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1 ‘NoticeofAppeal
2 Phiniffs Uber Sexual Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association, by
3||and through their undersigned counsel, heby appeal to the Supteme Courtofthe StateofNevada th Firs
4||judicial Distt Cours Corrected Findings of Fact and ConclusionofLaw and Onder Denying Plain
3||Legal Challenge to Initiative Petition S-04-2024, which was entered on May 13, 2024.

6 A true and correct copy of the district cours cortected order is attached hereto as Exhibit A. The

7|| Cours initial order, which was subsequently corrected, s attached hereto as Esdibit B
8

Affirmation
9
0 Pursuaat to NRS 239B,030(1) and NRS 603A.040, undersigned counsel hercby affirm that the
11 ||Foxeeoing notice ofsppes docs not conta the persopakiaformationof any person.

12 Dated this 7th day ofJune 2024. =

13 oor umn 14961)
14 NATHAN RING (NBN 12078)

REESE RING VELTO, PLLC
1s 2005. Virginia Street, Suite 655

Reno, NV 8950116 (775) 446.8096
7 aex@miasyers.com

18 DEEPAK GUPTA
MATTHEW W. H. WESSLER®

” JONATHAN E. TAYLOR®
2 THOMAS SCOTT-RAILTON*

JESSICA GARLAND
21 ‘GUPTA WESSLER LLP
a 2001 K Street, NW

2 Washington, DC 20001
2 (202) 888-1741

deepak@guptaacesler.com%
* admitted pro bat ie25

2%
27
Bf

* Adited in New York; practicing ndedintspersisonofmembersof the Districtof Columbia Brwnder Rue 495),

2



1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
2 Pursuant to NRCP 51),I certify that I am an employee of the law firm of Reese Ring Velto, PLLC|
3 |and that on the 7h dayofne 2024, I caused service a true and correct copyofthe NOTICE OF APPEAL
4 byvia USMail addressedtothefollowing:
5
6|| BRADLEY S. SCHRAGER, ESQ. (NBN 10217) LacnaStJules, Esq. (NBN 15156)

DANIEL BRAVO, ESQ. (NBN 13078) ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
7|| BRAVO SCHRAGER LLLP 100 N. Casson Street
5|| 6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200 Carson City, Nevada 89701Las Vegas, Nevada 89113
9 ConsefrNevada Sentayof StateAttorgys for Defondants UBER TECHNOLOGIES,

10|| INC; MATT GRIFFIN,JOHN GRIFFIN,
11|| SCOTT GILLES,T1A WHITE, ana NEVADANS

FOR FAIR RECOVERY
12
13
14
1s

wo r=
1” Anlemplogee ig Velto, PLLC
13
19
20
21
2
23
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25
2%
27
2
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1 EXHIBITINDEX

:3 NUMBER PAGES

|EERE.|7Conclusions ofLaw And Order Denying Phintifs’ Legal
5 Challenge To Initiative Petition 5-04-2024

SSLaw And Order Denying Plaintiffs Legal Challenge To
7 Iniaive Petition $-04-202¢
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Liber.1|| BRADLEY S. SCHRAGER, ESQ, (SBN 10217) apDANIEL BRAVO, Eg Eh thie 4 WH EAY IS PH 1:17
ul /, Suite200 Westin3] Las Vegas, Novada sb135

©JERE r=mail: ravoschrager.com5|Ema: doniSbravoschenpieracy
©.CoowetAttorneys for Defendants UberTechnologies,6 [fnc, lee ohn Grif,SouGes||Tia White, and NevadansforFir Recovery

8 IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURTo OFTHE STATE OFNEVADAIN AND FORCARSONCITY
=~ 10/|UBERSEXUAL ASSAULT | Case No.: 24 OC 00056 1B= 1; [|SURVIVORS FOR LEGAL,or!|ACCOUNTABILITY and NEVADA | Dept. No.: IJUSTICE ASSOCIATION, |&pa | NOTICE OF ENTRY OFORDER<< B Plaintiffs,

Zul
QB
- UBERTECHNOLOGIES, INC, oa16|Delaware corporation, BATS GRIFFIN,0 JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES, and17) IA WHITE, individuals; ‘NEVADAng |<C 18|FOR FAIR RECOVERY,” a rogistorodof [|Nevada political action committoc; andea 19||FRANCISCO AGUILAR, in his official90 €aPacityas Nevada Secrotaryof State,

21 Defendants.
22

23/11

24/11

25/11

26/11

w|i
2811s



1 NOTICE OFENTRYOFORDER2 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the CORRECTED FINDINGS OF FACT,3|AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFSLEGAL4|(CHALLENGE TOINITIATIVE PETITION $.04-2024 was entered in the above-5 captionedmatter onthe 13th dayof May,2024. Atrue andcorrectcopyoftheOrder6|is attached heretoasExhibitA.
7 AFFIRMATION8 he undersigned hereby affirm that the foregoing document docs notcontain9|| the social ‘security numberof any person.

10 DATED this 13th dayofMay, 2024,
1 BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP
12

-
13 By AL

6675 South Tes Way, Suite 200x Seva» Enidma
AttorneysforDefendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt8 Griffin, John. Griffin, Scott Gilles, Tia White, andNevadans" for Pair Recovery
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1 CERTIFICATEOFSERVICE
2 hereby certify that on this 13th dayofMay, 2024, T served theforegoing3|INOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDERby depositing a true copy of the same via
4||electronic ‘mail, pertheApril 16, 2024, Stipulation, as follows:
5|| Deepak Gupta, Esq. LaenaStJules, Esq.Motthon WiiWoke,Esq. Officeofthe ions General6|| Jonathan E. T; flor, Esq. 100 N. Carson StreetThomas ScottRatgion: Bea. Carson City, Nevada 897017|| Jessica Garland, Esq.

wildGUPTA WESSLER LLP8 2001 K Street, NW Attorneys for.Defendant,N Washington, DC 20001 Francisco V. Aguilar

10

u] fees heathan 4 L Ju AssistanttoRESEMaioPLLC Hon. James T. Russel12 2008. Virginia Stroet, Suite655. First Judicial District Court, Dept. IReno, Novia S603 Car13) =

“ Si M. Silva, E;tevenM.Silva, Esq.15|| NOSSAMANLLP %
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 250016 Sacramento, CA 95814I

= Attorneys for Plaintiffs

1 By, ‘2 Dannielle Frosque?, an. e of
‘BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP21

22
INDEX OF EXHIBITS

2 Tie No. | Document Tile
iy Corrected FindingsofFactand Conclusions25 ofLaw and Order Denying Plaintiffs’Legal2% | Challenge to Initiative Petition. 5-04-2024

2
2

3NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
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:
REC'D & FILED2
HLHAY 13 AM ge
HiLianscory

4
s
© | INTHEFIRSTJUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA7 INAND FORCARSONCITYs

1? [| UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORSFORLEGALACCOUNTABILITY AND10 NEVADA sUsTICE. ASSOCIATION,n os Case No.: 240C00061B2
Depo. 1vs.

3
user: TECHNOLOGIES, INC, A14 [DELAWARE CORPORATION, MATT(GRIFFIN, JON GRIFFIN,SCOTTGILLES,15 |AND TIA WHITE,INDIVIDUALS;16 (|NEVADANS FOR FAIR RECOVERY, A[REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL17 [ACTIONCOMMITTEE,ANDFRANCISCOAGUILAR,INHIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY18 [AS NEVADA SECRETARY 61aps

#fl Defendant —_—
|| SORRECTED FINDINGSOFFACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF AW AND ORDER2 |PENYING PLAINTIFFS LEGALCHALLENGETO rok [IVE PETITIONS-043024

2 TSmtrcamebortisCort following acompli fed by Pini Ube Sra| Asst Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice. Association (collectively24 [Plieschaining the galsutficiencyofmiaive Petition $-04-2024 (the “Peiton®),Ed OnMarch 152024, Tia White, on behalfofNevadansfor FairRecovery, led the Pei% he Neva Secaof Sate.OnApi,Pio ld ie compa, rst ryz
=



1 793.06L.Aebrcin accning 0a scheduleto which bepres puted th Cou hed.
2[heingonMay6, 2024,regardingPlainifs’ legalchallengeoth Petition,
3 Asindicatedby thisCourt in all iniitive hearings, thisCourttks 5 position as o he
4 meritfthe niialivbut seeks to detemine fhrequirments of NRS295.009 et andArti
5 19of the NevadaConstitutionhavebeencompliedwith,
6 oily,the Court would note that Plinifs have madestrong,argument’ as10 he7 fntative havingtheeffec ofprecludingaces olegalcounsel, reducing th reimbursement
3 teStateMedicaidfund,an changin the calculationofcotingatfsbyremoveofmedi
9|[expensesfromthecalculationsthereof.Alloftheseargumentsagainsttheinitiativemayormay

10 othavemerit, butarenotgeneto whetherterequirementsofNRS295.009sdAdil 1
un (oftheNevada Constitutionbavebeen compliedwith

12 The Court havingreviewedthe papersandpleadingson fk,consideredthemater,bein
3 fullyadvised,and goodcauseappearing,finds,concludes,andordersas follows:
“ FINDINGSOFFACT ANDCONCLUSIONSOFLAW!
15 |[A. FINDINGSOFFACT

16 L InitiativePetition 5-04-2024

n” OnMarch18,2024, TiaWhite, onbehalf ofNevadansforFairRecovery,fed thePett
18 |ith the NevadaSecretaryofState, ThePeitonseekstosunendTitle1,Chapter 7 ofthe Ne
1 [RevisedStatutesbyadding anewsection thereto thatseeksfolitthe fe anstoreycanchs
20 jd civ in civil as inNevadato20%ofamy montoramounts recover,begiaing i
21 2027.

a |r
ER» FE

oe0ttefted a»
=



1 he Peticnnhudes a desipionfffctas equi byNRS255.0050),whic2 [insu

3 Ifcaacted, hisinitiativewil limitthefees anattorney canN her andecive ass contngmcyfoi ivi asein Nevada 0 20% of any? ‘amountoramountsrecovered,beginningin2027,‘
p, TaNevadacurrently, mst civil cassdonoiit aattorney's5 contingent fe percentages,excep that suchfees rustbereasonable, Curent5 Jawdoes,bowever,litattorney feesin medialmalpracticecase to 35%of20 recovery, andcapscontingencyfees for privat atomeycontracted to1 TeprescattheStateof Nevadato25%ofthetote amount recovered,» 2 Procedural History

is OnApel,Plain led hei compli,passant 0NRS295061,challengete||FFciencyofthe Petidon.OnApril 12, Phin fied amemoranduminsuppertofth15| |complaint.
” OnApel 16, th partie stipulatedt,andtheCow dere, refingsched ort17 |eOnApril 15, Defendants serTchmologes, fc,MtGet,JobaGri, SctGil18 [Ti White, and Nevadans forFaeRecovery (colotively, “Defiadants floare1g||memomadun.Afebrifig, thisCourt heldabearingonthe materonMay6.» Asanntomate, iti importantto state tha athavingbthpris agreed thata|lectlon challenget annivpein, he onlyisusfor theCourt concenwhether2 | Pettion compli withterienofNRS295.009sod nypertinent procedunlprov2||OfAil 19oftheNevadaContin.TheCortdocsnonieit,ad dos not consider24 ctr thestavevl of ho proposal othepose egative qaiie, spotros

2
z
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1||B- coNcLusioNsoF Law
2 1. ThePetitionDocs NotViolate Nevada'sSingleSubject Rule3 YS 295.0050) provides tat “(lack petition for ntative or refiendum must#||fembracebutonesubjectandmater necessarilyconnected therewithandpertiningthereto.5 Subsction 2 ofthat stateexpentat a tiv “braces bu one unt and©|Poceertconnectedtherewith andpertsning heresi departs ofthe proposediii...7|nconaltyete an germane ocach othe in waythsprovidessufcintmot ofEc! sublet ofaudof the interests keytobeaceby,the proposednitive9 |[295.0092).

0 Thesingle subject requirement “Bclats th nitive proses by preventing peti11derfomilicontusing etiionsthtaves plesuet Nesdanforterg12 ofProp: Rights, ne. . Heller, 122 Nev. 894,90, 141 P34 1235, 1340 006).Ths,“tesingle13 suetrecmiement helps botinpromoting informed decisionsand preventingthcnc14 of popularprovisionsby atiacing thers to morsatmtiveproposesorconcealing hem18 lent,complexintistivesG.. logrolig)”La Vegas TaspayerAccountability Come, » Ci16||CouncilofCityofLas Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 176.77, 208 34 429, 436.37 (208),i In considering singlesubject challcnges,courts must fist determinethe nitive18 [purposeoc subject.“To detecnin theiniativ'spuuposeorsubject iscoat look to fs19|!anguageandthe proponents’ arguments.” Las VegasTaper, 125Nev. at180,2083da439)
2| ours also wil lookatwheter thedescription of effec etcltes an overrsingpurposean21 | explainshow provisions eteto singlesubject, 12
2 Furthermore,andmostrecently, inHelton . Nevada VotersFirstPAC, 138Nev, Ady.#45 $12 P34 309 (2022),the NevadaSupremeCourtsndthat“even ifannitivepti24 lroposcsmor thanonechange,each ofwhichcouldbebroughtinsepartointstivepetions2||theproperconsiderationswhether thechanges ar fncronaly related andgermanetoesc
26 [and thopetiion’ssubject , 512.P3dat 314. TheCourtfoundhat “(loth categories of
27 [Proposed i the...nitiveconcentheelection procssin Nevadaand morespecifically be=



1 ndidts forthe pecifellydefined prise offices ao presented to votersnd lected 4,2 |[s12P3dats14.15,
3 ia5,theCont nds tha theprayposofthe ein,clear omboth4 tedescipion offects the initionofcoming fenil ses:PuesCo,s nds at the Peiion's est ts description of ef, ad he arguments of the Defends‘ ifnodahringconfi the Pion’ primarypps.And ik th ein atsues7 ll, fo example, the Petition does notappeartorset lip changesthat could5 coder tobeulated ina vetSesion |sisothsubstantive purse ofthe propos? Section 2dsesibes the scopeofScoon I proposa;andSection 3provides adeiion0 covered fopuposes of the proposednew statute:Allfir seton ofthePein,three11|rfunctionally latedandgermaneboth othprimarypurposcofthe Pettion sndto onen TheCourt isunconvincedbyPlinifs’argumentsbecausePlaintiffs havenot deat13 mutiple subjects decany readinofNevada statutory case lwstorey.Forexample,th14 fat thatth term “civilcass”coversmore thanon typ ofcivilaction dos notconst19 snelo-subjct violation,becausethe primary purpose oftoPetfon isthe imimion o16|contingencyfessin civil case generally.See, e.g, Nev.R. Civ Proc, 1,2, and3.n The Cout finds the Potion docs not violate NRS 205009(1)Y's sngle-su1 |requirement.

