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

CHARLES MUTH, INDIVIDUALLY,

Petitioner,
Case No.: 25 EW 00023 1B

VS.
Dept. No.: I

CISCO AGUILAR, in his capacity of Nevada’s
Secretary of State,

Respondent.

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART PUBLIC RECORDS ACT
APPLICATION TO NEV. REV. STAT. §239.001 et. seq., AND PETITION FOR
WRIT OF MANDAMUS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, PROHIBITION

THIS MATTER is before the Court on the Public Records Act Application to Nev. Rev. Stat.
$239.001 et. seq., Petition for Writ of Mandamus or, in the Alternative, Prohibition (“Petition”) filed
June 27, 2025 by CHARLES MUTH, Petitioner (“Petitioner”). On June 30, 2025, an Order to Respond
was issued, and, in accordance therewith, Respondent, CISCO AGUILAR, in his capacity as Nevada’s
Secretary of State (the “Secretary”™), filed his Respordent Francisco Aguilar’s Opposition to Petition for
Writ of Mandamus or, in the Alternative Prohibition on August 8, 2025. Petitioner next filed his Reply
in Support of the Public Records Act Application to Nev. Rev. Stat. $§239.001 et. seq., Petition for Writ of|

Mandamus or, in the Alternative, Prohibition on March 18, 2026, and the matter was submitted for

consideration.

On March 19, 2026, a hearing on the Petition was set for April 8, 2026. The hearing was
subsequently continued to April 21, 2026. At the hearing, David C. O’Mara, Esq. appeared and argued
on behalf of the Petitioner. Katie S. Armstrong, Esq. and Emily D. Espinosa, Esq. appeared on behalf of
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the Secretary with Ms. Espinosa arguing. Counsel have submitted proposed orders for review, and the

issues are ripe for disposition.

I Findings of Fact

1. On November 24, 2024, Petitioner submitted a public records request (“Petitioner’s First

Request”) to the Secretary, articulated as follows:

On March 29, 2024, we submitted an Election Integrity Violation Report
related to Charles Walter Spillers Jr. (File C24-50 SOS). On June 6, 2024,
we were advised by Darrell Harris (investigator) that the file had been
closed. However, subsequent unofficial requests for details as to the results
of the complaint and disposition of the case have not been fulfilled. Please
provide any and all documents related to this investigation, including

current status.

2. On December 5, 2024, the Secretary responded to Petitioner’s First Request, stating,
This letter responds to your Public Records Request requesting:

* Any and all documents related to the investigation on an Election
Integrity Violation Report related to Charles Walter Spillers Jr.
(File C24-50 SOS)

The Secretary of State’s Office requires additional time to review
potentially responsive records and expects to produce any by January 10,
2025.

3. December 5, 2024 was more than five business days after November 24, 2024.

4. On January 10, 2025, the Secretary again responded to Petitioner’s First Request stating,
the “Secretary of State’s Office is still in the process of reviewing potentially responsive
records” and indicating it expected to deliver any such records by March 14, 2025.

5. On March 13, 2025 the Secretary provided records in response to Petitioner’s First
Request, which were identified as “records related to EIVR 24-50.” (“Secretary’s First
Response”). A total of six documents were provided to the Petitioner, consisting of:

e The document reflecting Petitioner’s First Request;
* An e-mail chain including a message from Petitioner to the Secretary’s
Elections Division to which the Election Integrity Violation Report

(“EIVR”) referenced in Petitioner’s First Request was attached and a
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message from an administrative assistant of the Secretary to an unknown
recipient which appears to be an internal routing of the EIVR;
* An e-mail from Darrell Harris (“Investigator”) to Petitioner
acknowledging receipt and assignment of the EIVR;
* Avoter detail record of Debra Adams;
* Avoter detail record of Charles Spillers; and
* Aletter from the Investigator to Petitioner dated June 6, 2024 indicating
the Secretary had “finished its review” of the EIVR.
The Secretary also advised Petitioner that certain “records have been withheld and
redacted based on attorney-client privilege (NRS 49. 095) and personal privacy interests

(See e.g., Clark Cnty. School Dist. v. Las Vegas Rev.-J. 134 Nev. 700, 708, 429 P.3d 313,
320 (2018)).”

. The redactions based on “personal privacy interests” in the Secretary’s First Response

consisted of social security numbers and Nevada driver’s license or identification

numbers.

