURT:  You may not be able to answer my
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1 questions, which mean you will then be having an opportunity

2 for homework.

3 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Yeah.  I've just got done with

4 my last argument in front of Judge Allf at about 12:40, so

5 it's been a long morning.  I actually had --

6 THE COURT:  Is that why she was late for the judges

7 meeting?

8 MR. RANDALL JONES:  That is why she was late for the

9 judges meeting.  So in terms of all the things I've been

10 trying to get prepared for, that was the -- this is the third

11 motion I've today.  We had another one --

12 THE COURT:  It's okay.  It's not going to be an

13 issue.

14 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Okay.

15 THE COURT:  I know it's going to all work out.

16 MR. RANDALL JONES:  All right.  Very good.

17 THE COURT:  All right.  Anything else?  So I'm going

18 to move it up and we're going to talk about it, and then we'll

19 talk about what that means.

20 Mr. Bice, you have a motion you want to bring?

21 MR. BICE:  Yes, Your Honor.  This is our motion to

22 expedite the discovery process.  We're seeking to expedite the

23 time frame in which to respond to written discovery requests,

24 as well as the time period in which to notice depositions. 

25 Your Honor, the standard for such a motion is one of good
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1 cause.  We believe that there is more than ample good cause

2 that exists in this case.  So, contrary to the defendants'

3 opposition that they have filed in here, this is not just a

4 function purely of the trial date, although the trial date

5 obviously is a significant issue for us; it is the sheer fact

6 that we know from past experience with the defendants what we

7 are going to encounter.  We also know that we've got a number

8 of witnesses, many of whom are older.  We've already lost

9 evidence in this case that we're never going to get back, and

10 that is going to be a problem, and that's going to be subject

11 of some other motion practice, obviously.  But I don't think

12 anybody can really quarrel with the fact that there is good

13 cause in this case considering what has transpired to expedite

14 the discovery process in this matter and streamline it so that

15 we can get this case ready for trial.

16 The defendants' position is I think a bit of an

17 absurdity.  They are talking about due process.  That's a bit,

18 of course, ironic to Mr. Jacobs, considering that they have

19 done everything within their power to make sure that Mr.

20 Jacobs was denied due process for going on five years.

21 I would remind the Court while they're complaining

22 about the fact that they didn't -- they want to engage in some

23 discovery, of course, which they don't identify what that

24 discovery would be, they are the ones who insisted that we

25 should have to go through all of Mr. Jacobs's documents, even
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1 though they had served no discovery requests and engaged in no

2 jurisdictional discovery whatsoever, that we should have to go

3 through those in a matter of two weeks and produce every

4 single piece of paper from Mr. Jacobs that had been deposited

5 with Advance Discovery to them and just do so in a two-week

6 time frame.  They had -- the Court ordered us to do that.  And

7 you'll notice they didn't talk about any unfairness in that

8 process.  And that was, of course -- had nothing to do with

9 even relevancy.  That was every piece of paper, except for

10 documents that had to do with purely private matters for Mr.

11 Jacobs, had to be produced to them so that they could review

12 them all.  We had to undertake that task.  So to hear the

13 defendants, who have -- and we had to hire additional people

14 to do that.  To hear the defendants, who have an army of

15 lawyers, including the Mayer Brown firm and its army of

16 lawyers, say that they can't be expected to respond to written

17 discovery requests in 15 days and depositions on 10 days'

18 notice obviously doesn't withstand the very arguments or the

19 very position that they have taken with respect to us.

20 That being said, Your Honor, again, the standard is

21 purely one of good cause, is there good cause under the facts

22 and circumstances of this case.  It's well within the Court's

23 discretion to expedite this process and to streamline it so

24 that we can get this process moving.  And I thank the Court,

25 unless you have questions of me.
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1 THE COURT:  I don't.  Thank you.

2 MR. BICE:  Thank you.

3 THE COURT:  Mr. Randall Jones.

4 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I would

5 also like to -- because of the fact the there seem to be

6 accelerating issues coming here with the trial date the Court

7 has set for October 14th, so I want to give the Court a heads

8 up.  We are hoping to file by this afternoon a motion

9 objecting to the setting of the trial date, and I wanted to at

10 least alert the Court that's coming.  So we do have a concern,

11 as you already know, about the trial setting and the impact

12 it's going to have certainly on our -- my clients and I

13 believe the other defendants in this case.

14 But I do have to say that there is one thing that

15 Mr. Bice and I do agree upon, and that is the standard that

16 Court must apply in this case is good cause.  We certainly do

17 quarrel -- I think he said nobody can quarrel that there is

18 good cause in this case.  We not only quarrel, we think there

19 is substantial evidence that there is not good cause in this

20 case.  Rather -- and I'm not surprised that Mr. Bice always

21 comes in here and says all the terrible bad things that he

22 claims that the defendants have done in this case.  The fact

23 of the matter is the case was stayed by the Supreme Court. 

24 And --

25 THE COURT:  The case wasn't stayed.  And that's the
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1 whole issue that I have with you guys.  The case was never

2 stayed.

3 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Well, it --

4 THE COURT:  All issues except for jurisdictional

5 discovery was stayed.  So the case was never stayed, Mr.