1 # ThePetition DocsNotViolateArticle19,Section 3's “Full-Text”Requirean
2 UnderAcie 19, Section 3of theNevadaConstitution, proponentsmust“includethefl
ft ofthe measureproposedwit a led itivepetition. Nev. Cons, at. 15§ 3. lain22||contendthatsomeotherstatuorytxtbeyondthatwhich proponentshaveproposedshould2 ech withthe Petition,becausetheyspeculatethatthPeto,should it becomela,i” Fr

: pomS12 B34 3151.5: sujet heovr higbin dissed,wheres change
= S12 P34 01315 0.5: "A subjects the overall thing achange is:x actinof stag ovSvSei koDir (1 0.2915 hogBe]

2»



! [Pavesomefirsefectothoseote provisionsof a,TheCoutdisagreesthatthisiswh2 475% 19,Sion equi andidth vypoisontt roped cin3 ES 1 be conser by he ctr nuded with edvi, a ge]‘ hes 20 lon ctintToml avivetgys 1,bt vo trsslvit teep ih00 itive po6 ence tio dh cols fy lotr it igi7 |[affectedbythe petiton'senactment.
s 3 The PetitionsDescriptionOfEffect 1s.LegallyAdequate5 drNRS295.0050), very invmst “ct orth i otmore tam200.0 dof lttoftinier issn iae erm pen i

12 |decisions”Nevadans or Nev.v. Beers, 122 Nev, 930,939,142.3439, 345 (2006).Thus,[he3 moras of he desciption of clickcot be iid, tiwha vo me1 decidingwhetherto evensign a petition.”CoalForNev's Future v. RIP Com.Tax, Inc, Ne15 |/69501,2016 WL2842925at +2 2016) unpublished disposition (citing Ede. Initiative PAC16||Comm.ToProtectNew.dbs, 129 Nev. 35,3, 293 3a 574, 375 (2013). “[Tlhe descriptionofw ctmyBldcenmor impact ith spc 4frm,sis eygatingcrs1 inane1 plc erentoth altgates chang ote awepi og,12 cection's outcome.1 (ing Ne. Const. a. 19,§ 13) roving th,ifthevoters appro2 ef th stat Salta ss wohstdsllotbeamend,mm,2 reset de, peioi ny waymods open excepbythdiet votz Pele adi thevoters disspronthe au rseuion, ifsendedvoy,z The Nevada SupremeContbas tepesey held tt “a desertion ofoff mst2 rat, ic,ao negevensis25||Bae. athe PAC, 129Nev. at 42,293 3at 579 (ta autonmakanci2 7140 must als “explain thf] amifiations oftheproposedamcdient inde to.z



1 ooknormed testo,Me. gsAenLo, 12.51, 55,10022{]903 (1996).
3 7Contfinds ho thePtion'sesipionoetftmost einsoe+ovThe osttionof cisstrat, 20wes, nd ep5 rf pmskag wieTh outistt it ga‘ bnof vingteetnsip tondocctcomply sg,7 ihtleCompliet Plinitsfedmons laosregainteopis8 lpn osGlssingwtPselybs cv° 1 Pon cyene igvi tycoteport1 metgs, Medi,ft on civ base nds ghsopn ms onecm gests i contoti ons.Tho Compe2 0ghestyof tecisi Paiselninobop5 oropalfstobetospscnive typos bo riedfobeg1 t's deipon.Mosof he speciafc Paisety “do orca,1s PP iysl” ain “vt ow te si aysty fn ay16 |spotsetial iuationsNevadins forReproductive Freedom 5, Washington, 140 Nev. Ads, Op,7 |282024WL 1688083, at #5 (Nev,Apr 18, 2024),

5 Friern es and syobepesivd fects fhePotion ponwich Pini1 hess pinecanbetes polepcs, fc,arcampigmmntes,2 12 PPhohsgnad cnnofthe Peto whe,d,semga pieLegis o ulin fo acne on thebal gelclina Ao2 5Cort bas tt, desponofetc. dosmotsv os he, un» oannln gmetadgi,Utvores esi mrdct2 one ghipsvettt pce iv a helS= St il 4 eslsayof ie, whichcoc otee er i,2 mitesirargs oradihe pss heii,bosooh,Ed
2»



1 racedontheballosnedofthe description f tok etnS121 dat317m, citingEduc2||itive PAC,129Nov,at39-40,
5 dona becausethe despotofnatepeiionibyla ite. 76 onconsoleid cry owns ft tas 74% conclubt, rer ls, he popesigs os.Ede, ith PAC,123 Nev.1138 nt rdf NeveSpecy7 =;postof bul ntiv enfe] denyseprivedfeckof nit thos 7° landbytedescription offschallenge the itive sic our, lc,5FPTh 0th itvproces”Bu the “sateseva to te the fs0 posescontbe treed silshthe proces.” da atv PAC, 129 Nev,un [ar

n Te Cows fds Go dewnpion of effect of ge pusnPUES Now'sNS295005 requirements, 5thepli nung ofte deseo 114|ssightioryars,succinct, and non-srgumentasive.
15 Basedonthe foregoing findingsoffctandconclusionsof:1% JS HEREBY ORDERED md dered tat nfaive ec17 18-04-2024 doesnot violateNevada'ssingle subject rue,

1» XT 1SHEREBY FURTHERORDERED wad decaedtia ave Pst19|[8-04-2024 description ofefec mects therequiemsentsofNevada a,= IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED wd declared that miaivePetit21 [5-04-2024does notviolateAstle 1,Section,
2|
= li
2 li
2s [i
2 |(111
a (lis
2



1 1S FURTHER ORDEREDtit niscote tii Pein508.202 refed,adPit’compo sdismiss with predic,3 Daedthis4”SayofMay, 204,
4
s

g

7
DISTRICT COURTJUDGE

.
5
0
u
u
i
"
i

n

»
©
2
2
5
=
a
x
n
=

Ii



' CERTIFICATEOFskRvicg2 nt 0 NRCP Si, 3crytt am a cleoftheFiti Dis3 |[Court,andthat onMay {= 2024, 1deposedfrmalin,postagepaid, at CarsonCity,+ ved rue ndcores copy fhe veinOc arsed,s
6||Alex Velto Esq.

NathanRing,Esq,
’ |ReeseRing Velto PLLC
8 1200SVirginiaStrecr,Suite655
|Reno,NV 89501* ||elex@rrsiaerscom
oR arsers com

Deepak Guyie NE12||JonathanE.Taglor,Egg
ThomasScot Railton,Esq.1||dessica Garland,Esq,1||Gupta Wessier, Lp
2001 KStreet, NW

15||Washington,DC20001©||erat@eimmessiercom
Bracicy5. Schrager, Eg,| DavieBa,

18||Bravo SchragerLLP
6675SouthTenayaWay,‘Suite2008 Las Vegas,NV 89113| bradex@iraoscirager.com

u||‘eBmais.conAseanD.Ford,AtoreyGeneral2||LaensSt-Jules,SeniorDeputyAttorney General=n Office oftheAttomeyGeneral100NorthCarsonStreet2||CarsonCity,Ny89701-471725 ||tes@agmegon

» fandnwl7
Julie’ adu

Judicial Asssan,Dept, |
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1{| BRADLEYS. SCHRAGER, ESQ. (SBN 10217)DANTEL, BRAVO, ESQ. (SBN 13073)2|| BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 2003||Las Vegas, Nevada 89115Tele. (102) 996-17244 Email: bradley@bravoschrager.com5 [Email danielgbravoschrager. com
cress for Defendant Uber Tchnologic,6 nc. Mat Grif, John. Griffin, Sci Gis[Tie White and Nevadans for Fair fecovers

. IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
y OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

. 10|| UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT Case No: 24 OC 00056 1B5 [SURVIVORS FOR LEGAL
oz ||ACCOUNTABILITY and NEVADA Dept. No: TLi 1p||JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
So NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDERIn Plaintiffs,
g 14 ve.

15Q *°luer tecHNOLOGIES, INC, 0© 16 Delaware corporation; MATT GRIFFIN,© 1||7OHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES, and"| TIA WHITE, individuals; "NEVADANSXL 15|| FOR FAIR RECOVERY,” a registeredoF |Nevada political action committee; andOO 19] FRANCISCO AGUILAR, in his official
30 [capacity as Nevada Secretaryof State,
2 Defendants.
22

28/11

24111

25111

26/11
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1 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

2 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the FINDINGS OF FACT AND

3||CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS LEGAL

4|[CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVE PETITION S-04-2024 ‘was entered in the above-

6|| captioned matter on the 10th day of May, 2024. A true and correct copy of the Order

6 is attached hereto asExhibitA.

7 [RMATION

8 The undersigned hereby affirm that the foregoing document does not contain

9 ||the social security numberofany person.

10 DATED this 10th dayofMay, 2024.

11 BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP

¥ .@ we——
RADLEY S. SCHRAGER, ESQ. (SBN 10217)14 DANIEL BRAVO, ESQ. (SBN 13078)

6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 20015 Las Vegas, Nevada 89113
Tele.: (702) 996-1724

16 Email: bradley@bravoschrager.com
Email: daniel@bravoschrager.com

17

Attorneys for Defendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt28 Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gilles, Tia White, and Nevadans
19 for Fair Recovery

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

2 T hereby certify that on this 10th day of May, 2024, I served theforegoing
3| NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER by depositing a true copy of the same via
4| electronic mail, per the April 16, 2024, Stipulation, as follows:

5|[ Deepak Gupta, Esq. Laena St Jules, Esq.Matthew WH Wessler, Esq. Office of the Attorney General6|| Jonathan E. Taylor, Esq. 100 N. Carson Street‘Thomas Scott-Railton, Ta. Carson City, Nevada 897017|| Jessica Garland, Esq. LStJules@ag.nv.govGUPTA WESSLER LLP
8 2001K Street, NW Attorneys for Defendant,Washington, DC 20001 Francisco V. Aguilar9|| deepak@euptawessler.com

10
Alex Velto, i) Julie Harkleroad11|| Nathan Ring, Esq. Judicial Assistant toof BTERRone ERED2 . inia Street, Suite 655 First ici istrict Con t.Rono, Nevada 89501 ihatkierosicrsonarg DT13 alex@nviawvers.com

14
Steven M. Silva, Esq.

15 NOSSAMAN LLP
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 2500

16|[ Sacramento, CA 95814
w ssilva@nossaman.com

1s] Attorness for Paintifs

19
By: “2 annielle Fresquez, an Emfidyee of

BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP
21

22
INDEX OF EXHIBITS

:
2 A Findingsof Fact and Conclusions of Law and| 10
25 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Legal Challenge to
2 Initiative Petition S-04-2024

27

28

3A
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REC'D & FILEL1
MAY 10 AM 8:24

2 WILLA SCOTT aE3
ov zddied. tEfor-

s
¢|| INTHE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OFNEVADA
: IN AND FOR CARSON CITY
s
9 (|UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS

FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND
1% ||NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
un

|Case No.: 24 OC 00056 1B
Plaintiff,. [>= No.1vs.

un
UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC, A

14||DELAWARE CORPORATION; MATT
GRIFFIN, JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTTGILLES,

15||AND TIA WHITE,INDIVIDUALS;
16 NEVADANSFOR FAIR RECOVERY, A 1

[REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL
17 ||ACTION COMMITTEE; AND FRANCISCO

|AGUILAR, IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
18||AS NEVADA SECRETARY OFSTATE,

1» Defendant

20 OF F {CLUSIONS OF LAW_ OI DENYINGPI IFFS’ LE Ll] E [A P] INau
n ‘This matter came before this Court following acomplaint filed by Plaintiffs Uber Sex.
2||Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association (collectively,

24 |[“Plaintiffs™) challenging the legal sufficiency ofInitiative Petition S-04-2024 (the “Petition”).

3 OnMarch18,2024,TiaWhite,on behalfofNevadansfor Fair Recovery,filedthePetiti

2||with the Nevada SectetaryofState.On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant ton
»



295.061.Afterbriefingaccording to a schedule to wich the parties stipulated, the Court held
2 [bearing on May 6, 2024, regarding Plintifs legal challenge to the Petition.
3 ‘AsindicatedbythisCourtin llinitiativehearings, thisCourt takesnopositionasto
4||merit ofthe initiativebut seeks to determine ifthe requirements ofNRS295.009, et al and Article
5 19oftheNevadaConstitutionhavebeencompliedwith,

6 Initially, the Court would note that Plaintiffs have made strong argument's as to
7||initiative having the effect ofprecluding access to legal counsel, reducing the reimbursement
# theState Medicaid fund,andchanging the calculationofcontingent feesbyremoval of meds.
9||expensesfromthecalculationsthereof.All oftheseargumentsagainsttheinitiative mayormay

10 ot ave merit,butarenotdemanetowhethertherequirementsofNRS295.009and Article1
11. ofthe NevadaConstitution havebeencompliedwith.
2 “The Courhaving roviewedthepapersaad pleadingson ie, consideredthe matte,bei
13|| fully advised,andgood cause appearing, finds, concludes, and orders as follows:

" FINDINGSOFFACTANDCONCLUSIONSOFLAW!
15 ||A. FINDINGS OF FACT

16 1 Initiative Petition $-04-2024

17 OnMarch 18,2024,TiaWhite,onbehalfofNevadansfor FairRecoyery,filedthePetiti
18 vith the Nevada Secretary ofState.The Petition seekstoamendTitle1, Chapter 7 ofthe Nev:
19 Revised Statutes byadding anew section thereto that seeksto Limitthefoesanattorneycancharg
20| ndreceivein ivi caseinNevads to20%ofanyamounto amounts recovered,begianing i
21 (|2027.

2 |i

2a||
. Sm————

® 1 Anyfindingsoffact which aremore appropriatelyconsidered.conclusionsoflawshallb2% treated as such,andanyconclusionsof law which aremoroappropriatelyconsidered findingsoffushall be treated as such.zn
x»



1 “ThePeiton includes adescription ofeffectas requiredbyNRS 295.009(1)(b), which
2 ||in fll:

3 If enacted, this initiative will limit the foos.an attorney can
+ chargeand receiveas a contingency feein acivilcasein Nevada to 20%ofany
8 ‘amount or amounts recovered, begianing in 2027.
5
, TnNevada currently, most civil cases do not limit an attomey’s
. contingent fee percentages, cxoept that such fees must be reasonable. Current
, Jas does, however, limit atomey fees in medical malpractice cases to 35% of
n anyrecovery,andcaps contingencyfeesfor privateattorneycontracted to
u represeatthe Stateof Nevadato25%ofthetotalamountrecovered.
» 2. Procedural History
» OnApril8, Plainsfled their complaiat, pursuanttoNRS295.061,challengingthe
14||sufficiencyofthe Petition. On April 12, Plaintiffs filed a memorandum in supportofthei
15|| complaint

OnApril 16, thepartesstipulatedto,andthe Court ordered, abriefing scheduleforti
17 ||matter. On April 19, Defendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gilles
1||Tis White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery (collectively, “Defendants”) fled a respo
19||memmoranduza. Afterbriefing,thisCourt held ahearingonthemateronMay6.
® Asan nial matter,itisimportantto state that at hearingbothpartiesagreedthatin a
21 |clestion challenge to an initiative petition, the only issues for the Court concer whether th
2| Petition complies with the requirementsofNRS 295.009 andanypertinentprocedural provis
23 ofAsticle19 of the Nevada Constitution. The Court does not inquire into,anddoesnotconsider
24|iterthe substantive validityoftheproposalorthe positive or negative qualities as policy, ofi
25 | provisions.
2
z
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1B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
2 1 The Petition Does Not Violate Nevada's Single Subject Rule

3 NRS 295.009(1) provides that “[eJach petition for initiative or referendum must ..|

4 ||[eJmbrace but one subject and matters necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto.”