. On March 22, 2025, Petitioner responded to the Secretary’s First Response (“Petitioner’s

Second Request”).! The public records requested in Petitioner’s Second Request

consisted of the following:

* A copy of the National Change of Address (NCOA) records from
the U.S. Postal Service that indicates Mr. Spillers change of
address in October 2022 to 2700 SW 16 Ave., Apt. 540, Amarillo,

TX 79102....

* Documents related to Mr. Spillers voting in Texas. ...
¢ Communications with the Nye County Clerk’s office regarding
Mr. Spiller’s cancelled registration in February 2024 ...

e Communications with [Charles Walter] Spiller|, Jr.] and/or
[Debra] Adams.

Petitioner’s Second Request also requested that the Secretary produce documents

withheld under the attorney/client privilege with redactions necessary to preserve the

! Petitioner’s First Request and Petitioner’s Second Request are collectively referred to as “Petitioner’s Requests.”
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privilege as well as “a privilege log that properly sets forth the nature of the documents,
communications, or tangible things not produced or disclosed ... in a form detailed enough
to allow” evaluations of the privilege claim.

On March 31, 2025, the Secretary made his initial response to Petitioner’s Second
Request, acknowledging its receipt, and advising that the Secretary’s office was
“conducting a search and review of records in our custody to determine if any responsive
records exist.” The response further stated “this process” had not been completed, and
that it was anticipated the Secretary would respond to Petitioner’s Second Request by May
2, 2025.

On May 2, 2025, the Secretary advised the Petitioner that the Secretary’s office was
“conducting final review of potentially responsive records and expects to provide records
by May 23", 2025.”

On May 23, 2025, the Secretary advised the Petition that the Secretary’s office “requires
additional time for final review and expects to provide records by June 6%, 2025.”

On June 6, 2025, the Secretary provided records in response to Petitioner’s Second
Request (“Secretary’s Second Response”).? As with the Secretary’s First Response, the
Secretary’s Second Response indicated certain records were withheld or redacted based
on attorney-client privilege and personal privacy interests.

The redactions based on “personal privacy interests” in the Secretary’s Second Response

includes: residential addresses; telephone numbers; birthdays; signatures; place of birth;
and Texas driver’s license or personal identification numbers.
The Secretary’s Second Response stated the Secretary had no responsive documents to
Petitioner’s request for “the National Change of Address (NCOA) records from the U.S.
Postal Service that indicates Mr. Spillers change of address in October 2022 to 2700 SW
16 Ave., Apt. 540, Amarillo, TX 79102.”

The records provided in the Secretary’s Second Response were represented to be

? The Secretary’s First Response and the Secretary’s Second Response are collectively referred to as the Secretary’s
Responses.
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responsive to what the Secretary identified as the “second, third and fourth requests”
reflected in Petitioner’s Second Request. Those requests were:

* Documents related to Mr. Spillers voting in Texas. ...

e Communications with the Nye County Clerk’s office regarding Mr.

Spiller’s cancelled registration in February 2024.. ..

* Communications with [Charles Walter] Spiller[, Jr.] and/or [Debra] Adams
The Secretary’s Second Response stated the Secretary had no further responsive records
to the Petitioner’s Second Request.
The Secretary’s Second Response did not include redacted records that were withheld
from the Secretary’s First Response under the attorney-client privilege.
The Secretary’s Second Response did not include the “privilege log” requested in

Petitioner’s Second Request.

The “privilege log” requested in Petitioner’s Second Request did not exist as a record in
the Secretary’s custody or control when the Secretary’s Second Response was made. Such
a “privilege log” would have to be created by or on behalf of the Secretary.

The Secretary receives a significant number of public records requests and has no full-
time staff assigned solely to process such requests. Between April 2023 and April 2025,
77% of public records requests directed to the Secretary related to records within the
Secretary’s Elections Division. The participation of Elections Division staff is necessary
to process such requests and that staff must manage that obligation within its many other
time-sensitive duties relating to election administration. In addition, many requests
require close coordination with legal counsel from the Attorney General’s office, who also
have limited time due to their substantial workload relating to other assignments.
Petitioner’s First Request was submitted less than three weeks after Nevada’s 2024 general
election, which is an especially demanding timeframe for the Secretary’s office in regard

to its election-related duties and processing of an increased number of public records

requests.
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- The Secretary is a “governmental entity” for purposes of NRS 239.001 —239.340 (“Nevada Public