6 Jones.  And that's why I have the concerns related to 41(e).

7 MR. RANDALL JONES:  I understand your comments, Your

8 Honor.  Quoting from the order itself, "We direct that the

9 District Court shall stay the underlying action, except for

10 matters related to the determination of personal jurisdiction

11 until a decision has been entered."

12 THE COURT:  You understand "except for" means it's

13 not stayed.  It's not like in CityCenter where they issued an

14 order and they stayed everything.  They know how to stay a

15 case.  They didn't.

16 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Well, actually, they did.  But

17 they said there are certain parts that still can go forward.

18 THE COURT:  "Except for."

19 MR. RANDALL JONES:  That's right.  The problem with

20 that is, then, Judge, and this is -- this is where our due

21 process rights are impacted -- is merits was stayed.  So --

22 except the problem is merits wasn't stayed for the plaintiff. 

23 And we know that for a fact.  That is unequivocal, because the

24 Court has actually said that, essentially, at the evidentiary

25 hearing and allowed a substantial amount of merits discovery
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1 to be done on the defendants, including testimony, days of

2 testimony where, as you know, I probably made more objections

3 during that process, by agreement, we had the --

4 THE COURT:  I think you made more objections during

5 that process than you have in your career as a lawyer.  But I

6 understood why you had to do it.  I understand.

7 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Right.  And I think you're

8 right.  I wouldn't necessarily disagree with that.  I try to

9 limit my objections where I can, and in that case, because of

10 the issue of the merits that were being discussed, I had to

11 make my objections.  So the point being is there was a

12 substantial amount of merits discovery.  And in fact we found

13 at the last hearing we were at where Mr. Bice invoked

14 testimony during the evidentiary hearing to support his

15 arguments that go directly to the merits with respect to the

16 -- my motion to dismiss.  So they are -- in spite of your

17 footnote that says, oh, that's limited to that hearing --

18 THE COURT:  I said the decision was limited to the

19 hearing, not the testimony under oath by the witnesses. 

20 There's a different rule for testimony, and you know that.

21 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Okay.  Well, so then I -- well,

22 and excuse my lack of clarity --

23 THE COURT:  We know you can use testimony of a

24 witness from any proceeding to impeach them or use it for any

25 other purpose.
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1 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Certainly -- that's certainly my

2 understanding of the rule.  And that was my concern about --

3 THE COURT:  The findings I made in my order can't be

4 used by any of you for any purpose except for the response to

5 the writ.

6 MR. RANDALL JONES:  So the problem with that is,

7 Your Honor, as you just articulated, is that it can be used

8 for all kinds of other purposes, which was stayed -- in fact,

9 for merits purposes, which was stayed by the Supreme Court,

10 and now we've actually seen concrete examples of them actually

11 doing that.

12 So here's the point.  They have been allowed to do

13 merits discovery.  They've been allowed to do a substantial

14 amount of discovery that clearly goes to the merits, which

15 they used to their great advantage during the evidentiary

16 hearing.  None of the defendants have in allowed to do any

17 merits discovery, and now they want to take the normal

18 discovery process and dramatically compress it.  And that is

19 adding, from our perspective, insult to injury in terms of our

20 ability to go forward and prepare our case for a trial.

21 We have to be able to have the opportunity to defend

22 ourselves.  And think about it, Judge.  Mr. Bice lamented the

23 fact that they had to produce these I think it was 209,000

24 pages, something like that, it was a lot of documents, in two

25 weeks.  First of all, you ordered them to do that.  We
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1 certainly didn't object to that, because they had never

2 essentially produced anything up to that point in time.  But

3 here's the difference.  There's a big difference here of what

4 he says was this terrible onerous project they had to deal

5 with.  We've had to produce substantially -- go through and

6 produce a substantially greater volume of documents in a

7 shorter period of time with great expense and not without

8 additional problems because of the time frame we were forced

9 to do it in.

10 But here's the other issue.  Those are documents

11 that they produced.  His analogy is completely inappropriate

12 for the circumstances.  Those 209,000 documents or pages they

13 produced they had in their possession.  Those documents they'd

14 had in their possession for -- well, when I say in their

15 possession, they had had access to those documents for at that

16 point months, and they had only to essentially produce them to

17 us to go through them -- they didn't have to -- they didn't

18 prepare a privilege log, they didn't put any confidentiality,

19 because they were my client's stolen documents.  That's a

20 whole different order of magnitude of saying, all right, now

21 we're going to give you brand-new requests to produce, go out

22 there, search the documents, look everywhere you have to look

23 to find them, once you find them then you're going to have to

24 go through them and analyze them for privilege, then you have

25 to create a privilege log and then you're going to look at
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1 confidentiality, because we have a confidentiality order here,

2 and designate which ones are confidential and which ones are

3 highly confidential, and that's all before you get an

4 opportunity to look at those documents and see what documents

5 are significant or potentially important to issues in this

6 case so that you can then sit down with the potential

7 witnesses and prepare your witnesses for deposition.  And they

8 want to do that on half the time -- normal time in some cases

9 and even less in others with respect to the discovery.  Not to

10 mention the fact that my client is in Macau and there's a

11 15-hour time difference.  And for me to able to even talk to

12 my client is extremely logistically difficult, not to mention

13 the fact that before their deposition I would like to

14 opportunity to probably sit down with them in person and meet

15 with them.  So all of these things make it virtually

16 impossible for us to try to comply with this motion, let alone

17 trying to even comply with the normal rules in a normal

18 circumstance.