5 [Subsection 2 of that statute explains that an initiative “embraces ‘but one subject and

6 necessarilyconnectedtherewithand pertainingthereto,if thepartsoftheproposedinitiative...

7||functionally related and germane to each other in a ‘way that provides sufficient noticeofth

8 (|general subject of, and ofthe interests likely to be affected by, the proposed initiative.”

9 ||295.0092).

10 ‘The single-subject requirement “facilitates the initiative process by preventing petitior

11||draftersfrom circulating confusing petitions that address multiple subjects.” Nevadans for the Prof

12 | ofProp. Rights, Inc. v. Heller, 122Nev. 894,902, 141 P.3d 1235, 1240 (2006). Thus, “the sing]
13 ||subject requirement helps bot in promoting informed decisions and in preventing the enactment
14||ofunpopular provisionsbyattaching them to more attractive proposals or concealing them ir

15||lengthy, complex initiatives (i.c., logrolling).” Las VegasTaxpayer Accountability Comte. v. Cit
16||CouncilofCityofLas Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 176-77, 208 P3d. 429, 436-37 (2009).

1” In considering single-subject challenges, courts must first determine the initiative’
18| [purpose or subject. “To determine the initiative’s purposeorsubject, this court looks o its te
19 (language and the proponents” arguments.” Las Vegas Taxpayer, 125 Nev. at 180, 208 P.3d at 439)
20 [Courtsalso will look at whetherthedescriptionofeffectarticulatesan overarchingpurposean
21 ||explainshowprovisions relate to asinglesubject. /d.

2 Furthermore, and most recently, in Helton v. Nevada Voters.FirstPAC, 138 Nev. Adv. Op)

23| 145, 512 P.3d 309 (2022), the Nevada Supreme Court stated that “cven if an initiative petitic

2% [Proposes morethanonechange, each ofwhich couldbebrought inseparateinitiativepetitions|

25 the properconsideration iswhether thechangesare functionallyrelatedandgermaneto eachothe:

26 andthepetition’s subject.” Id, 512P.3d at 314. TheCourtfoundthat “(bothcategoriesofchang

27| proposedinthe .initiative concemtheelectionprocessinNevadaandmore specifically
=



1. ||candidates forthe specifically definedpartisan officesarepresentedto voters andclected.” Id,
2 ||s12P3dat314.15.
3 Tnthiscase,the Court finds that theprimarypurpose ofthePetition,clear rombothits tex
4||and the descriptionofeffect, is the limitationofcontingencyfees in civilcases. Further, the Con
5 |{finds that the Petition’s text,its descriptionofeffect, andthe argumentsofthe Defendants is
6| briefingandathearingconfirm thePetiton’sprimarypurpose.Andunlikethepetitionatissue i
7||Helton, for example, the Petition does not appear to present multiple changes that could
#||consideredtobeunrelatedinanyevent. Section1setsoutthe substantivepurposeofthepropa
9||Section 2 describes the scope of Section 1's proposal; and Section 3 provides a definition of
10 ||“recovered,” for purposesofthe proposed new statute. All three sectionsofthe Petition, therefor
11 | arefunctionally relatedand germaneboth to theprimarypurposeofthePetitionand to oneanother]
2 The Court is unconvinced by Plaintiffs’ arguments because Plaintiffs have not identifi
13| multiple“subjects”underanyreadingofNevada statutoryor case aw authority? For example,
14||factthattheterm “civil cases” covers more than one typeofcivilactiondoesnot constitute
15 ||single-subject violation, because the. primary purpose of tho Petition is the Limitation of
16 |contingencyfeesincivilcasesgenerally.See, e.g. Nev.R.Civ.Proc, 1,2, and3.
n The Coutt finds the Petion does not violate NRS 295.009(1)(a)'s single-sub
18||requirement.
1 2. The Petition Does NotViolateArticle 19, Section 3's “Full-Text” Requirement
2 UnderAtle19, Section3ofthe Nevada Constitution,proponentsmust“include the ful
21 [textofthe measure proposed” with a filed initiative petition. Nev. Const. art, 19, § 3. Plaint
22| contend that some other statutory text beyond that which proponents have proposed should
23 included with the Petition, because they speculate that the Petition, should it become law, may" re—r————

25

28 onsttnos SeiBEAA thstshesou[PTaro concer overwhichsingscri
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1 | lave some future effect on those other provisions of law. The Cour disagrees that this is
2||Adicle 19,Section 3requires,andfindsthateveryprovisionthatisproposedtobecirculatedfo
3||signatures andtobeconsideredbytheelectorate isincludedwiththe filed Petition,andtha
#||therefore there is no violation of the full-text requirement. To rule otherwise would not anyb

| speculative, but would interfere unaecessavily with the people’ right to th initiative power,
© cach proposed peiton had also to contin th textofany and a othr ws that mightpossibly
7 | affectedbythe petitions enactment.
8 3. The Petition’s Description Of EffectIs Legally Adequate
° ‘Under NRS 295.009(1)(b), every initiative must [se forth, in not more than 200

10a descriptionofth effect ofthe initiative or referendumifthe initiative of referendumi appr
11 [bythevoters.”Thepurposeofthedescriptionis to “preventvoterconfusion andpromoteinfo
12||decisions.” NevadansforNev.v. Bees, 122 Nev. 930,935, 142 P.34 339, 345 (2006). Thus, “(1
13|importanceofthedescription of effectcannotbe minimized, as it is whatthe voterssec wher
14 ||deciding whether t0evensign epetition.” Coal. For Nev's Futurev. RIPCom. Tax, Inc., Nol
15 | 69501, 2016 WL 2842925 at *2 (2016) (unpublished disposition) (citing Educ. Initiative PAC
16 | Comm. To Protect Nev. Jobs, 129 Nev. 35, 37, 293 P.3d 874, 876 (2013). “[TJhedescription o
17|effectmayholdevenmoreimpactwithrespect tareferendum, since merelygatheringsuffci
18| signaturestoplace areferendumontheballotguarantees achange to thelawregardlessofth
19 |election's outcome.” Id (citing Nev. Const. art. 19, § 1(3)(providing that, if thevoters appror
20 thereferendum, thestatute“shallstandas the lawofthestateandshallnotbeamended,annulled
21 repealed,setaside,suspended orinanywaymade inoperativecxoeptbythedirectvoteof
22||people” andifthe voters disapprove the statute or resolution, it is rendered void).
z The Nevada SupremeCourthas repeatedlyheldthat“adescriptionofeffectmust
24 straightforward,succinct,andnon-argumentative,and it mustnotbedeceptiveormisleading
25||Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 42, 293 P.3d at 879 (intemal quotation marks and citati
26 | omitted). Jt mustalso “explain thef] ramificationsofthe proposed amendment” inorderto allow
2
2



1 ||voterstomake an informed decision. Nev.Judges Ass'n. Lau, 112 Nev. 51, 59, 910 P.2d 898
2 903 (1996).
3 This Court finds tha the Pefiton’s descriptionofeffect meets the requirementsof Net
# ||faw. The descriptionofeffect is straightforward, succinct, under 200 words, and there is no basi
§ [forafinding ofanyargumentative languageas written,TheCourtfindsthatPlaintiffsfail to mest
© |theirburdenofshowing thatthe Petitions descriptionofeffectdoes notcomplywithNRS 295.004,
7 ‘With their Complaint, Plaintiffs filed numerous declarations regarding the opinions of
8||multiple persons in various fieldsregarding what Plaintifs believe may be the eventual effects of
9 ||the Petition should it one day become law, including what they contend are potential effect o

10| ovemment programs,like Medicaid, thatcanreceive reimbursement funds through subrogaic
1 | elaims upon settlement or damages awardsa the conclusionof civil actions. TheCourtmakes
12|| findings regarding the truth or falsity ofthe claims in Plaintiffs’ declarations, but believes thes
13 ||sortsofpotentialeffecttobetoospeculative and hypotheticaltoberequiredtobeincluded inth
14 |[Petition’s description. Most of the speculative effects Plaintiffs identify “do not concern th
15|| iniative’s primary goal,” and instead “involve how the initiative may apply in a variety of
16 |[bypotherical situations.”Nevadansfor Reproductive Freedom ». Washington, 140Nev. Adv. Op|
17 ||28,2024 WL 1683083, at *5 (Nev. Apr. 18, 2024).
18 Furthermore,theseandanyotherperceivedeffects of thePetition uponwhichPlaintifso
15|their declaraatsopinecanbethesubject ofpoliticalspeech, lobbyingefforts,orcampaign mater
20 ||in opposition to the passage and enactment ofthe Perition when, and if, it is transmitted to
21 (|Nevada Legislatureorqualifies forplacementonthe ballotat a generalelectionballot.Asth
22| (Supreme Court has noted, “the descriptionofeffect ... does not serve as the full, detail
23 |explanation, including argumentsforand against, that votersreceiveprior to a general lection,
24||and “once enoughsignatureshavebeen gatheredtoplacethe initiativeontheballot, the Secre
25||ofState wil draft a neutral summaryofthe initiative, which does not have a word limit,
26||committees willdraftargumentsforandagainstthe passageofth initiative, bothofwhich will b
7
3



1 placedonthebalo,insteadofthe descriptionof effect. Helton, S12P.3dat317 1.6. citingEd
2||Iniiative PAC, 129 Nev.at 39-40).
3 Additionally,becausethedescription ofeffectof aninitiativepetition is,bylaw,Emitedi
4 ||eneth,itcannot constitutionallybe requiredtodelineate everydownstreameffectthatan nitiati
3|[mayhave;toconcludeotherwisecould obstruct, ratherthanfacilitate, the people's rightto
©|| niiaive process. Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 38.Inthewords ofthe NevadaSupreme
7 "an opponent ofa ballot initiative [oan often]identifysomeperceivedeffectofaninitiativethat i
8| mot explainedbythe descriptionofeffect, challenge the initiative indistrictcout, andblockth
9| |people’s right to the initiative process.” But the “(statutes enacted to facilitate the initiati
10||processcannotbe interpretedsostrictlyastohalttheprocess.”Educ.Initiative PAC, 129 Nev,
1 |e.

2 The Cout finds the description of offect of the Petition
13 ||satsfes Nevada's NRS 295.009 requirements, as the plain language of the description
14|| straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative.
15 Basedontheforegoing findingsoffactandconclusionsof aw:
16 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED and declared that Initiative Pet
17 | [8-04-2024docsnotviolate Nevada's single subject ule.
1 IT IS BEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petit
19 ||5-04-2024's descriptionofeffect meetstherequirementsof Nevada law.
2 IT1S HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petit
21 (15-04-2024docsnot violate Article 19, Section 3.
2||
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i ITIS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiffs’ challenges to Initiative Petition 5-04-202-
2 ||are rejected, and Plaintiffs” complaint is dismissed withprejudice.

3 Dated this _|0™tay ofMay, 2024.
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' CERTIFICATEOFSERVICE
2 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employeeofthe First JudicialDistrict
3 ||Court,andthatonMay hd 2024, 1 deposited formailing, postagepaid,atCarson City,# |Nevada, a rueandcorrectcopyofthe foregoing Orderaddressed asfollows:
s
6 ||Alex Velto, Esq.

Nathan Ring, Esq.
7||ReeseRing Velto PLLC
5 |[200S Virginia Street, Suite 655Reno,NV 89501
5||alex@rviawers.com

nathan@rrvlawyers,com0
11 ||Deepak Gupta, Esq.

Matthew WH, Wessler, Esq,
12 (| Jonathan E. Taylor, Esq.

Thomas Scott- Railton, Esq.
2|| Jessica Garland, Esq.
1¢||Gupta Wesster, LLP

2001 K Street, NW
15|| Washington, DC 20001

deepal@guptawessler.con1
17 ||Bradley S. Schrager, Esq,

Dani Bravo, Esq.
18|| Bravo Schrager LLP

6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200
| Las Vegas, NV 89113

20||bradiey@bravoschrager.comdaniel@bravoschrager.com2
|Aaron D. Ford, Attorney General

*||Lacaa Stuis,SeniorDeputyAttomey General25[|Officeofthe Attomey General
100 North Carson Street

2||Carson City, NV 89701-4717
2  Istiules@ag.nv. gov
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‘THOMAS SCOTT-RAILTON* al LEAS3|| jessicaGara HLASN Hoe
4||GUPTA WESSLER LLP #

2001K Street, NW BEFUTY
5||Washington, DC 20001
o||eon sssanan

despak@guptavesslr.com
7
|ALEX VELTO (NBN 14961)

8||NATHAN RING (NBN 12078)
9 REESE RING VELTO PLLC

2005. Virgina Stee, Site 655
10 |[Reao, Nv 89501

(775) 446-8096
11 (| (775) 249-7864 (fax)

alex@rrviagyers.com
| sathon@mnlogerscom
9 Condorte Plans
in

* admitted pro hac vice
15

16 IN THE FIRSTJUDICIALDISTRICT COURT
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

17

"UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
18||FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY and Case No. 24-OC-000561B
19||NEVADA JUSTICE AssociATION,

Plaintiffs, Dept. No. 1
20

.
21

22||UBER TECHNOLOGIES,INC,aDelaware
corporation; MATT GRIFFIN,JOHN

23||GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES, and TIA WHITE, CASE APP) STATEMENT
individuals; “NEVADANS FOR FAIR

24||RECOVERY,” a registered Nevada political
25|| ioncommitte;ndFRANCISCO

AGUILAR,in his official capacity as Nevada
26|| Secretary of State,

Defendants.
27

28



1 Case AppealStatement
2 1. Appellants filing this Case Appeal Statement:
3 Uber Sexual Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association
4 2. Judge issuing the decision, judgment,ororder appealed from:
3 ‘The Honorable James T. Russell, Fist Judicial District Court, Dept. 1
6 3. Appellants:

7 Uber Sexual Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association.
8 ‘COUNSEL OF RECORD:
9 ALEXVELTO(NBN 14961)

NATHAN RING (NBN 12078)
10 REESE RING VELTO, PLLC
1 2008. Virginia Street, Suite 655

Reno, NV 89501
2 (775) 446-8096

dle@mincyes.con13
14 DEEPAK GUPTA

MATTHEWW.H. WESSLER
15 JONATHAN E. TAYLOR

THOMAS SCOTT-RAILTON
18 JESSICA GARLAND
1” ‘GUPTA WESSLER LLP

2001K Street, NW
18 Washington, DC 20001

(202) 888-1741
» despa @gptaesslrcon
20

STEVEN M. SILVA (NBN 12492)
2 NOSSAMAN LLP

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 2500
2 Sacramento, CA 95814
2 (916) 442.8888

silea@sossamancom
2
2s 4. Respondents:
2% Respondents Uber Technologies, Ine, Matt Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gilles, Tia White, an
7|[Nevadans for Fie Recovery

2% COUNSEL OF RECORD:
BRADLEY S. SCHRAGER (NBN 10217)

2



1 DANIEL BRAVO (NBN 13078)
BRAVO SCHRAGER LLLP

2 6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200
5 Las Vegas, Nevada 89113

4 Respondent Francisco Aguilar in his official capacity as Nevada Secretaryof State:
5 COUNSEL OF RECORD:

LAENA ST JULES (NBN 15156)
6 ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
7 100 N. Carson Street
. Carson City, Nevada 89701

5 Counsel for Appellant is informed that Respondent wil ets the same counsel for the appel

10||Proceedings.
I 5. Attorneys not licensed to practice in Nevada whom the district court granted permission]
° under SCR 42:
1s Outeof state counsel for the appellants, Deepak Gupta, Matthew W.H. Wessler, Jonathan E. Taglor,
14 ||Thomas Scott-Raiton, aad Jessica Garland, have been admitted under SCR 42. The district cours orders
15||ranting such permission are attached as Exhibit A.
16 6. Appellantwas represented by retained counsel in the district court.
Ig 7. Appellanti represented by retained counsel on appeal.
18 8. Appellant was not grantedleaveto proceed in forma pauperis.
1’ 9. The Complaint in this matterwas originally filed on April 8, 2024.