. The NPRA mandates that a governmental entity respond to a public records request no later than

. If a governmental entity is unable to produce responsive records within five business days of the

. Public records that include confidential communications between a client or client’s

. Partially confidential public records may not be withheld entirely from an NPRA response “if the

. In a judicial proceeding, a governmental entity has the burden of proving its assertion that an

. A “claim that records are confidential can only be tested in a fair and adversarial manner.” Reno

II. Conclusions of Law

Records Act” or “NPRA™). NRS 239.005(5)(a).

the end of the fifth business day after the date the public records request was received. NRS

239.0107.

request, it must provide the requester written notice of that fact together with the “earliest date
and time after which the governmental entity reasonably believes” the records will be available
for production. NRS 239.0107(1)(c)(1). Additional extensions must include a written
“explanation of the reason” the records cannot be produced, together with a reasonable estimation

of when they will be. Id.

representative and the client’s lawyer or lawyer’s representative or between a client’s lawyer and
the lawyer’s representative which are “[m]ade for the purpose of facilitating the rendition of

professional legal services to the client” are confidential. NRS 49.095, 239.010(1).

governmental entity can redact, delete, conceal or separate ... the confidential information from

the information included in the public book or record that is not otherwise confidential.” NRS

239.010(3).

otherwise public record is confidential. NRS 239.113.

Newspapers, Inc. v. Gibbons, 127 Nev. 873, 882, 266 P.3d 623, 629 (2011). As such,

after the commencement of an NPRA lawsuit, the requesting party generally is
entitled to a log unless, for example, the state entity withholding the records
demonstrates that the requesting party has sufficient information to meaningfully
contest the claim of confidentiality without a log.

Gibbons, 127 Nev. at 882-83, 266 P.3d at 629.
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A log required by Gibbons must include “at a minimum, a general factual description of each
record withheld and a specific explanation for nondisclosure.” Gibbons, 127 Nev. at 883, 266
P.3d at 629.

“Nevada’s common law protects personal privacy interests from unrestrained disclosure under
the NPRA.” Clark Cty. Sch. Dist. v. Las Vegas Review-Journal, 134 Nev. 700, 708,429 P.3d 313,
320 (2018). As such, a governmental entity may redact from public records information from its
response to a public records request if the information concerns a person’s “nontrivial privacy
rights.” Clark Cty. Sch. Dist., 134 Nev. at 708, 429 P.3d at 321. The governmental entity’s
authority to redact such information from a public records response may be overcome if the
requester shows the disclosure at issue “is likely to advance a significant public interest.” Las
Vegas Metro. Police Dept v. Las Vegas Review Journal, 136 Nev. 733, 737, 478 P.3d 383, 387
(2020) (citing Clark Cty. Sch. Dist., 134 Nev. at 707-08, 429 P.3d at 320).

The NPRA requires a civil fine on any governmental entity that “willfully” fails to comply with
the NPRA. NRS 239.340(1).

If a request for a record open to inspection and copying is denied or unreasonably delayed by a
governmental entity, the requester may apply to a district court for an order requiring the
governmental entity to provide the public record. NRS 239.011(1). If the requester prevails in
such an application, the requester “is entitled to recover from the governmental entity that has
legal custody or control of the record his or her costs and reasonable attorney’s fees in the

proceeding.” NRS 239.011(2).

III. Petitioner’s Claims

Petitioner alleges the following claims in regard to his requests under the NPRA:

1. The Secretary’s initial response to Petitioner’s First Request was untimely in violation of NRS
239.0107.

2. The Secretary’s First Response was deficient in only providing records concerning
Petitioner’s EIVR 24-50 and not including records in a related investigation.

3. The “explanation of the reason” provided in the Secretary’s extensions of responses to
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Petitioner’s Requests were deficient under NRS 239.0107(1)(c)(1).2
4. The Secretary’s Responses were unlawfully delayed in violation of the NPRA.
5. The Secretary has failed to produce public records responsive to Petitioner’s Requests by:
a. Not producing non-confidential responsive records within the Secretary’s custody and
control;
b. Withholding records based on an assertion of attorney-client privilege in lieu of
producing redacted versions withheld records; and
c. Redacting produced documents based on an invalid assertion of “personal privacy
interests.”
IV.  Analysis
A. Claims Specific to Petitioner’s First Request
1. Timeliness of initial response to Petitioner’s First Request
Petitioner’s first claim is that the Secretary’s initial response to Petitioner’s First Request was not
made within the time required by the NPRA. The evidence establishes the Secretary did not respond to
Petitioner’s First Request within five business days as required by NRS 239.0107. The Secretary does
not contest this fact. Nevada law allows no exception to the requirement. The untimely response is a

violation of the NPRA.