19 So that brings me, if you will, to this good cause

20 argument.  They cite one case.

21 Before I get there, Judge, I want to talk about the

22 rule.  16.1 says we need to sit down and actually try to have

23 a discussion, as you know, about the discovery plan and come

24 up with a plan.  They never talked to us about this; they came

25 right to you.  And I understand their argument, well, we don't
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1 have time.  The trial date's been set, five year rule applies,

2 which we believe is completely incorrect, but --

3 THE COURT:  I had briefing on that issue before you

4 were even in the case.

5 MR. RANDALL JONES:  On the five year rule?

6 THE COURT:  Uh-huh.  Parties decided not to file the

7 briefs after talking among themselves when I asked for it.

8 MR. RANDALL JONES:  That doesn't do away with the

9 fact that the five year rule -- I understand what you've said,

10 Judge.  I'm just telling you from my perspective what I

11 believe the caselaw holds and Rule 41(e) says, it is tolled

12 during this time period.

13 THE COURT:  I disagree with your analysis.  I asked

14 for briefing on that issue I'm going to say two years ago at

15 the time the issue also became a problem in Granite Gaming and

16 CityCenter, and I made all three cases deal with it from a

17 briefing standpoint.  The parties in this case consulted and

18 decided they weren't going to even brief the issue because it

19 clearly was not going to -- the rule wouldn't have been

20 tolled.  So --

21 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Well, that I would --

22 THE COURT:  That's before you got hired.

23 MR. RANDALL JONES:  And there's statements on the

24 record to the effect that the defendants --

25 THE COURT:  I don't remember what statements were
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1 made.

2 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Because that certainly is news

3 to me.  If there is any evidence that any of the defendants'

4 counsel ever said on the record that the Rule 41(e) had

5 clearly not been tolled, I don't -- I've never heard that

6 before, and I certainly --

7 THE COURT:  I was dealing with it with Granite

8 Gaming, CityCenter, and your case all at the same time because

9 a decision had come down from the Nevada Supreme Court in an

10 unpublished format that gives me grave concern related to what

11 Rule 41(e) means.  And as a result of that I have been very

12 paranoid because of what the Nevada Supreme Court said in an

13 unpublished decision the obligations of the District Court

14 judges are.

15 MR. RANDALL JONES:  And, Your Honor, I hear what

16 you're saying.  My point is simply that certainly I've never

17 said, and to my knowledge nothing has been said by Sands

18 China, on the record by their counsel or in any papers to this

19 Court to the effect that the five year rule has not been

20 tolled.  There has certainly been discussion in my presence

21 where that issue's come up, and I believe that the comments

22 that I've made are to the effect that we don't -- we are not

23 arguing that it has not been tolled, but we weren't -- we had

24 not signed a stipulation back at some period in the past when

25 that issue came up.  But it was a moot point, because Mr. Bice
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1 said he wouldn't sign a stipulation in any circumstance.

2 Which gets to my next point.  The Semitool case that

3 is the only case they've cited in support of their argument,

4 other than the rule itself that says you can -- in certain

5 limited circumstances you can expedite discovery, that case is

6 not applicable in any way, shape, or form to the facts of this

7 case.  In that case you're talking about limited discovery on

8 a very limited issue for an exigent circumstance that doesn't

9 exist in this situation.  It does not allow for the wholesale

10 essentially disregard of Rule 33, Rule 30, or Rule 26 with

11 respect to the time frames that the parties should be allowed

12 to do discovery.  And even in the Semitool case the court

13 said, this is not the norm and this is not certainly to be

14 considered to be applying in every case -- it involved I think

15 it was an intellectual property case or something or maybe it

16 was an injunction.  Those are certain limited circumstances. 

17 I've been in those, where for a very limited purpose on a very

18 limited issue the court has said, we're going to have some

19 expedited discovery.  This is wholesale.  They want to do

20 everything.  And that is going to be severely prejudicial to

21 my client.

22 Which brings me to my last point, good cause.  This

23 is a cause that they're using of their own creation.  And they

24 saw our opposition, so now they're trying to say, well,

25 there's other reasons here, it's not just the trial date. 
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1 Well, let's just talk about the trial date just for one

2 moment.  They could clearly resolve that issue by simply

3 saying, we stipulate that the five year rule is tolled or

4 stipulating to go beyond the five year rule if it's not

5 tolled.  If it is tolled, then there is no exigent

6 circumstances based upon the trial date.

7 The other issue about we know we'll get a counter

8 from the defendants.  Your Honor, without belaboring the

9 point, my client has -- and other -- the other defendants in

10 this case have used the writ process as they believe they were

11 entitled to do so.  And if he's arguing -- if his sort of

12 cryptic argument is that we've delayed this case because we

13 took writs up, then supporting your client's rights on

14 materially [sic] and critical issues in the case is certainly

15 a legitimate basis where there has been delay.  And in fact,

16 as you know, we have prevailed on all of those writs, other

17 than I would say one where it was sort of an equivocal

18 response.  So to say -- their certainly not frivolous writs.

19 They were well taken, and in fact, as I said, we prevailed on

20 most of those writs.  So that delay was a delay based upon an

21 assertion of a legitimate right by Sands China.