20 10.Brief descriptionof the natureofthe action and result in the district court, including the]
2 type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief granted by the district court:
2 Plaintiffs Uber Sexual Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association ile
22|| complaint for Dectesory snd Ifunctive Relief challenging Insti Potion 5-04-2024 on April 8,202
2 gains DefendantsUberTechatogis, ac, MateGtiJohn Griffin, ScottGilles, Tia White, and Nevadan|

| ep Recovery. The parties stipulated toa scheduling order and briefed the issues. After brifing, the distri

2g ||Tw and Order Denying Psintif’ Legal Challenge to Tniiative Petition 5-04-2024, which was entered or
May 10, 2024. The Court corrected itsorderon May 13, 2024.
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1 11. This case has not been subjectofan appeal to or original writ proceeding in the Suprem
2 Court.
3 12. This appeal does not involve child custodyorvisitation.
4 13. This appeal docs not involve the possibilityof setdement.
5 Affirmation
6

Pursuant to NRS 239B.030(1) and NRS 603A.040, undersigned counsel hereby affirm that the7
foregoingcase appeal statement does not contain the personal information of any person.8

o|| Datedthis 7h day ofJune 2024 ( Pl
ALEXVELTO(NBN 14961)

10 NATHAN RING (NBN 12078)
1 REESE RING VELTO, PLLC

2005. Virginia Street, Suite 655
2 Reno, NV 89501
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I alex@rmlayers.com
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THOMAS SCOTT-RAILTON*!
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GUPTA WESSLER LLP18 2001 K Street, NW.
1 ‘Washington, DC 20001
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
2 Pursuantto NRCP S(), I cerify that1 am an employee of the law firm of Reese Ring Velo, PLLC]
3 ||and that on the 7th day of June 2024, T caused service a true and correct copy of the CASE APPEAL|
4||STATEMENT by via US Mail addressed to the following:
5
6|| BRADLEY S. SCHRAGER, ESQ. (NBN 10217) Lacna St-Jues, Esq. (NBN 15156)

DANIEL BRAVO, ESQ. (NBN 13078) ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
7|| BRAVO SCHRAGER LLLP 100 N. Carson Streetg|| 6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200 Carson City, Nevada 89701LasVegas, Nevada 89113
9 Counsel or Nevada Secretaryof StateAttorneysfor Defndanis UBER TECHNOLOGIES,
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MATTHEW WH. WESSLER™ Date
2 JONATHAN E. TAYLOR® WILLIAM/SCOTT HOEN
3||THOMAScorr-RatroN* CLERK

[JESSICA GaRLAND* ll
4||GUPTA WESSLER LLP By. Deputy

2001 K Stzeet, NW
5||Washington, DC 20001
6||202 888-1741

depak@enptawesenson
7

ALEX VELTO (NBN 14961)
8||NATHAN RiNG (NBN 12078)
o||REESERING VELTO PLLC

2005. Virginia Street, Suite 655
10|| Reno, NV 89501

(775) 446-809
11 {| (775) 249-7864 (tax)

2 ntban@rmaprrson
13 Gosnelor te Plains
1
is
16 IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

OFTHE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR CARSON CITY
17

UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
18||FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY and Case No. 24-0C-000561B
19||NEVADAJUSTICE ASSOCIATION,

Phaintifs, Dept. No. 1
2
a” w.

22||UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC,a Delaware.
corporation; MATT GRIFFIN,JOHN

23|| GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES,aidTIA WHITE,| ORPERADMITTINGTOPRACTICE
individuals; “NEVADANS FOR FAIR

24||RECOVERY,” a registered Nevada political
25|| action committee; and FRANCISCO

AGUILAR, in his official capacity as Nevada
26|| Secretary of State,

Defendants.
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1 Deepak Gupt, Esq.havingfiled hisMotion to Associate Counsel under Nevada Supreme Court Rul
2|| 42, together with a Verified Applicationfor AssociationofCounsel,a Certificate of Good Standing for the
3|| District of Columbia, and the State Bar of Nevada Statement; said application having been noticed, no
4||objectionshaving been made, andtheCourtbeing fully apprisedin the premises,andgood cause appeasis

5 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that said application is hereby granted, and Decpak Gupta, Esq.

6|| hereby admitted to practice in the above-entided Cort pro hac vie for the purposes of the above-enide

7 matte only.
; IT 1S 50 ORDERED.
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1 {| Deepa cura —MArosamMATTHEWWH. WESSLER" Date
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JESSICA GARLAND® /
4||GUPTAWESSLERLL By. Deputy

2001 K Street, NW.
5||Washington, DC 20001
o|| eon gener

despa@uptamessher.com
7

ALEX VELTO (NBN 14961)
8 [|NaraN Rin (NBN 12078)
5 ||REESE RING VELTO PLLC

200. Virginia Street, Suite 655
10 ||Reno, NV 89501

(775) 446-809
11 (1775) 249-7864 (ax)

|ales@ervlanyers.om
2 athon@rimnricon
13 Counselfor tePini
1

1s IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
i OFTHE STATE OFNEVADA INAND FORCARSONCITY
17||UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS

FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY 2nd Case No. 24-0C-000561B
18||NEVADAJUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
2 Phin, Dept. No.1

2 vs.

21||UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., a Delaware
2||corporation; MATT GRIFFIN,JOHN

GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES, aadTIAWHITE,| QRPERADMITIINGXOPRACTICE
23|| individuals; “NEVADANS FOR FAIR

RECOVERY,” 2registered Nevada politcal
24|| action committee; and FRANCISCO
25||AGUILAR in his official capacity as Nevada

SeczetaryofState,
2% Defendants.
2
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1 Thomas ScottRailton, Esq, having fd his Morion to Associate Counsel unde Nevada Supr
2|| Court Rule 42, together with « Vesfied Applicaton for Associaton of Counsel a Cerifiate of Gi
3|| Stading for the State of New York, and the State Ba of Nevada Scent; said application having bec
4|| noticed, no objections having been made, and the Court being fully apprisedinthe premiscs, aad good cause

3|| appeacing,
¢ IT IS HEREBY ORDERED thas said application is hereby granted, and ThomasSeottRailton,
711 Esq. is hereby admitted to practice in the above-entied Court pro ha sie for the purposes of the sboy
8| cotied mate oy.
° ITIS 50 ORDERED.
10
n
1|| DATEDtis tide naa 2024
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1 Jessica Garland, Esq, having fied her Motion to Associate Counsel under Nevada Supreme Cour
2|| Rule 42, together with a Vedfied Application for AssociationofCounsel, CertificatesofGood Steading for

3|| the State of California and for the Distict of Columbia, and the State Bas of Nevada Statement; said
4|| application havingbeen noticed, no objections having been made, and the Court being fully apprisedin the|

5|| premises, and good cause appearing,
s IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that said application is hereby granted, and Jessica Gatland, Esq, i
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6|| IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

7 IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

5

9||UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND

10 | [NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
” Case No.: 24 0C 00056 1B

Plaintiff,
a Dept No. 1

1
UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., A

14||DELAWARE CORPORATION; MATT
GRIFFIN, JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES,

15 ||AND TIA WHITE, INDIVIDUALS;
16 |[NEVADANS FOR FAIR RECOVERY, A

REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL
17 ||ACTION COMMITTEE; AND FRANCISCO

AGUILAR, IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
18 ||AS NEVADA SECRETARY OF STATE,

1 Defendant

2 FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER DENYING
. PLAINTIFFS’ LEGAL CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVE PETITION S-04-2024

2 ‘This matter came before this Court following a complaint filed by Plaintiffs Uber Sexual

2 [Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association (collectively,

24 ||“Plainiifis”) challenging the legal sufficiencyof Initiative Petition $-04-2024 (the “Petition”.

2 On March 18,2024, Tia White, on behalfofNevadans forFair Recovery, filed the Petitio

26|| with the Nevada Secretary of State. On April 8, Plaintiff filed their complaint, pursuant to NR
z

2



1{[295.061. After briefing according to a schedule to which the parties stipulated, the Court held

2||hearing on May 6, 2024, regarding Plaintiffs’ legal challenge to the Petition.

3 As indicated by this Court in all initiative hearings, this Court takes no position as to th
4||meritofthe initiative but seeks to determineifthe requirements ofNRS 295.009, et al and Atti
5 ||19 of the Nevada Constitution have been complied with.

6 Initially, the Court would note that Plaintiffs have made strong argument’s as to th
7 ||initiative having the effect of precluding access to legal counsel, reducing the reimbursement

8 [the State Medicaid fund, and changing the calculation of contingent fees by removal of medical
9||expenses from the calculations thereof. All of these arguments against the initiative may or ma
10||not have merit, but are not dermane to whether the requirements of NRS 295.009 and Article 1
11 ||ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.

2 ‘The Court, having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, considered the matter, being

13 {| fully advised, and good cause appearing, finds, concludes, and orders as follows:

1 FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW!

15||A. FINDINGS OF FACT

1 1. Tnitiative Petition S-04-2024

n On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalf of Nevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Peitio
18||with the Nevada Secretary of State. The Petition seeks to amend Title 1, Chapter7of the Nevad:

19 |[Revised Statutes by adding a new section thereto that seeks to limit the fees an attorney can charg

20 |[and receive in a civil case in Nevada to 209% of any amount or amounts recovered, beginningi
21 [2027

2 (|r

2 (|r

2 _

2s
} Any findings of fact which are more appropriately considered conclusions of law shall

26|| treated as such, and any conclusionsof law which are more appropriately considered findingsof fac
shall be treated as such.

2

28



1 ‘The Petition includes a descriptionof effect as required by NRS 295.009(1)(b), which reads,

2 ||in full:

Ls If enacted, this initiative will limit the fees an attorney can

“ charge and receive as a contingency fee in acivilcase in Nevada to 20% ofany

3 amount or amounts recovered, beginning in 2027.
6
R In Nevada currently, most civil cases do not limit an attomey’s
s contingent fee percentages, except that such fees must be reasonable. Current
5 law does, however, limit attomey fees in medical malpractice cases to 35% of
* any recovery, and caps contingency fees for a private attomey contracted to

- represent the StateofNevada to 25% of the total amount recovered.
» 2. Procedural History
» On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NRS 295.061, challenging the legal

14||sufficiency of the Petition. On April 12, Plaintiffs filed a memorandum in support of thei
1s||complaint
" On April 16, the parties stipulated to, and the Court ordered, a briefing schedule for thi

17||mater. On April 19, Defendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gilles

1s |[Tia White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery (collectively, “Defendants”) filed a respons

1g ||memorandum. Afer briefing, this Court held a hearing on the matter on May 6.

2 As an initial matter, it is important to state that at hearing both partes agreed that in a pre
51 ||election challenge to an initiative petition, the only issues for the Court concern whether th

4»|| Petition complies with the requirementsofNRS 295.009 and any pertinent procedural provision:

43 ||of Article 19 of the Nevada Constitution. The Court does not inquire into, and does not consider
34 ||cither the substantive validity of the proposal or the positive or negative qualities, as policy, of i

4s [provisions

2
7

2



1 |[B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

2 1. The Petition Does Not Violate Nevada’s Single Subject Rule
3 NRS 295.009(1) provides that “(elach petition for initiative or referendum must
4| [eJmbrace but one subject and matters necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto.
5||Subsection 2 of that statute explains that an initiative “embraces but one subject and matte
6||necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto,ifte partsofthe proposed initiative... a
7 ||functionally related and germane to each other in a way that provides sufficient notice of th
8||general subject of, and of the interests likely to be affected by, the proposed initiative.” NR!
9 ||295.009(2).

10 ‘The single-subject requirement “facilitates the initiative process by preventing petitio
11 |drafters from circulating confusing petitions that address multiple subjects.” Nevadansfor the Prof
12||ofProp. Rights, Inc. v. Heller, 122 Nev. 894, 902, 141 P.3d 1235, 1240 (2006). Thus, “the single
13||subject requirement helps both in promoting informed decisions and in preventing the enactment
14 ||of unpopular provisions by attaching them to more attractive proposals or concealing them i
15||lengthy, complex initiatives (i.., logrolling).” Las Vegas TaxpayerAccountability Comte. v. City
16||CouncilofCityofLas Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 17677, 208 P.3d 429, 436-37 (2009).
un In considering single-subject challenges, courts must first determine the initiative’
18||purpose or subject. “To determine the initiative’s purpose or subject, this court looks to is textual
19||language and the proponents’ arguments.” Las Vegas Taxpayer, 125 Nev. at 180, 208 P.3d at 439
20||Courts also will look at whether the description of effect articulates an overarching purpose ar
21 {|explains how provisions relate to asingle subject. /d.