22 The final point, the witnesses are getting older. 

23 That is certainly not good cause to throw out all the rules on

24 discovery and the wholesale ignoring of the normal discovery

25 process and the normal discovery time frames.
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1 So, Your Honor, with that said, I don't believe they

2 have sustained their burden of showing good cause in this

3 particular circumstance.  And I think --

4 THE COURT:  Do either of you want to add anything,

5 since you filed a consolidated opposition --

6 MR. MORRIS:  Say it again.

7 THE COURT:  -- briefly?  You filed a consolidated

8 opposition.  So briefly, Mr. Morris.

9 MR. MORRIS:  Yes, I do.  I'll observe the 10 minute

10 rule.

11 THE COURT:  Okay.  Or I'll set the timer.  We're

12 going to practice on you, then.

13 MR. MORRIS:  But I do respond to bell ringing.

14 THE COURT:  Let's see how it goes.

15 MR. MORRIS:  So do we get it at the start and the

16 finish?

17 THE COURT:  Go.

18 MR. MORRIS:  Bell to bell?  Okay.  Here I am.

19 Your Honor, I don't want to repeat what Mr. Jones

20 has said to you, but I do -- and I understood what you said a

21 moment ago about the unpublished decision you're concerned

22 with.  I make this observation.  I'm not saying it's

23 authoritative.  I've heard that remark from you before.  I

24 heard it the last time we were here and a time before.  I've

25 looked at 35 unpublished decisions --
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1 THE COURT:  It's called Maduka.

2 MR. MORRIS:  Okay.  Mezuka.

3 THE COURT:  Maduka, with a D.

4 MR. MORRIS:  Maduka.  Well, can -- if you'll spell

5 it for me, I'll confirm --

6 THE COURT:  M-A-D-U-K-A.  It's a doctor.  I don't

7 remember the name of the other party.

8 MR. PEEK:  Do you remember when, Your Honor?

9 THE COURT:  No.  I have it under my desk, though. 

10 That's where I keep it, in the box of other crap that I have

11 to occasionally talk to new judges about.

12 MR. MORRIS:  That decision and the other 34 that I

13 looked at did not address the case I believe you should

14 consider and which I believe makes binding this remark that

15 we've set out in our motion papers here, our consolidated

16 opposition.  It's found on page 3.  We've all looked at

17 before, but I want to make a record for this in direct

18 response to what you said a moment ago about the uncertainty

19 that was introduced by that case, by that Mezuka case.

20 THE COURT:  Maduka, with a D.

21 MR. MORRIS:  Okay, Maduka.  I like Zs, though.  It

22 sounds like [unintelligible] bazooka.  In any event, this is

23 what the Supreme Court said.  "We direct that the District

24 Court shall stay the underlying action --" action, underlying

25 action; that's this one --
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1 THE COURT:  Comma, "except..."

2 MR. MORRIS:  -- comma, "except for matters relating

3 to a determination of personal jurisdiction until a decision

4 has been entered."  Now, let's consider that.

5 THE COURT:  Wait.  But wait.  Remember in CityCenter

6 what they did was they stopped after "action" and put a period

7 there.  And I still couldn't get an agreement in the

8 CityCenter case as to when the tolling had actually occurred

9 in that case.

10 MR. MORRIS:  I was still in that case at that time.

11 THE COURT:  So what I'm trying to say, it's a --

12 yes, you were still in CityCenter when that stay issue came

13 down that stayed all of the consolidated and coordinated

14 actions that I had.  So I certainly understand this argument

15 you're making.  My concern relates to the comma "except" and

16 the following language.  And I understand your argument

17 completely.

18 MR. MORRIS:  Okay.  I don't believe the order in

19 the CityCenter case means that this order means something

20 other than what it says in light of what none of these

21 unpublished addressed and which you haven't yet, either, and

22 that is the Boren case, Boren versus City of North Las Vegas,

23 638 P.2d 404.  This is what the Supreme Court said with

24 respect to 41(e) and the stay that it imposes.  "For any

25 period --" I'm quoting now "-- any period during which the
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1 parties are prevented from bringing an action to trial by

2 reason of the a stay order shall not be computed in

3 determining the five-year period of Rule 41(e)."  I don't

4 think we can -- we can certainly differ on what we think 41(e)

5 means, but I don't believe that we should differ on the point

6 that this August 26 order, 2011, stayed the underlying action,

7 "except for matters relating to determination of personal

8 jurisdiction until a decision has been entered."  And if you

9 look at the Boren case, what that means is this is an order

10 that has prevented the Court and the parties from bringing

11 this action to trial.  And that's what we're here concerned

12 with.  We're going to break our picks and our backs, too,

13 including the plaintiff's, trying to get this case to trial

14 and prepare for it in October, and we just -- we are not going

15 to have either the time or the manpower if we associate a

16 dozen other law firms --

17 THE COURT:  I understand.

18 MR. MORRIS:  -- to do this.  And that is responsive

19 to the arguments Mr. Bice made to you and makes to you over

20 and over again about how we know how obstructive and difficult

21 the defendants are going to be with discovery and we're going

22 to have motion practice, we're going to have time taken, we're

23 going to be in court over and over and over.  So that provides

24 what, good cause to shorten the time even more than we have? 

25 Your Honor, this is a substantial and serious issue.  This is
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1 not, I don't believe, a question of what the Supreme Court may

2 have meant in the Maduka case when it put a period behind

3 "action."  We are going to be unable.  I'm telling you that in

4 advance, and I've said it in these papers.

5 THE COURT:  I understand, Mr. Morris.

6 MR. MORRIS:  And we need a break on this.  We need

7 you to consider what the Supreme Court has said.  These

8 unpublished decisions don't overrule Boren.  We need you to

9 consider Boren in light of the language of that August 26th,

10 2011, order.  And as we will come back and argue again

11 shortly, as Mr. Jones said, we're filing objections and a

12 motion to reschedule the trial date based on, among other

13 things, arguments that are being made here this morning. 

14 We'll address this issue again.  And if you put VML in this

15 case, this is an altogether new defendant -- put Mr. Adelson

16 aside for a moment, who only came back into this late and who

17 has not had the opportunity to participate in any of the

18 discovery which in your order and decision of May 28th

19 describe as information that is intertwined with the merits. 

20 We haven't had an opportunity -- he hasn't had an opportunity

21 to participate in that and conduct discovery.  And you know

22 from the hearing you conducted and from the arguments that

23 have been made that the target in this case is, if it can be

24 identified by a name, is Sheldon Gary Adelson.  He deserves --

25 and if you put VML in this case, which is not even represented
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1 in this case now, you can't reasonably expect this case to go

2 to trial and to accomplish all the pretrial proceedings that

3 are necessary and that are going to involve you and decision

4 making in the course of that preparation and be ready to try

5 this case involving international issues and witnesses in

6 October.  My word.  We're talking about discovery under your

7 current trial order that's only going to run two months.  And

8 Mr. Bice is here to tell you that, I want to cut that in half. 

9 I'm telling you that is unreasonable.  It isn't, as he says

10 what everyone would agree to, good cause to shorten the period

11 of time.  And I'm telling you that if this goes ahead on the

12 basis that you have now scheduled, we will not only be

13 severely prejudiced, but -- let's have a snicker from the

14 plaintiff's side -- we'll be deprived of due process, which

15 includes an adequate and reasonable opportunity to prepare

16 your case for trial on the merits and in this to defend

17 against a variety of claims on the merits with respect to

18 which we have been absolutely prohibited from conducting

19 discovery.

20 Your Honor, this is not -- this is not an example,

21 this is not an example by textbook or by anecdote of a motion

22 that asks you to reconsider an order that you made in the face

23 of law that says you do not have to make it under the

24 circumstances that we have outlined here to give us, and if

25 you put additional parties in this case, them a reasonable
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1 opportunity to prepare for a defense on the merits, on the

2 merits of the case as it will be developed.  Not as it's being

3 proclaimed and described in the newspapers, but on the merits

4 of the facts that will outline and explain the relationship,

5 the human relationships between the parties in this case and

6 the entities that they worked for and served, which has yet to

7 be addressed and for which we have yet to have the opportunity

8 to prepare a defense on the merits.  Thank you.

9 THE COURT:  Thank you, Mr. Morris.

10 Mr. Peek, did you want to say anything else?

11 MR. PEEK:  I wanted to add a few brief remarks, Your

12 Honor.

13 THE COURT:  Okay.  Very briefly.

14 MR. PEEK:  Thank you.

15 THE COURT:  How long did he go?

16 You had 22 seconds left, Mr. Morris.

17 MR. MORRIS:  I want you to maintain the Peek Rule.

18 MR. PEEK:  Your Honor, I want to actually address

19 two topics primarily, the one topic of when it was we were

20 before you with respect to the five year rule.  I remember

21 standing in front of you, and I believe that my two colleagues

22 here -- Mr. Morris may not have been here, but I know Mr.

23 Jones was here -- you asked the question as to whether or not

24 we thought the five year rule applied.  I stood up and said I

25 did, I believed that the five year rule applied and it was
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1 tolled by virtue of the Supreme Court's stay.  I stood up and

2 said that.

3 THE COURT:  I had asked the question a prior time,

4 though, and I asked for briefing on it.  About a year before

5 that.

6 MR. PEEK:  I understand what you're saying, Your

7 Honor.  And certainly it did not get briefed.  But I do recall

8 at least eight, nine months ago, or even longer, when I stood

9 up before you and said that I believed that the five year rule

10 had been tolled.

11 THE COURT:  I remember that occasion.

12 MR. PEEK:  So I'll leave that -- I'll leave that

13 where it is, Your Honor, because we -- certainly had the

14 plaintiff wanted to brief it at that time, but they didn't

15 want to.  They wanted to put us into this kind of position

16 where we are here today.  So when they say this is a matter of

17 our own making, it is a matter of their making.  It is a

18 matter of their making with the overly aggressive positions

19 that they have taken in this case that have led to reversals

20 by the Supreme Court of overly aggressive actions on their

21 part.  And they now say to you, Your Honor, we know what this

22 defendant is like, we know that the defendant likes to protect

23 its rights, we know that the defendant will object to certain

24 matters with respect to the discovery, we know that because

25 we've dealt with it before.  Yes, we have dealt with it
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1 before, and we have reversed them at least on two occasions,

2 which have led to additional stays of proceedings.