2 Furthermore, and most recently, in Helton v. Nevada Voters First PAC, 138 Nev. Adv. Op)
23 |[45, 512 P.3d 309 (2022), the Nevada Supreme Court stated that “even if an initiative petitior
24|| proposes more than one change, each of which could be brought in separate initiative petitions|

25 [the proper consideration is whether the changes are functionally related and germane to each other

26 [and the petitions subject.” Id., 512 P.3d at 314. The Court found that “(bJoth categoriesof changes

27 {proposed in the ... initiative concern the election process in Nevada and more specifically hoy

ES



1 || candidates for the specifically defined partisan offices are presented to voters and clected.” Id,
2 ||s12Padat 314-15.

3 In this case, the Court finds that the primary purposeofthe Petition, clear from both its text
4 |[and the descriptionofeffect, is the limitationof contingencyfees in civil cases. Further, the Cou
5 ||finds that the Petitions text, its description of effect, and the arguments of the Defendants i
6|| briefing and at hearing confirm the Petition’s primary purpose. And unlike the petition at issue i
7||Helton, for example, the Petition does not appear to present multiple changes that could b
8||considered to be unrelated in any event. Section 1 sets out the substantive purposeofthe proposal
9||Section 2 describes the scope of Section 1's proposal; and Section 3 provides a definition o

10|| “recovered,” for purposesofthe proposed new statute. All three sectionsofthe Petition, therfore,
1 {are functionally related and germane both tothe primary purposeofthe Petition and to one another
2 The Court is unconvinced by Plaintiffs’ arguments because Plaintiffs have not identific
13||multiple “subjects” under any reading ofNevada statutory or case law authority.? For example, th
14|| fact that the term “civil cases” covers more than one type of civil action does not constitute
15|| single-subject violation, because the primary purpose of the Petition is the limitation o
16||contingency fees in civil cases generally. See, e.g, Nev. R. Civ. Proc. 1,2, and 3.
" The Court finds the Petition does not violate NRS 295.009(1)a)’s single-subjec
18|| requirement.

1 2. The Petition Does Not Violate Article 19, Section 3's “Full-Text” Requirement
2 Under Article 19, Section 3 of the Nevada Constitution, proponents must “include the ful
21 [text of the measure proposed” with a filed initiative petition. Nev. Const. art. 19, § 3. Plaintiff
22|| contend that some other statutory text beyond that which proponents have proposed should
23 [included with the Petition, because they speculate that the Petition, should it become law, may
" Sr———

2
* See Helton, 312 2-30 1 315 0.5: “A subject is the overall ting being discussed, whereas a change is t26| aeration or modificationofexisting aw. See “Subject,” Black'sLawDictionary (11th ed. 2019) (defining “subject

a5 “(he matterofconcem ovr which somethin is created”).n

2



1||have some future effect on those other provisions of law. The Court disagrees that this is wha
2||Article 19, Section 3 requires, and finds that every provision that is proposed to be circulated fof
3 [signatures and to be considered by the electorate is included with the filed Petition, and tha
4||therefore there is no violation of the full-text requirement. To rule otherwise would not only b
5||speculative, but would interfere unnecessarily with the people’s right to the initiative power, i
6 [ach proposed petition had also to contain the text of any and all other laws that might possibly b
7 |[affected by the petition’s enactment.
5 3. The Petition’s Description Of Effect Is Legally Adequate
5 Under NRS 295.009(1)(b), every initiative must “[slet forth, in not more than 200 words,
10 ||a descriptionofthe effectofthe initiative or referendum ifth initiative or referendum is approve
11 ||by the voters.” The purposeofthe description is to “prevent voter confusion and promote informe
12. | decisions.” NevadansforNev. v. Beers, 122 Nev. 930, 939, 142 P.3d 339, 345 (2006). Thus, “(th
13| [importance of the description of effect cannot be minimized, as it is what the voters see wh
14||deciding whether to even sign a petition.” Coal. For Nev.’s Future v. RIP Com. Tax, Inc., Nol
15||69501, 2016 WL 2842925 at *2 (2016) (unpublished disposition) (citing Educ. Initiative PAC v|
16||Comm. To Protect Nev. Jobs, 129 Nev. 35, 37, 293 P.3 874, 876 (2013)). “[T}he description o
17 | effect may hold even more impact with respect to a referendum, since merely gathering sufficient
18||signatures to place a referendum on the ballot guarantees a change to the law regardless of the
19||election’s outcome.” Jd. (citing Nev. Const. art. 19, § 1(3) (providing that, if the voters approv
20 {the referendum, the statute “shall stand as the law of the state and shall not be amended, annulled,
21 repealed, set aside, suspended or in any way made inoperative except by the direct vote of th
22||people,” and if the voters disapprove the statute or resolution, it is rendered void)).
2 The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that “a description of effect must
24 [straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative, and it must not be deceptive or misleading.’
25|| Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 42, 293 P.3d at 879 (intemal quotation marks and cifatior
26||omitted). It must also “explain thef] ramificationsofthe proposed amendment” in order to alloy
2

23



1 ||voters to make an informed decision. Nev. Judges Ass'n v. Lau, 112 Nev. 51, 59, 910 P.2d 898

2 ||903 (1996).

3 “This Court finds that the Petition’s description of effect meets the requirementsof Nevad:

4 ||taw. The description of effect is straightforward, succinct, under 200 words, and there is no basis
s||fora findingofany argumentative language as written. The Court finds that Plaintiffs fai to mee
6||their burdenofshowing that the Petition’s descriptionofeffect does not comply with NRS 295.009.
7 With their Complaint, Plaintiffs filed numerous declarations regarding the opinionso
8||multiple persons in various fields regarding what Plaintiffs believe may be the eventual effectso
9 |[the Petition should it one day become law, including what they contend are potential effects or
10||government programs, like Medicaid, that can receive reimbursement funds through subrogatio
11 ||claims upon settlement or damages awards at the conclusionofcivil actions. The Court makesn
12||findings regarding the truth or falsity of the claims in Plaintiffs’ declarations, but believes th
13 |[sorts of potential effect to be too speculative and hypothetical to be required to be included in th

14||Peition’s description. Most of the speculative effects Plaintiffs identify “do not concen th
15| initiatives primary goal,” and instead “involve how the initiative may apply in a variety of
16|| hypothetical situations.” Nevadansfor Reproductive Freedom v. Washington, 140 Nev. Adv. Op)
17128, 2024 WL 1688083, at *5 (Nev. Apr. 18, 2024)

1 Furthermore, these and any other perceived effectsofthe Petition upon which Plaintiff of
19 [theirdeclarants opine can be the subjectof political speech, lobbying efforts, or campaign material

20 |in opposition to the passage and enactment of the Petition when, and if, it is transmitted to the

21 ||Nevada Legislature or qualifies for placement on the ballot at a general election ballot. As th

22 | Supreme Court has noted, “the description of effect .... does not serve as the full, detail

23||explanation, including arguments for and against, that voters receive prior to a general election,’
24 ||and “once enough signatures have been gathered to place the initiative on the ballot, the Secretar

25 ||of State will draft a neutral summary of the initiative, which does not have a word limit, an

26||committees will draft arguments for and against the passageofthe initiative, bothof which will b

2
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1 {|placed on the ballot, insteadofthe descriptionof effect.” Helton, 512 P-3dat 317 n.. (citing Educ]
2||mitiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 39-40).

3 Additionally, because the descriptionofeffectofan initiative petitionis,by law, limited i
4 |[tength, it cannot constitutionally berequiredto delineate every downstream effect that an initiative
5||may have; to conclude otherwise could obstruct, rather than facilitate, the people’s right to th
6 [initiativeprocess. Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 38. I thewords of the Nevada SupremeCourt
7 ||"“an opponent ofa ballot initiative [can often] identify some perceived effectof an initiative that
8||not explained by the description of effect, challenge the initiative in district court, and block the
9 ||eople’s right to the initiative process.” But the *[sltatutes enacted to facilitate the initiative

10||process cannot be interpreted so strictly as to halt the process.” Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. of
147.

2 The Court finds the description of effect of the Peto
13||satisfies Nevada's NRS 295.009 requirements, as the plain language of the description if
14 |[straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentatve.
15 Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law:
1 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petitior
17||8-04-2024 does not violate Nevada's single subject rule.

18 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petitio
19 |-04-2024's descriptionofeffect meets the requirementsof Nevada law.
20 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Peiitior
21 {|$-04-2024 does not violate Article 19, Section 3.
2|i
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: IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plintifs* challenges to Initiative Petition S.04-202
3 {are rejected, and Plaintiffs’ complaint i dismissed with prejudice.
3 Dated this _|0¥day of May, 2024.
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2 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of the First Judicial District
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5
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Nathan Ring, Esq.
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+ ||200 Virginia Street, Suite 655
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1||Deepak Gupta, Esq.
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6|| IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

7 IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

5

9||UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND

19||NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
" Case No.: 24 0C 00056 1B

Plaintiff,
" Dept No. 1

5
UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC, A

14||DELAWARE CORPORATION; MATT
GRIFFIN, JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES,

15 ||AND TIA WHITE, INDIVIDUALS;
16||NEVADANS FOR FAIR RECOVERY, A

REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL
17 ||ACTION COMMITTEE; AND FRANCISCO

AGUILAR, IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
18||AS NEVADA SECRETARY OF STATE,

1 Defendant

2|| CORRECTED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER
1 ||RENYING PLAINTIFFS LEGAL CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVE PETITION S-04-202

2 “This matter came before this Court following a complaint filed by Plaintiffs Uber Sexual

23||Assault. Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association (collectively)

24||“Plaintiffs”) challenging the legal sufficiency of Initiative Petition S-04-2024 (the “Petition”.

2 On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalfofNevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Petitior

26|| with the Nevada Secretary of State. On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NR
x

2



1 |[295.061. Afer briefing according to a schedule to which the parties stipulated, the Court held
2||hearingon May 6, 2024, regarding Plaintiffs legal challenge to the Petition.

3 As indicated by this Court in all initiative hearings, this Court takes no position as to th
4 |[meritofthe initiative but seeks to determineifthe requirements ofNRS 295.009, et al and Articl
5 ||19 ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.

6 Initially, the Court would note that Plaintiffs have made strong argument’s as to th
7 ||initiative having the effect of precluding access to legal counsel, reducing the reimbursement
8 ||the State Medicaid fund, and changing the calculationofcontingent fees by removal of medica
9||expenses from the calculations thereof. All of these arguments against the initiative may or may

10|| not have merit, but are not germane to whether the requirements of NRS 295.009 and Article 1
11 {ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.

2 The Court, having reviewed the papers and pleadings on fie, considered the matter, bein
13 || fully advised, and good cause appearing, finds, concludes, and orders as follows:
w“ FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW!

15 ||A. FINDINGS OF FACT

16 1. Initiative Petition 5-04-2024

1 On March 18, 2024, Tia White, on behalfofNevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Peitio
15||with the Nevada Secretary of State. The Petition seeks to amend Title 1, Chapter 7 of the Neva

19||Revised Statutesbyaddinganew section thereto that seeksto limit the feesanattorney can charg
20 ||and receive ina civil case in Nevada to 20% of any amount or amounts recovered, beginning i
21 |[2027.

2||

n [rr

En

2
1 Any findings of fact which are more appropriately considered conclusions of law shall bi

26|| treated as such, and any conclusionsof law which are more appropriately considered findings of ac
shall be treated as such.

n
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1 ‘The Petition includes a descriptionofeffectasrequired byNRS 295.009(1)(b), which reads,

2 in full:

3 If enacted, this initiative will limit the fees an attomey can

4 charge and receive as a contingency fee in a civil case in Nevada to 20% of any

s ‘amount or amounts recovered, beginning in 2027.
6
, In Nevada currently, most civil cases do not limit an attorney's

s contingent fee percentages, except that such fees must be reasonable. Current

n Law does, however, limit attorney fees in medical malpractice cases to 35% of

© any recovery, and caps contingency fees for a private attomey contracted to

Wn represent the Stateof Nevada to 25%of the total amount recovered.

- 2. Procedural History

» On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NRS 295.061, challenging the legal

14 |[sufficiency of the Petition. On April 12, Plaintiffs filed a memorandum in support of thei

1s |[comptaint.

” On April 16, the parties stipulated to, and the Court ordered, a briefing schedule for this

17 ||matter. On April 19, Defendants Uber Technologies, nc., Matt Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gills,

1s |[Tia White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery (collectively, “Defendants”) filed a respon:

Jo ||memorandum. After briefing, this Court held a hearing on the matter on May 6.

2 Asan initial matter, it is important to sate that at hearing both parties agreed that in ap

31 || tection chaltenge to an initiative petition, the only issues for the Court concem whether th

42||Petition complies with the requirementsofNRS 295.009 and any pertinent procedural provisions

43 ||of Article 19 of the Nevada Constitution. The Court does not inquire into, and does not consider]

44 ||cther the substantive validity of the proposal or the positive or negative qualities, as policy, of i

4s ||provisions.
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1{|B.  coNcLusIONs OF LAW

2 1. The Petition Does Not Violate Nevada’s Single Subject Rule

3 NRS 295.009(1) provides that “[c)ach petition for initiative or referendum must ..

4|| embrace but one subject and matters necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto.

5 ||Subsection 2 of that statute explains that an initiative “embraces but one subject and matte

6 ||necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto,ifthe partsof the proposed initiative ...a

7||functionally related and germane to cach other in a way that provides sufficient noticeof

8||general subject of, and of the interests likely to be affected by, the proposed initiative.” NR

9 |[295.009¢2).

10 ‘The single-subject requirement “facilitates the initiative process by preventing peitio

11 ||drafters from circulating confusing petitions that address multiplesubjects.”Nevadans for the Pro

12||ofProp. Rights, Inc. v. Heller, 122 Nev. 894, 902, 141 P.3 1235, 1240 (2006). Thus, “the singl

13||subject requirement helps both in promoting informed decisions and in preventing the enactment

14 ||of unpopular provisions by attaching them to more attractive proposals or concealing the i

15| lengthy, complex initiatives (i.c.,logrolling).” Las Vegas Taxpayer Accountability Conte. . City

16|| CouncilofCity of Las Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 176-77, 208 P.3d 429, 436-37 (2009)

1” In considering single-subject challenges, courts must first determine the initiative’:

18||purpose or subject. “To determine the initative’s purpose or subject, this court looks to its textual

19| language and the proponents’ arguments.” Las Vegas Taxpayer, 125 Nev. at 180, 208 P.3d at 439)

20||Courts also will look at whether the description of effect articulates an overarching purpose ant

21 {|explains how provisions relate to asingle subject. /d.

2 Furthermore, and most recently, in Heltonv.Nevada Voters First PAC, 138 Nev. Adv. Op)

23 |[45, 512 P.3d 309 (2022), the Nevada Supreme Court stated that “even if an initiative petitio

24 {proposes more than one change, each of which could be brought in separate initiative petitions

25 [the proper consideration is whether the changes are functionally related and germane to cach othe

26 ||and the petition’s subject.” Id, 512 P.3d at 314. The Court found that “(b)oth categoriesofchanges

27 |[proposed in the ... initiative concern the election process in Nevada and more specifically hoy

2



1|| candidates for the specifically defined partisan offices are presented to voters and elected.” Id.