3 So when they say it's a matter of our own making, it

4 is a matter of their making.  It's a matter of their overly

5 aggressive tactics to now come before -- to have come before

6 you in the motion for jurisdictional discovery and have argued

7 to you that these facts are intertwined and to develop facts

8 that I cannot -- that I was not allowed to develop.  And I

9 made many objections, and the Court recognized those

10 objections, that these were matters that were going to the

11 merits and that Las Vegas Sands was not allowed to address

12 those issues because the fight on jurisdictional discovery was

13 not with me, was not with Las Vegas Sands, nor was it with

14 Sheldon Adelson.  It was between Sands China Limited and

15 Jacobs.  So I didn't have the opportunity to develop any so-

16 called intertwining of merits.

17 So we're now told that because Las Vegas Sands and

18 the defendants want to protect their rights that those rights

19 ought to be ignored and that we should shorten everything so

20 that we can address those rights that we know Las Vegas Sands

21 is going to strive to protect.  That is a denial of due

22 process.  I don't know what the universe of documents is, Your

23 Honor, but I do know, as Mr. Morris and Mr. Jones both said,

24 no army of lawyers can collect, process, review, and produce

25 those documents on 15 days' notice or have depositions and
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1 adequately prepare our clients for depositions; because it is

2 really the three trial lawyers who have to get prepared for

3 the trial, not this so-called army of lawyers.  Thank you.

4 THE COURT:  Thank you.

5 Mr. Bice, anything else?

6 MR. BICE:  Your Honor, I love the argument that they

7 have not been allowed to do discovery and that this is a

8 product of our own making.  I would direct the Court to the

9 brief that they filed with the Nevada Supreme Court on

10 March 28 of 2014, when I tried to get the stay lifted to make

11 this point.  I made this point about the need to get discovery

12 to preserve evidence.  That was over a year ago.  I'd ask the

13 Court to remember what Mr. Morris, Mr. Peek, and Mr. Jones all

14 told the Nevada Supreme Court.  They wanted that stay to

15 remain in place.  That was their position.  They opposed me

16 lifting the stay.  They opposed getting discovery done.  I

17 love this argument, they're the victims over here, they're the

18 victims of having known the jurisdictional facts but

19 misrepresenting to the Nevada Supreme Court to get that stay

20 in the first place, they're the victims here of concealing

21 evidence from us for how many years and deceiving the Court

22 about where that evidence was at for how many years, at least

23 two, they're the victims of I don't know what regarding this,

24 well, these witnesses testified and now we're stuck with the

25 facts.  Apparently they're the victims of the truth, because I
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1 guess to understand their argument is these witnesses were

2 going to somehow testify different had they been allowed to

3 get some additional facts.  That's really what they're

4 arguing, we would have had these witnesses give a different

5 version of the facts?  That is really rather incredible.

6 The question, Your Honor, is simply a simple one. 

7 The Court has -- this is within the Court's discretion.  I'm

8 not trying to shorten the time frame for discovery at all. 

9 I'm trying to streamline it so that the discovery can be done. 

10 That rule is going to apply to us, too.  They're telling you,

11 oh, they want to do all this discovery.  Of course, they don't

12 identify what that would be.  All the documents are in their

13 possession, and we gave them at their own insistence

14 everything in two weeks.  We had to do that.  They have plenty

15 of time and they have plenty of personnel.

16 And let me address this five year rule issue,

17 because I remember it so vividly because I did file a brief in

18 the Granite matter, as the Court will recall.  And there were

19 three cases, and I was involved in two of them, Granite and

20 this one.  And you know why they didn't file a brief?  Because

21 they were being coy about it.  It wasn't that we -- it wasn't

22 that we didn't want that issue resolved a long time ago.  We

23 tried to get it resolved, and they wouldn't commit one way or

24 the other.  Now this has boomeranged around on them, and so

25 now they're suddenly, well, we've obtained the advantage of
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1 delay.  And so their brief says it all.  They want to delay

2 this case for three more years.  Maybe some more witnesses

3 will die, maybe some more evidence will get lost, maybe we can

4 deprive Mr. Jacobs of his day in court because the facts are

5 so bad for us, as Mr. Leven and others admitted.  That's what

6 this is really about.  It's about cheating my client because

7 they have the money and they want to just grind this guy to

8 the death.  And then as soon as they get past the five year

9 rule they'll have a new story.  They'll come back to this

10 coyness, well, you know, it really wasn't tolled, it really

11 wasn't, and that's just too bad, now Mr. Jacobs is out of

12 court.

13 My client is not obligated to live at the whim of

14 the billionaires and all the money that they've got to try and

15 grind this case to a halt.  We've proposed a reasonable

16 schedule.  It is a reasonable schedule.  They can accommodate

17 it just like we have to accommodate it.

18 THE COURT:  Thank you.

19 The motion is denied as premature.

20 I have some homework requirements for the parties. 

21 First, is anyone going to send my decision to the Nevada

22 Supreme Court on the writ, or should I send it?  I've had it

23 done both ways.  I'm happy to send it by letter form, Dear

24 Nevada Supreme Court, here's my decision, love and kisses,

25 Judge Gonzalez, copies to all of you.
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1 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Decision on the evidentiary

2 hearing, Your Honor?

3 MR. PEEK:  You don't mean by writ, you mean just

4 notify them?