2||s12P3dat314-15.

3 In this case, the Court finds that the primary purposeofthe Petition, clear from both its tex

4 ||and the descriptionof effect, is the limitationofcontingencyfees in civil cases. Further, the Cou

5 ||finds that the Petition’ text, its description of effect, and the arguments of the Defendants i

6 [briefing and at hearing confirm the Petition’ primary purpose. And unlike the petition at issuei

7||Helton, for example, the Petition does not appear to present multiple changes that could

8||considered to be unrelated in any event. Section 1 sets out the substantive purposeofthe proposal

9 ||Section 2 describes the scope of Section 1's proposal; and Section 3 provides a definition of

10||“recovered,” for purposes of the proposed new statute. All three sectionsofthe Petition, therefore,

11||are functionally related and germanebothto the primary purposeofthe Petition andto one another]

n ‘The Court is unconvinced by Plaintiffs’ arguments because Plaintiffs have not identifi

13||multiple “subjects” under any reading ofNevada statutory or case law authority. For example, th

14 ||fact that the term “civil cases” covers more than one type of civil action does not constitute

15||single-subject violation, because the primary purpose of the Petition is the limitation of

16||contingency fees in civil cases generally. See, e.g, Nev. R. Civ. Proc, 1,2, and 3.

1" The Court finds the Petition does not violate NRS 295.009(1)a)’s single-subject

18||requirement.

19 2. The Petition Does Not Violate Article 19, Section 3's “Full-Text” Requiremen

» Under Article 19, Section 3 of the Nevada Constitution, proponents must “include the ful

21 [text of the measure proposed” with a filed initiative petition. Nev. Const. art. 19, § 3. Plaintiff

22 [contend that some other statutory text beyond that which proponents have proposed should b

23 [included with the Petition, because they speculate that the Petition, should it become law, may
2

2
> See Helon, 512 P3d at 315 n.5: “A subjec is the overal thing being discussed, whereas a chang is th

26| atration or modificationofexisting law. See “Subject,” Black's LawDictionary(11h ed. 2019) defining “subject
|bmtrtone ovr which somethin isrc”

2



1 ||have some future effect on those other provisions of law. The Court disagrees that this is wha
2 ||Asticle 19, Section 3 requires, and finds that every provision that is proposed to be circulated fo
3 ||signatures and to be considered by the electorate is included with the filed Petition, and tha
4||therefore there is no violationofthe full-text requirement. To rule otherwise would not only b
5 |[speculative, but would interfere unnecessarily with the people’s right to the initiative power, i
6 [each proposed petition had also to contain the text of any and all other laws that might possibly b
7 [affected by the peition’s enactment.
5 3. The Petition’s Description OF Effect Is Legally Adequate
9 Under NRS 295.009(1)(b), every initiative must “[slet forth, in not more than 200 words|
10 ||a descriptionofthe effectofthe initiative or referendum ifthe initiative or referendum is approve
11 ||by the voters.” The purposeofthe description is to “prevent voter confusion and promote informe
12||decisions.” Nevadansfor Nev. v. Beers, 122 Nev. 930,939, 142 P.3d 339, 345 (2006). Thus, “(th
13 importance of the description of effect cannot be minimized, as it is what the voters see wher
14||deciding whether to even sign a petition.” Coal. For Nev.'s Future v. RIP Com. Ta, Inc., No
15 |69501, 2016 WL 2842925 at *2 (2016) (unpublished disposition) (citing Educ. Initiative PAC
16||Comm. To Protect Nev. Jobs, 129 Nev. 35, 37, 293 P.3d 874, 876 (2013). “(Tlhe description o
17|| effect may hold even more impact with respect to a referendum, since merely gathering sufficient
18 [signatures to place a referendum on the ballot guarantees a change to the law regardicss of th
19 election's outcome.” Jd. (citing Nev. Const. art. 19, § 1(3) (providing that,ifthe voters approve
20 {the referendum, the statute “shall stand as the lawofthe state and shall not be amended, annulled,
21 ||repealed, set aside, suspended or in any way made inoperative except by the direct vote of th
22|| people,” andif the voters disapprove the statute or resolution, itis rendered void).
2 ‘The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that “a description of effect must b
24||straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative, and it must not be deceptive or misleading.’
25||Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 42, 293 P.3d at 879 (intemal quotation marks and citation
26 ||omitted). It must also “explain thef] ramificationsofthe proposed amendment” in order to allo
2
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1 ||voters to make an informed decision. Nev. Judges Ass'n v. Lau, 112 Nev. 51, 59, 910 P.2d 895,
2 |[903 (1996).
3 “This Court finds tha the Petiton’s description of effect meets the requirementsof Nevads
4 |[1aw. The description of effect is straightforward, succinet, under 200 words, and there is no basi
5 |[fora findingofany argumentative language as written. The Court finds that Plaintiffs fail to mee
6 ||their burdenofshowing that the Petiton’s description ofeffect docs not comply with NRS 295.0
7 With their Complaint, Plaintiffs filed numerous declarations regarding the opinionso
§| {multiple persons in various fields regarding what Plaintiffs believe may be the eventual effectso
9 ||the Petition should it one day become law, including what they contend are potential effects or
10 |government programs, like Medicaid, that can receive reimbursement funds through subrogatio
1 claims upon setlement or damages awards at the conclusionof civil actions. The Court makes
12|| findings regarding the truth or falsity of the claims in Plaintiff’ declarations, but believes thes:
13 [sortsofpotential effect tobe too speculative and hypothetical to be required to be included in th
14 |Petition’s description. Most of the speculative effects Plaintiffs identify “do not concem th
15 |nitative’s primary goal,” and instead “involve how the initiative may apply in a variety of
16 [hypothetical situations.” Nevadansfor Reproductive Freedom v. Washington, 140 Nev. Adv. Op|
17 (|28, 2024WL 1688083,at *5 (Nev. Apr. 18, 2024)
18 Furthermore, these and any other perceived effects ofthe Petition upon which Plaintiffs o
19. their declarants opine can be the subjectofpolitical speech, lobbying efforts, or campaign material
20 |[in opposition to the passage and enactment of the Petition when, and if, it is transmitted to th
21||Nevada Legislature or qualifies for placement on the ballot ata general election ballot As th
22 {|Supreme Court has noted, “the description of cffect ... docs not serve as the full, detail
23||explanation, including arguments for and against, that voters receive prior to a general election,
24 {and “once enough signatures have been gathered to place the initiative on the ballot, the Secreta
25 ||of State will draft a neutral summary of the initiative, which does not have a word limit, an
26||committees will draft arguments for and against the passageofthe initiative, bothofwhich will b
7
x



1 ||placed on the ballot, insteadofthe descriptionofeffect.” Helton, 512 P.3d at 317 n.6. (citing Educ,

2||mitiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 39-40).

3 ‘Additionally, because the descriptionofeffect ofan initiative petition is, by law, limitedi
4 ||tength, it cannot constitutionallybe required to delineate every downstream effect thatan initiative
5 ||may have; to conclude otherwise could obstruct, rather than facilitate, the people’s right to th
6 ||initiative process. Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev.at 38. Tn the wordsof the Nevada SupremeCourt
7||“an opponent ofa ballot initiative [can often identify some perceived effect ofan initiative that
8 ||not explained by the description of effect, challenge the initiative in district court, and block th
9 |[people’s right to the initiative process.” But the “[shatutes enacted to facilitate the initiative
10||process cannot be interpreted so strictly as to halt the process.” Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. a
1 |[47.

2 The Court finds the description of effect of the Petitio
13 |satisfies Nevada’s NRS 295.009 requirements, as the plain language of the description i
14||straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative.

1s Based on the foregoing findingsoffact and conclusions of law:
1 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED and declared that Initiative Peitio
17 |[$-04-2024 does not violate Nevada's single subject rule.

18 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petit
19.|8-04-2024's descriptionof effect meets the requirementsof Nevada law.
20 IT 1S HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petitio
21 |[5-04-2024 does not violate Article 19, Section 3.

2||
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i IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiffs’ challenges to Initiative Petition 5-04-24
2 ||are rejected, and Plaintiffs complaint i dismissed with prejudice
3 Dated this __/Z FayofMay, 2024.

4
s oo > Dr”
s JAMES T. RUSSELL
B DISTRICT COURT JUDGE
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
2 Pursuant to NRCP 5{b), I certify that I am an employee of the First Judicial District

{|Court and that on May 15, 2024,1 deposited for mailing, postage paid, at Carson City,
4 |Nevada, a true and correct copyof the foregoing Order addressed as follows:
5
6||Alex Velto, Esq.

Nathan Ring, Esq.
7||Reese Ring Velto PLLC
4 ||200 Virginia Street, Suite 655
Reno, NV 89501

5||alex@rrviawers.com
nathan@rrelavyers. con

1
11||Despak Gupta, Esa.

Matthew W.H. Wessler, Esq.
12||Tonathan E. Taylor, Esq.

Thomas Scott Railton, Esq.
1 |Jessica Garland, Esa.
1s ||Gupta Wessier, LLP

2001K Street, NW
15||Washington, DC 20001

decpak@gupravessler.com6
17||Bradley.Schrager, Esq,

Daniel Bravo, Esq.
1||Bravo Schrager LLP

6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200
19 ||LasVegas, NV 89113
20||bradley@bravoschrager.com

daniel@bravoschrager.com
2
» ||Aaron D. Ford, Attomey General

Lana St-Jules, Senior Deputy Attorney General
2||Officeofthe Attomey General

100 North Carson Street
24 |[ Carson City, NV 89701-4717

Istiules@ag nv. gov2s
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= Julie Harkleroad
I. Judicial Assistant, Dept. |
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3||Las Vegas, Nevada 89113 LIAM SCOT sci

Tele. (702) 996-1724 CLERK
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Attorneys for Defendants Uber Technologies,6|| Inc. Matt Griffin, John. Griffin, Scott Gilles,Tia White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery

7
IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

8
. OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

« 10 UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT | Case No.: 24 OC 00056 1B
S_ ||SURVIVORS FOR LEGAL |

o¢ ||ACCOUNTABILITY and NEVADA Dept. No.: T
Lu 12[| JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,S NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
<< 13 Plaintiffs,

E 14 us.

152 UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC. a
16||Delaware corporation; MATT GRIFFIN,

©17||JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES, and
XX 17|| TIA WHITE, individuals; “NEVADANS
< 18 FOR FAIR RECOVERY,” a registered
of ||Nevada political action committee; and
oa 19||FRANCISCO AGUILAR, in his official

30 [capacity as Nevada Secretary of State,

21 Defendants.

22
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1 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

2 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the FINDINGS OF FACT AND

3||CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS LEGAL

4|/CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVE PETITION S-04-2024 was entered in the above-

5||captioned matter on the 10th day of May, 2024. A true and correct copy of the Order

6 ||is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

9 AFFIRMATION

8 The undersigned hereby affirm that the foregoing document does not contain

9||the social security number of any person.

10 DATED this 10th dayof May, 2024.

11 BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP

oy 2&
SRADLEY S. SCHRAGER, ESQ. (SBN 10217)

14 DANIEL BRAVO, ESQ. (SBN 13078)
6675 South Tenaya Way, Suite 200

15 Las Vegas, Nevada 89113
Tele.: (702) 996-1724

16 Email: bradley@bravoschrager.com
" Email: daniel@bravoschrager.com

Attorneys for Defendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt

18 Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gilles, Tia White, and Nevadans

19 for Fair Recovery

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

2 1 hereby certify that on this 10th day of May, 2024, I served the foregoing
3|| NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER by depositing a true copy of the same via
4 electronic mail, per the April 16, 2024, Stipulation, as follows:
5|| Deepak Gupta, Esq. Lacna St Jules, Esq.Matthew WH. Wessler, Esq Office of the Attorney General6| Jonathan E. Taylor, Esq. 100 N. Carson Street
| Thomas Sea-Kaiton, Fea Carson Git, Nevada 89701

Jessica Garland, Esq. LStJulestnzav.gov
GUPTAWESSLERLLP

8|| 2001 K Street, NW Attorneys for Defendant,Washington, BC 20001 Francisco V. Aguilar
9|| deepak@zuptawessler.com

10
Alex Velto, Esq. Julie Harkleroad

11 | Nathan Ring, Lo Judicial Assistant toRESE RING VELTO PLLC Hon. James T. Russel12 200°S. Virginia Street, Suite 655 Firsi Judicial District Court, Dept. 1Reno, Nevada 89501 harierondRearson.rg
13 alex@rrvlawvers.com

14
Steven M. Silva, Esq.

15|NOSSAMAN LLP
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 250016| Sacramento, CA 05814ssilva@nossaman.com

1
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

18

3 By:
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BRAVO SCHRAGER LLP
21
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REC'D & FILEL
1

WIL HAY 10 AM 8:24
2

SCOTT RgEN: WILLIAM SCOTT SEN

wzalliiad. TERT

5

6 {| IN THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OFNEVADA

7 IN AND FOR CARSON CITY
5

9||UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND

10 | NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
. ‘Case No: 240C 00056 1B

Plaintiff,
i | Dept No. 1

vs.
3

UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., A
14 ||DELAWARE CORPORATION; MATT

(GRIFFIN, JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES,
5[|ANDTIAWHITE, INDIVIDUALS;
16||NEVADANS FOR FAIR RECOVERY, A

REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL
17 ||ACTION COMMITTEE; AND FRANCISCO

AGUILAR, IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
18 ||AS NEVADA SECRETARY OF STATE,

” Defendant _ J
2|| FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER DENYINGun PLAINTIFFS’ LEGAL CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVE PETITION 5-04-2024

2 “This mater came before this Court following a complaint filed by Plaintiffs Uber Sexual
2||Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association (collectively
2| “Plaintiffs") challenging the legal sufficiencyofInitiative Petition 5-04-2024 (the “Petition.
» On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalfofNevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Petitior
26||with the Nevada Secretary of State. On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NR

z



1 |[295.061. After briefing according to a schedule to which the partis stipulated, the Court held

2|| hearing on May 6, 2024, regarding Plaintifs’ egal challenge to the Petition.

3 As indicated by this Court in all initiative hearings, this Court takes no position as o th

4||merit ofthe initiative but seeks to determine ifthe requirements ofNRS 295.009, t al and Artic
5 ||19ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.

6 niall, the Court would note that Plaintiffs have made strong argument’s as to the

7|| initiative having the effectofprecluding access to legal counsel, reducing the reimbursement
8 [the State Medicaid fund, and changing the calculationofcontingent fees by removalofmedi
9||expensesfrom the calculations thereof. Allofthese arguments against the initiative mayormay
10 | not have merit, but are not dermane to whether the requirementsofNRS 295.009 and Article 1
11{ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.
2 ‘The Court, having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, considered the matter, bei
13|| fully advised, and good cause appeariog, finds, concludes, andordersas follows:

1“ FINDINGSOFFACTANDCONCLUSIONSOFLAW!

15(|A. FINDINGS OF FACT
1 I. Initiative Petition $-04-2024
w On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalfofNevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Petito
18||with the Nevada SecretaryofState. The Petition seeks to amend Title 1, Chapter 7ofthe Nev
19||Revised Statutesbyadding a new section thereto that secks to limit the fees anattomey can charge
20|and reccivein a civilcaseinNevadato 20%ofanyamountoramounts recovered,beginning
21 (|2027.
2 |r

El
" a——

2»
* Any findings of fact which are more appropriately considered conclusions of law shall

26 treated as such, and any conclusionsoflaw which are mare appropriatelyconsideredfindingsof
hall be treated as such.

”
2%



1 ‘ThePetitionincludes description ofeectasrequiredbyNRS 295.009(1b), which
2 ||in ful:

$ If enacted, this initiative will limit the fees.an attomey can
4 chargeand receiveasacontingency fee in acivil casein Nevadato20%ofany
s ‘amount or amounts recovered, beginning in 2027.
6
§ In Nevada currently, most civil cases do no limit an attorney's
. contingent fee percentages, except that such fees must be reasonable. Current
, law does, however, limit attomey fees in medical malpractice cases to 35% of

MN any recovery, and caps contingency fees for a private attomey contracted to
u representtheStateof Nevada to 25%ofthe total amount recovered.
- 2. Procedural History
» OnApril 8, Plaintiffs filedtheir complaint, pursuantto NRS 295.061, challenging the le
14 |[sufficicncy of the Petition. On April 12, Plaintiffs filed a memorandum in support of thei
1s ||eomptaint.
1 On April 16, the parties stipulated to, and the Court ordered, a briefing schedule for ti
17 ||mater. On Apri 19, Defendants Uber Technologies, Inc., Matt Griff, John Griffin, Scott Gills
1g ||Tia White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery (collectively, “Defendants”) filed a respons
Jo ||memorandum.Afterbriefing, this Court heldahearing on the matter on May 6.

I” Asan initial matter, tis importantto statethatathearingboth partiesagreedthat ina pr-
21||election challenge to an initiative petition, the only issues for the Court concem whether th
22|| Petition complies with the requirementsofNRS 295.009 and any pertinent procedural provisions
23||ofAsticle 19ofthe Nevada Constitution. The Court does not inquire into, and does not consider
24|| therthesubstantive validity of the proposalorthe positiveornegative qualities, as policy, of
2s| provisions.

2
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1[[B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

2 1. The Petition Does Not Violate Nevada's Single Subject Rule
3 NRS 295.009(1) provides that “(each petition for inidative or referendum must
4||[elmbrace but one subject and matters necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto.
5||Subsection 2 of that statute explains that an initiative “embraces but one subject and
6||necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto, ifthepartsofthe proposed inifative...
7|| functionally related and germane to each other in a way that provides sufficient notice of
8||eneral subject of, and of the interests likely to be affected by, the proposed initiative.”
9 |295.0090).

0 ‘The single-subject requirement “facilitates the initiative process by preventing petitior
1 ||drafters from circulating confusing petitions that address multiple subjects.”Nevadansfor the.
12||ofProp. Rights, Inc. v. Heller, 122 Nev. 894, 902, 141 P.3d 1235, 1240 (2006). Thus, “the single
13|| subject requirement helps both in promoting informed decisions and in preventing the enactment
14 | of unpopular provisions by attaching ther to more attractive proposals or concealing them ir
15|| lengthy, complex initiatives (i.c., logrolling).” Las Vegas Taxpayer Accountability Comte. v. Ci
16||Councilof City ofLas Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 176-77, 208 P.3d 429, 436-37 (2009).
” In considering single-subject challenges, courts must first determine the initiatives
18||purpose or subject. “To determine the initiatives purpose or subject, this court looks to its texi

19|| languageandthe proponents’ arguments.” Las Vegas Taxpayer, 125 Nev. at 180, 208 P.3dat 439)
20||Courts also will look at whether the description of effect articulatesan overarching purpose.
21 ||explains how provisions relate toa single subject. 1d.

2 Furthermore, and most receatly, in Helton v. Nevada Voters First PAC, 138 Nev. Adv. Op)
23 |[45, 512 P:3d 309 (2022), the Nevada Supreme Court stated that “even ifan initiative petitior

24||proposes more than one change, each of which could be brought in separate initiative petitions

25 the proper consideration is whether the changes are functionally related and germane to each othe
26 ||and the peition’s subject.” d, 512P.3dat 314. The Court foundthat “(bothcategoriesofc
27||proposed in the ... initiative concer the election process in Nevada and more specifically h
28



1||candidates for the specifically defined partisan offices are presented to voters and elected.” Id.

2 ||s12P3dat314-15.
5 Tn thiscase,theCourt finds that theprimarypurposeof thePetition,clear from both is ex

and the descriptionof effect is he limitationof contingencyfees in civil cases. Further, the Co

5 ||finds that the Petition’s text, its description of effect, and the arguments of the Defendants i

6| briefing and at hearing confirm the Peition’s primary purpose. And unlike the petition at issue i

7||Helton, for example, the Petition does not appear to present multiple changes that could
8||considered to be unrelated in any event. Section 1 sets out the substantive purposeofthe proposal;
9 |Section 2 describes the scape of Section 1's proposal; and Section 3 provides a definition
10 ||“recovered,” for purposesofthe proposed new statute. Al three sectionsof the Petition, therefore
11 {are functionally related andgermane both to the primary purposeofthe Petition and tooneanother
2 The Court is unconvinced by Plaintiffs’ arguments because Plaintiffs have ot identifc
13 [multiple “subjects” under any readingof Nevada statutoryorcase law authority 2 For example,

14|| fact that the term “civil cases” covers more than one type of civil action does not constitute

15|| single-subject violation, because the primary purpose of the Petition is the limitation of
16| [contingency fees in civilcases generally. See, e.g. Nev. R. Civ. Proc., 1,2, and 3.
" The Court finds the Petition does not violate NRS 295.009(1)(@)’s single-subject
18||requirement.

1 2. The Petition Does Not Violate Article 19,Section 3's “Full-Text” Requirement
2 UnderArticle 19, Section 3 ofthe Nevada Constitution, proponents must “include the ful

21 textofthe measure proposed” with a filed initiative petition. Nev. Const. art. 19, § 3. Plain
22| contend that some other statutory text beyond that which proponents have proposed should

23 [included with the Petition, because they speculate that the Petition, should it become law, may
—

2

16| temomohof in oS BsnBinoy1h20 ngSe
25 “[0be matterofconcen overwhichsomething is crested)
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1| [have some future effect on those other provisions of law. The Court disagrees that this is

2||Article 19, Section3 requires,and finds that every provision that is proposedto be circulated for
3|| signatures and to be considered by the electorate is included with the filed Petition, and tha
4||therefore there is no violation of the full-text requirement. To rule otherwise would not only

5||speculative, but would interfere unnecessarily with the people’s right to the initiative power, if
6{| cach proposed petition had also to contain thetextofany and all other lawsthat might possibly|

7| affected by the petitions enactment.

8 3. The Petitions Description OfEffectIs Legally Adequate
5 UnderNRS 295.009(1)(b), every initiative must “[slet forth,innot morethan200

10 ||a descriptionofthe effectofthe initiativeorreferendumifthe initiativeorreferendum i appr
11 {bythevoters.” The purposeofthe description is to “preventvoterconfusion and promote info
12||decisions.” Nevadansfor Nev. . Beers, 122 Nev. 930, 939, 142 P.3d 339, 345 (2006). Thus, {tlh
13|| importanceofthe description of effect cannot be minimized, as it is what the voters see wher
14||deciding whether to even sign a petition.” Coal. For Nev.'s Future v. RIP Com. Tax, Inc., No|
15{|69501, 2016WL2842925 at *2 (2016) (unpublished disposition) (citing Educ. Initiative PACv)
16 |[Comm. To Protect Nev. Jobs, 129 Nev. 35, 37, 293 P.3d 874, 876 (2013)). “[TJhe description o
17 {effect may hold even more impact with respect to a referendum, since merely gathering suffi
18 [signatures to place a referendum on the ballot guarantees a change to the law regardless of
19 election's outcome.” Ia. (citing Nev. Const. art 19, § 1(3) (providing that,if the voters app
20 the referendum, the statute “shall stand as the lawofthe tate and shall not be amended, annul
21| repealed, set aside, suspended or in any way made inoperative except by the direct vote of
22||people,” andif the voters disapprove the statute or resolution, it is rendered void))
» ‘The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that “a description of effect must
24 ||straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative, and it must not be deceptive or misleading.
25||Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 42, 293 P.3d at 879 (intemal quotation marks and citai
26|| omitted). It must also “explain thef] ramificationsofthe proposed amendment” in order to all
2
»



1 |[voters to make an informed decision. Nev. Judges Ass'n v. Lau, 112 Nev. 51, 59, 910 P.24 898

2 {903 1996).
3 ‘This Court finds that the Petition’s descriptionofeffect meets the requirementsof Neva

4 |[1aw. The descriptionofeffect is straightforward, succinct, under 200 words, and there is no basis

5 ||fora findingofany argumentative language as written. The Court finds that Plaintiffs fail tom

6|[theirburdenofshowingthatthe Petition’s descriptionofeffect doesnotcomply with NRS 295.008.

7 ‘With their Complaint, Plaintiffs filed numerous declarations regarding the opinions of
5||multiple persons in various fields regarding what Plaintiffs believe may be the eventual effectso
9 the Petition should it one day become law, including what they contend are potential effects

10|| government programs, like Medicaid, that can reccive reimbursement funds through subrogati
11 claims upon settlement or damages awards at the conclusionofcivil actions. The Court makes ni
12|| findings regarding the truth or falsityofthe claims in Plaintiffs” declarations, but believes th
13 |[sortsof potential effecttobetoo speculative and hypothetical to be required to be included in th
14 |[Perition’s description. Most of the speculative effects Plaintiffs identify “do not concem the
15 ||initative’s primary goal,” and instead “involve how the initiative may apply in a variety of
16 (|bypotserical situations.” Nevadansfor Reproductive Freedom . Washington, 140 Nev. Adv. Op)
17 ||28,2024 WL 1688083, at *5 (Nev. Apr. 18, 2024).

1 Furthermore, these and any other perceived effectsofthe Petition upon which Plaintiffs

19 their declarants opine canbethesubject ofpolitical speech, lobbying efforts,or campaign material
20 {fin opposition to the passage and enactmentofthe Petition when, and if, it is transmitted to
21 |[Nevada Legislature or qualifies for placement on the ballot at a general election ballot. As th
22 ||Supreme Court has noted, “the description of effect ... does not serve as the full, detail

23||explanation, including arguments for and against, that voters receive prior to a general election;
24 ||and “once enough signatures have been gathered to place the initiative on the ballot, the Sere

25 ofState will draft a neutral summary of the initiative, which does not have a word limit, an
26 {committees willdraftarguments for and against the passageofthe initiative, bothofwhich wil b
2



1 ||placedon theballot, insteadofthe descriptionofeffect.” Helton, 512 P-3 at 317 n.. (citing

2|| Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 39-40).

3 Additionally,becausethedescriptionofeffectofan initiative petition i,by law, limitedi
4 |[tengub, it cannot constitutionallyberequiredto delineate everydownstreameffectthataninfiat
5 ||may have; to conclude otherwise could obstruct, rather than facilitate, the peoples right to the

6 |initistive process. Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 38.Tnthewordsofthe NevadaSupreme
7 ||“an opponent ofa ballot initiative [can often] identify some perceived effectofan initiative that

8||not explained by the descriptionofeffect, challenge the initiative in district court, and block the

9 ||people’s right to the initiative process.” But the “[s)atutes enacted to facilitate the initia

10 | [process cannot be interpreted so strictly as to halt the process.” Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev.
1 |[a7.

” The Cout finds the description of effect of the Petit
13 {satisfies Nevada's NRS 295.009 requirements, as the plain language of the description
14||straightforward, succinct,and non-argumentative.

1s Based on the foregoing findingsoffact and conclusionsoflaw:
16 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petit
17 | [5-04-2024 does not violate Nevada's single subject rule.

1 IT IS BEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Petitior

19 {|5-04-2024's descriptionofeffect meets the requirementsofNevada law.

2 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Pefit

21 [5-04-2024 does not violate Article 19, Section 3.
2m
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1 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiffs’ challenges to Initiative Petition $-04-202:
2{ar rejected, and Plaintiffs” complaint is dismissed with prejudice.
3 Dated this_/© dayofMay, 2024.
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, REC'D & FILED
, NL HAY 13 AM 8:35

WILLIAM SCOTT)J 15 i

4 BEPUTY
s
6|| INTHE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
7 IN AND FOR CARSON CITY

* |
9 ||UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS

FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND
10| NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION,
un Case No.: 24 OC 00056 1B

Plaintif,
2 Dept No. 1

5
UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC, A

14 ||DELAWARE CORPORATION; MATT
GRIFFIN, JOHN GRIFFIN, SCOTT GILLES,

15||AND TIA WHITE, INDIVIDUALS;
16 ||NEVADANS FOR FAIR RECOVERY,A

REGISTERED NEVADA POLITICAL
17||ACTION COMMITTEE; AND FRANCISCO

AGUILAR, IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
18||AS NEVADA SECRETARY OF STATE,

Yl Defedam|

20|| CORRECTED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER1||RENYING PLAINTIFFS’ LEGAL CHALLENGE TO INITIATIVEPETITION 5-04-2024

2 ‘This matter came before this Court following a complaint filed by Plaintiffs Uber Sexual
2||Assault Survivors for Legal Accountability and Nevada Justice Association (collectively)
2||Plaintiffs") challenging the legal sufficiencyofInitiative Petition 5-04-2024 (the “Petition”).
= On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalfofNevadans for Fair Recovery, filed the Petito
26|| with the Nevada SecretaryofState. On April 8, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NRY
zn
=



1 {|295.061. Afterbriefing according to a schedule to which the parties stipulated, the Court held

2||hearing on May 6, 2024, regarding Plaintiffs legal challenge to the Petition.