5 THE COURT:  I'm not going to do a writ.  I don't

6 have authority to issue a writ to the Nevada Supreme Court.

7 MR. PEEK:  No, no, no.  I was asking the question,

8 Your Honor.

9 THE COURT:  I was going to send a letter, because I

10 don't make filings in the Nevada Supreme Court, since I'm not

11 a party, saying, here's the decision I entered pursuant to

12 your writ you issued.  Or are you guys going to do it? 

13 Because I've had parties do it both ways in different kinds of

14 cases.  What do you prefer?

15 MR. BICE:  It's a writ directed to the Court.  I

16 think the Court should send it.

17 THE COURT:  I'll send it.  Okay.  I'll copy you all.

18 Second item --

19 And, Mr. Bice, you can leave whenever you need to,

20 because these are all housekeeping issues.

21 MR. BICE:  All right.

22 THE COURT:  When do you get back?

23 MR. BICE:  I'll be back tomorrow night late.

24 THE COURT:  So here's my suggestion.  I need to talk

25 to you guys about a discovery schedule which may end up with

30

SA1891



1 me giving you some expedited dates.  I would like to do that,

2 if everybody's available, sometime on Friday.  If you're not

3 available, then I'll talk to you about doing it a different

4 day.  But the reason I want to try and do it on Friday is I

5 don't want to let this linger too long, and I also want to

6 make sure that we've handled other issues that weren't

7 addressed in the motion that I also think are important.

8 MR. RANDALL JONES:  And what matters on Friday, Your

9 Honor?

10 THE COURT:  I would call it a Rule 16 conference in

11 most every case except this one.  I won't call it that in this

12 case, because I called it that four and a half years ago in

13 this case when I had a Rule 16 conference.

14 MR. BICE:  That's already happened in this case.

15 THE COURT:  Yeah, I know.  But --

16 MR. BICE:  We already had a trial date in this case.

17 THE COURT:  -- then some stuff got screwed up.  So I

18 want to see if I can get you back on track real quick.

19 MR. PISANELLI:  Is that what you meant, by the way,

20 Your Honor, when you just said the motion is premature, that

21 you want to talk about this first?

22 THE COURT:  Yes, it is, Mr. Pisanelli.

23 MR. PISANELLI:  Making sure I'm just keeping up.

24 MR. PEEK:  So you want to have a conference on

25 Friday?

31

SA1892



1 THE COURT:  I'm asking if you're available.  If

2 you're not available -- because I want Mr. Bice to make his

3 flight.  If you're not available to do it on Friday, then I

4 can talk to you about doing it a morning the week after early,

5 because I'm in two criminal trials next week.

6 MR. RANDALL JONES:  In the morning I've got an

7 8:00 o'clock hearing actually -- I'm going to have to be on

8 the phone.  It's back in Massachusetts.  But I'm supposed to

9 be on the phone at 8:00 o'clock.  I don't know that that's

10 going to take very long, but I probably couldn't get here

11 before 9:00 o'clock.

12 THE COURT:  Want to do something at 10:30 or 11:00?

13 MR. MORRIS:  On what day?

14 MR. PEEK:  Friday.

15 THE COURT:  Friday.

16 MR. PEEK:  Friday, the 12th.

17 MR. PISANELLI:  Your Honor, does it make sense to

18 you to call it -- I mean, it's just a label -- if you want to

19 call this a supplemental Rule 16 conference --

20 THE COURT:  I could call it that.

21 MR. PISANELLI:  -- so that the new parties don't

22 complain that they didn't get to participate?

23 THE COURT:  I could call it that.  I might call it

24 that.

25 MR. BICE:  They were all in this case at the time.
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1 THE COURT:  First I've got to get a date.

2 MR. PEEK:  I'm available, Your Honor, on Friday.

3 THE COURT:  Mr. Morris?

4 MR. MORRIS:  I don't want to call it a supplemental

5 conference, because I don't know what conference it's

6 supplementing. 

7 THE COURT:  It's supplementing the Rule 16

8 conference I did four years ago.

9 MR. BICE:  I believe Mr. Adelson --

10 MR. MORRIS:  To which I was not -- to which I was

11 not a party.

12 THE COURT:  Mr. Adelson was a party at the time.

13 MR. BICE:  Yes.  I believe that's right.

14 THE COURT:  Or he was at the time the order was

15 issued.  He may not have been at the time the hearing was

16 actually conducted.

17 MR. MORRIS:  Did the order -- was the order actually

18 issued?

19 THE COURT:  The Rule 16?  Oh, absolutely.

20 MR. MORRIS:  Okay.  So what time on Friday?

21 THE COURT:  10:30?

22 MR. MORRIS:  Okay.  I want to ask -- can I ask you

23 one other question?

24 THE COURT:  As many as you want.

25 MR. MORRIS:  A moment ago when Mr. Bice concluded
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1 his latest hysterical argument you said, I'm denying the

2 motion without prejudice?

3 THE COURT:  That is correct.  That means, as Mr.

4 Pisanelli so accurately pointed out, I'm going to have a

5 discussion with all of you as to how we will mention to get

6 discovery done and what things we can use from the intertwined

7 jurisdictional discovery that overlapped onto merits issues

8 and what really still needs to be done so I can get an idea as

9 to how many tracks of depositions you need and what is humanly

10 possible to accomplish.  I mean, that's really basically the

11 discussion I want to have with you.  And then I have some

12 other issues that I want to talk to you about, production

13 issues.  The same kind of things I usually talk to people

14 about and I did talk to people about when Ms. Glaser was still

15 into  case.

16 MR. MORRIS:  We have some other -- you've been told,

17 and there'll be some other motion practice on these issues?

18 THE COURT:  If I get that motion today, I could set

19 it for Friday, too, if you want.  But I've got to get the

20 motion today so I can sign the OST to set it for Friday.

21 So, Mr. Bice, you can leave anytime.  I don't want

22 you missing your flight.

23 MR. BICE:  I understand, Your Honor.  I appreciate

24 that.

25 THE COURT:  Okay.
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1 MR. MORRIS:  What about the addition -- you're going

2 to have a scheduling conference, and you've got a motion

3 pending to file an amended complaint to add a party?

4 THE COURT:  I have scheduling conferences all the

5 time before I have amended pleadings.

6 MR. MORRIS:  I appreciate that.  But I don't think

7 you have scheduling conferences all the time when you're on

8 the cusp of amending pleadings and adding additional parties

9 who will not be at the scheduling conference.

10 THE COURT:  What I always say to everyone who's

11 involved is if a new party is added we typically have to

12 adjust the schedule.  Your case is slightly different given

13 what I perceive to be the issues related to Rule 41(e).  And

14 while I understand you disagree, that is a concern for me in

15 adding anything else to this case.

16 MR. MORRIS:  We'll be here at 10:30.  But I will say

17 that in coming to -- at least I'm speaking for myself.  We

18 will be offering -- at the same time we may be discussing with

19 you dates we'll be offering objections.

20 THE COURT:  And other options, maybe.

21 MR. MORRIS:  And other options --

22 THE COURT:  Other options are always good.

23 MR. MORRIS:  -- such as reconsidering your order to

24 schedule this trial for October the 14th.

25 THE COURT:  Okay.  So let me go to the last item on
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1 my agenda.  And this, Mr. Jones, will require homework from

2 you.

3 MR. PEEK:  So, Your Honor, we're not calling this

4 anything other than a conference with the Court?

5 THE COURT:  How about we call it a supplemental

6 Rule 16 conference.  And then if you want to argue about what

7 it supplements, we can argue about it.  But you know I had a

8 Rule 16 conference with you --

9 MR. PEEK:  I do, Your Honor.  I was here.  I do.

10 THE COURT:  -- when Ms. Glaser was in the case.  And

11 it may not --

12 MR. PEEK:  And somebody was on the -- somebody was

13 also on the -- by video conference.

14 THE COURT:  I had Ms. Salt, who was on video

15 conference from Macau.

16 MR. PEEK:  And Mr. -- Ms. Salt and Mr. Fleming.

17 THE COURT:  It was Ms. Salt.

18 MR. PEEK:  Ms. Salt was present.

19 THE COURT:  All right.  So if I could now go to the

20 other issue, which is the one I advanced for today because

21 when I was reading it last night I had concerns.  So let me

22 tell you what my concerns are.

23 You will remember, Mr. Jones, that during the

24 evidentiary hearing you had an offer of proof that you filed

25 in open court.  That offer of proof was 22 pages.  Dulce took
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1 it, she initialled it, it got filed in open court.

2 You then said something about a bunch of exhibits

3 which I think you titled an appendix, and I told you I wasn't

4 going to look at them because I precluded you from giving them

5 to me under the sanctions order.

6 What appears to have happened, and Laura and I and

7 Dan and Dulce have researched this quite a bit today, is that

8 somebody from your office then efiled a thousand-and-some

9 pages of documents as an appendix, which on its own is

10 perfectly fine, and at the same time submitted a motion to

11 seal those documents.

12 Because a motion to seal has to be filed over the

13 counter with the Clerk's Office in order for it to become

14 effective, the appendix is not currently sealed.  I bring that

15 to your attention because the motion I advanced to today was a

16 motion to seal the exhibits, which I don't think anybody in

17 the Clerk's Office when they read it had thought had anything

18 to do with the appendix that you electronically filed.

19 So here's my request to you.  And we may want to

20 talk about it on Friday when you come back after you've had a

21 chance to research it.  The appendix is not currently sealed. 

22 If there is anything in particular in that 1,087 or so pages

23 of documents that you really want sealed, if you would let me

24 know, I will look at it and then make a determination as to

25 whether I think it should be sealed.  But right now none of
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1 it's sealed because of how it got filed.

2 MR. RANDALL JONES:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I will

3 look at that immediately and get back to the Court

4 immediately.

5 THE COURT:  Okay.  But I wanted to bring that to

6 your attention, because when I came back from my person issues

7 yesterday and started trying to figure it out I became

8 frustrated, and then I made Dulce and Laura and Dan

9 frustrated, and then we figured it out.  Dulce had to go to

10 her handwritten notes.

11 So anything else?  See you Friday at 10:30.

12 Have a nice flight.  Oh.  He's already left.

13 Have a nice day.  Sorry your day with Judge Allf was

14 so long.

15 THE PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 1:50 A.M.

16 * * * * *

17
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CERTIFICATION
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AFFIRMATION
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Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 68265   Document 2015-22405
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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 IX 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 



 

  6 

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
 

 

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 
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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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