3 As indicatedby thisCourt in all initiative hearings, this Court takes no position as to th

4||meritofthe initiative but seeks to determineifthe requirements ofNRS 295.009, et al and Artic

5 |19 of the Nevada Constitution have been complied with.
6 Initially, the Court would note that Plaintiffs have made strong argument’s as to th

7 ||initiative having the effect of precluding access to legal counsel, reducing the reimbursement

3 ||the State Medicaid fund, and changingthe calculation of contingent fees by removal of medica

9|| expenses from the calculations thereof. Allofthese arguments against the initiative may or ma

10| not have merit,butarenot germane to whether the requirements ofNRS 295.009 and Aticle 1

11||ofthe Nevada Constitution have been complied with.
2 The Court, having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, considered the mater, bei

13|| fullyadvised,andgoodcause appearing, finds, concludes, and orders as follows:
1 FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW!

15 |[A. FINDINGS OF FACT
1 1 Initiative Petition 5-04-2024
n On March 18, 2024, Tia White, onbehalfofNevadans for FairRecovery, filed the Petii

15||with the Nevada SecretaryofState. The Petition seeks to amend Title 1, Chapter 7ofthe Neva

19||Revised Statutes by adding a new section thereto that seeks to limit the fees an attorey can charg

20||andreceive in a civil case in Nevada to 20%ofany amount or amounts recovered, beginning i

2 |2027

2|
5||
u -

2
* Any findings of fact which are more appropriately considered conclusions of law shall

26{| reated us such, andanyconclusionsoflaw which are more appropriately considered findings of
ball be treated as such.

n

2



1 ‘The Petition includes a descriptionofeffectas required by NRS 295.009(1)(b), which reads,

2 ||in fll:

3 If enacted, this initiative will limit the fees an attomey can

+ chargeandreceiveas a contingencyfeeinacivil case inNevadato20%ofany

* amountor amounts recovered, beginning in 2027.

: In Nevada curently, most civil cases do not limit an attorneys
3 contingent fee percentages, except that such fees must be reasonable. Current
. Taw does, however, limit attomey fees in medical malpracticecasesto 35% of
1 any recovery, and caps contingency fees for a private attomey contracted to
un represent the StateofNevada to 25%ofthe total amount recovered.
° 2. Procedural History
5 On April, Plaintiffs filed their complaint, pursuant to NRS 295.061, challenging the legal
14 |[sufficiency of the Petition. On April 12, Plainiffs filed a memorandum in support of thei
15 complaint.

On April 16, the partis stipulated to, and the Court ordered, abriefing schedule for thi
17||matter. On April 19, Defendants Uber Technologies, nc., Matt Griffin, John Griffin, Scott Gill
1g ||Tia White, and Nevadans for Fair Recovery (collectively, “Defendants”) filed a respo
19 ||memorandum. Afte briefing, this Court held a hearing on the matter on May 6.

» As an initial matter, it is important to state that at hearing both partes agreed that inap
1||election challenge to an initiative petition, the only issues for the Court concern whether
42||Petition complies with the requirements ofNRS 295.009 and any pertinent procedural provision
43|[ofArticle 19 ofthe Nevada Constitution. The Court does not inquire into, and doesnotconsider]
44||ther the substantive validityofthe proposal or the positive or negative qualities, as policy,ofit
2s| provisions.

2
2

2



1{[B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

2 1. The Petition Does Not Violate Nevada's Single Subject Rule

3 NRS 295.009(1) provides that “(each petition for initiative or referendum must

4 |telmbrace but one subject and matters necessarily connected therewith and pertaining thereto.
5||Subsection 2 of that statute explains that an initiative “embraces but one subject and ma

6||necessarily connected therewithand pertaining thereto, ifthe partsofthe proposed initiative ...

7||functionally related and germane to each other in a way that provides sufficient noticeofth

8||general subject of, and of the interests likely to be affected by, the proposedinitiative.”NRS

9 [|295.009¢2).

10 ‘The single-subject requirement “facilitates the initiative process by preventing petitio
11 {| drafters from circulating confusing petitionsthataddress multiple subjects.” Nevadansfor the Prof
12 | ofProp. Rights, Inc. . Heller, 122 Nev. 894, 902, 141 P.3d 1235, 1240 (2006). Thus, “the single,

13|| subject requirement helps both in promoting informed decisions and in preventing the enactment
14 ||of unpopular provisions by attaching them to mor attractive proposals or concealing them i

15| lengthy, complex initiatives (i.c., ogrolling).” Las Vegas Taxpayer Accountability Come. v. City
16||CouncilofCty ofLas Vegas, 125 Nev. 165, 176-77, 208 P.3 429, 436-37 (2009).

Tn considering single-subject challenges, courts must first determine the initiative’
18| [purpose or subject. “To determine the initiative’s purpose or subject, this court looks to ts textual

19 | languageandthe proponents’arguments.”Las Vegas Taxpayer, 125 Nev. at 180, 208 P.3dat 439

20 [Courts also will lookat whether the description of effect articulates an overarchingpurposean
21||xplains bow provisions relate to a single subject. Jd.

2 Furthermore,andmost recently, in Helion . Nevada Voters First PAC, 138 Nev. Adv. Op
23 (|45, 512 P.3d 309 (2022), the Nevada Supreme Court stated that “even ifan initiative petit
24 |proposes more than one change, each of which could be brought in separate initiative petitions}
25 the proper consideration is whether the changes are functionally related and germane toeachof

26|andthepettion’s subject.” Id, 512P.3d at 314. The Court foundthat “(both categoriesofchang
27 |proposed in the ... initiative concern the election process in Nevada and more specifically ho

»



1 ||candidates for the specifically defined partisan offices are preseated to voters and elected.” Id.

2 ||s12P3dat 314-15.

3 Inthiscase,the Court finds thattheprimary purposeofthe Petition, clear from both is tex|

4||and the descriptionofeffect, is the limitationof contingencyfees in civil cases. Further, the Cour
s finds that the Petition’s text, its description of effect, and the argumentsofthe Defendants i
6||bricfing and athearingconfirm the Petition’s primary purpose. And unlike the petition at issue i
7 ||Helton, for example, the Petition does not appear to present multiple changes that could
8||consideredtobe unrelatedinany event. Section I sesoutthesubstantivepurposeof the proposal

9||Section 2 describes the scope of Section 1's proposal; and Section 3 provides a definition o
10 |[“recovered,”forpurposesofthe proposed new statute. All threesectionsofthe Petition, therefore]
11 arefunctionallyrelatedandgermane bot to the primary purposeof thePetitionandtoone another]
n ‘The Court is unconvinced by Plaintiffs’ arguments because Plaintiffs have not identifi
13 | [multiple “subjects” under any readingof Nevada statutoryorcase law authority.” Forexample,th
14 ||fact that the term “civil cases” covers more than one type of civil action does not constitute
15 ||single-subject violation, because the primary purpose of the Petition is the limitation of
16| [contingency fees in civil cases generally. See, e.g, Nev. R. Civ. Proc, 1,2, and3
n The Court finds the Petition does not violate NRS 295.009(1)(a)'s single-sub
18||requirement.

1 2. The Petition Does Not Violate Article 19, Section 3's “Full-Text” Requirement
2 ‘Under Article 19, Section 3ofthe Nevada Constitution, proponentsmust“include the ful
21 text of the measure proposed” with a filed initiative petition. Nev. Const. act. 19, § 3. Plaintify
22 |[contend that some other statutory text beyond that which proponents have proposed should b
23 included with the Petition, because they speculate that the Petition, should it become law, may

——————

2
* See Helton, 512 P3d at 315 nS: “A subjecistheovral thing being discussed, whereasa change is

26|ateration ormodificationofexisting la. See Subject,” Black'sLawDictionary (11thed. 2019) (defining “subjct
4|bemoroconcm ver wich smetings re.”

2



1 |[Bave some future effect on those other provisions of law. The Court disagrees that this is whaf
2|| Article 19, Section3 requires, and finds that every provision that is proposed tobecirculated fo
3 ||signatures and to be considered by the electorate is included with the filed Petition, and
4 ||thercfore there is no violationofthe full-text requirement. To rule otherwise would not only.
s ||speculative, but would interfere unnecessarily with the people’s right to the initiative power, i
6|| cach proposed petitionhadalsoto containthe textofany and allother laws that might possiblyb
7 |[affected by the pettion’s enactment.
5 3. The Petition’s Description Of Effect Is Legally Adequate
9 Under NRS 295.009(1)(b), every initiative must “[let forth, in not more than 200 wor
10 | adescriptionofthe effectofthe initiativeorreferendumiftheinitiativeorreferendum is approves
11 |[by the voters.” The purposeofthe description is to “prevent voter confusionandpromote inform
12| decisions.” NevadansforNev. v. Beers, 122 Nev. 930, 939, 142 P.3d 339, 345 (2006). Thus, “(]h
13 {importance of the description of effect cannot be minimized, as it is what the voters sce wher
14||deciding whether to even sign a petition.” Coal. For Nev.'s Future v. RIP Com. Tax, Inc., No
15 {[69501, 2016 WL 2842925 at *2 (2016) (unpublished disposition) (citing Educ. Initiative PAC»
16||Comm. To Protect Nev. Jobs, 129 Nev. 35, 37, 293 P.3d 874, 876 (2013)). “(Tlhe description o
17. ||effect may hold evenmoreimpact with respectto a referendum, since merely gathering suffcien
18 ||signatures to placea referendum on the ballot guarantees a changetothe law regardless ofth
19 {election's outcome.” Jd. (citing Nev. Const. art. 19, § 1(3) (providing that,ifthe voters approve
20 {the referendum, the statute “shall stand as the lawofthe state and shallnotbe amended, annull
21||repealed, set aside, suspended or in any way made inoperative except by the direct vote of th
22||people,” andifthe voters disapprove the statute or resolution, it is rendered void)
zn ‘The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that “a description of effect must bs
24 ||sesightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative, and it must not be deceptive or misleading’|
25||Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 42, 293 P3d at 879 (intemal quotation marks and citatior
26 {|omilted). It must also “explain thef] ramificationsofthe proposed amendment” inorderto allo
7
3



1 ||voters to make an informed decision. Nev. Judges Ass'n v. Lau, 112 Nev. 51, 59, 910 P.2d 898)
2 [903 (199).
5 ‘This Court finds that the Petition’s descriptionofeffect meets the requirementsof Nev:
4 ||1aw. The description of effec s straightforward, succinct, under 200 words, and there isnobas
5 ||for afindingofany argumentative language as written. The Court finds that Plaintiffs fail to mec
6|| theirburdenofshowing thatthe Petition’s descriptionofeffect doesnotcomply with NRS 295.004.
7 ‘With their Complaint, Plaintiffs filed numerous declarations regarding the opinions o
8||multiple persons in various fields regarding what Plaintiffs believe may be the eventual effectso
9|| the Petition should it one day become law, including what they contend are potential effects or
10{|govemment programs, like Medicaid, that can receive reimbursement funds through subrogatio
1 |elaims upon settlementordamages awardsatthe conclusionofcivil actions. The Court makes n
12|| findings regarding the truth or falsityofthe claims in Plaintiffs declarations, but believes th
13|| sorts of potentialeffectto be too speculativeand hypothetical toberequired to be includedin th
14||Petition’s description. Most of the speculative effects Plaintiffs identify “do not concen th
15 |nitiative’s primary goal,” and instead “involve how the initiative may apply in a variety of
16||bypothetical situations.” Nevadansfor Reproductive Freedom v. Washington, 140 Nev. Adv. Op
17 {28,2024WL 1688083, at *5 (Nev. Apr. 18, 2024)
1s Furthermore, these and any other perceived effectsofthe Petition upon which Plaintiffs o
19||theirdeclarants opine canbethe subjectofpolitical speech, lobbying effort,orcampaign material
20 fin opposition to the passage and enactment of the Petition when, and if it is transmilted to th
21 (| Nevada Legislature or qualifies for placement on the ballot at a general election ballot. As th
22 [Supreme Court has noted, “the description of effect.. does not serve as the full, detaile
23 |xplanation,including arguments for and against, that voters receivepriorto a general election,’
24 |and “once enough signatures have been gathered to place the initiative on the ballot, the Secreta
25 [of State will draft a neutral summary of the initiative, which does not have a word limit, a
26||committees will draft arguments for and against the passage ofthe initiative, bothofwhich will b
Ed
2



1 | [placedonthe allo, instead ofthe descriptionofeffect.” Heron, S12 P.3dat 317.6. (citing Edc|
2||niiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 39-40).
3 Additionally, because the descriptionofeffectofan initiative petition i, by law, limitedi
4 [length it cannot constitutionally be required to delineate every downstream effect that an intiat
5||may have; to conclude otherwise could obstruct, rather than facilitate, the people’s right to
6 initiativeprocess. Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. at 38. Inthe wordsofthe Nevada Supreme Court
7 an opponeat ofa ballot initiative [can often] identify some perceived effectofan initiative thatis
#||mot explained by the descriptionofeffect, challenge the initiative in district court, and block th
9 ||people’s right to the initiative process.” But the “[s}tatutes enacted to facilitate the nitiat
10||process cannot be interpreted so strictly as to halt the process.” Educ. Initiative PAC, 129 Nev. a
1 ||47.

2 The Cout finds the description of effect of the Peitio
13| satisfies Nevada's NRS 295.009 requirements, as the plain language of the description i
14 ||straightforward, succinct, and non-argumentative.
1s Based on the foregoing findings offact and conclusions of law:
16 IT 1S HEREBY ORDERED and declared that Initiative Peiitio
17 8-04-2024 does not violate Nevada's single subject rule.
1 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED ad declared that Initiative Peiitior
19 {|5-04-2024's description ofeffect meets the requirementsof Nevada law.
2 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED and declared that Initiative Peiitc
21 [5-04-2024 does not violate Article 19, Section 3.
2|
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i IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiffs challenges to Initiative Petition 5-04-2072
2 {are rfected, and Plaintiffs complaint is dismissed with prejudice.
3 Datedthis_J“day of May, 2024.
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FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT MINUTES

(CASE NO. 24 OC 00056 1B TITLE: UBER SEXUAL ASSAULT SURVIVORS
FOR LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND

NEVADA JUSTICE ASSOCIATION VS

UBER TECHNOLOGIES : MATT

GRIFFIN: JOHN GRIFFIN; SCOTT

GILLES: TIA WHITE: "NEVADANS FOR

FAIR RECOVERY: A REGISTERED

NEVADA POLITICAL COMMITTEE:

AND FRANCISCO AGUILAR, IN HIS

CAPACITY AS NEVADA SECRETARY

OFSTATE

05/06/24 ~ DEPT. 1 - HONORABLE JAMES T. RUSSELL
C. Franz, Clerk — Not Reported

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY ND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF CHALLENGING
INITIATIVE PETITION S-04-2024

Present: Deepak Gupta, Alex Velto and Thomas Scott-Ralton, counsel for Plaintiffs;Bradley
Schrager and Laena St. Jules, counsel for Defendants.

Deepak and Schrager argued that matter.
‘COURT ORDERED: It takes the matter under submission.

The Court mints3 sisted above rca summary of he proeeding andar not a verbatim record. The heing eidomhe above dat was eorded on he Cours resinom
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