There is no evidence in the record to indicate the Secretary’s omission was malicious in the sense
that it was intended to ignore, frustrate, or improperly delay Petitioner’s First Request. Indeed, the
Secretary’s initial response was made only one day late. Further, the evidence supports the Secretary’s
proposition that his ultimate response was not delayed by the untimeliness of his initial response to the
request. However, the NPRA is clear and rigid on the question of timeliness in this context. Las Vegas

Metro. Police Dep’t v. Mayorga, 141 Nev. Adv. Op. 26, 569 P.3d 624, 633 (2025). It does not include a

“no harm, no foul” exception.

? In his proposed order, Petitioner further asserts that the Secretary’s extensions are deficient under NRS 239.0107(1)(e)(1)
because they only included a date for the expected availability of the requested public records and did not include a time-
specific on the date. See NRS 239.0107(1)(c)(1) (“If the public ... record is not available..., the governmental entity shall
provide to the person, in writing, an explanation of the reason the public ... record is not available and a date and time after
which the governmental entity reasonably believes the public ... record will be available....” (emphasis added)). This
particular assertion was not raised in Petitioner’s pre-hearing filings in this case or in the hearing itself. Raising a new claim
in this fashion is improper. As such, the assertion will not be addressed further.
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The record also establishes the significant staffing and logistical challenges of the Secretary and
his legal counsel in regard to the expeditious processing of public records requests. But again, as to the
initial requirement of responding within five business days, the NPRA affords the Secretary no relief on
this basis, even for the legitimate practical and budgetary limitations upon which he relies.

2. Scope of Secretary’s First Response to Petitioner’s First Request

Petitioner claims the Secretary’s First Response was unduly narrow, providing documents that
related only to the particular EIVR identified in Petitioner’s First Request. Petitioner contends the
Secretary had a duty to provide all records related to the subject of the identified EIVR and not just to
that particular EIVR itself. The argument is not persuasive. Petitioner’s First Request specifically
references his “Election Integrity Violation Report related to Charles Walter Spillers, Jr. (File C24-50
SOS)” and requests “any and all documents related to this investigation...” (emphasis added). The record
establishes that the Secretary had already been made aware of the information reported in Petitioner’s
EIVR. This resulted in technical closure of Petitioner’s EIVR while the circumstances it reported were
investigated within the context of a differently assigned file number. The record establishes Petitioner
genuinely believed Petitioner’s First Request was sufficient to capture records of the investigation
regardless of whether it was conducted under his specifically assigned EIVR number. That belief is not
unreasonable, but it is not consistent with the text of Petitioner’s First Request. That text is clear, and
the Secretary had no duty under the NPRA to clarify the scope of the request. Therefore, the Secretary’s
First Response properly provided records related to Petitioner’s EIVR only.

Nevertheless, Petitioner has clarified his request in the course of this case. As such, going
forward, the Secretary must interpret Petitioner’s First Request to include any records related his EIVR
as well as any records related to any investigation concerning the voting and voter registration of Charles
Walter Spillers, Jr. and Debra Louise Adams in Nevada’s 2022 general election.

B. Claims Concerning Petitioner’s First Request and Petitioner’s Second Request

1. Sufficiency of explanations of reasons for extensions
Petitioner challenges the legal sufficiency of the Secretary’s January 10, 2025 extension of time

to substantively respond to Petitioner’s First Request and the Secretary’s May 2, 2025 and May 23, 2025
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extensions of time to substantively respond to Petitioner’s Second Request.* Petitioner’s challenge
asserts that the Secretary did not articulate a sufficiently detailed “explanation of the reason” that the
requested records were not available to Petitioner. This challenge is denied.

Each extension includes “an explanation of the reason” for the unavailability of the records,
stating the Secretary’s office: “is still in the process of reviewing potentially responsive records” (January
10, 2025 extension); “is conducting final review of potentially responsive records” (May 2, 2025
extension); and “requires additional time for final review” (May 23, 2025). Petitioner fairly characterizes
these statements as general and relatively uninformative. Petitioner also persuasively contends that
explanations of this nature threaten to frustrate the purpose of requiring written disclosure of the reasons
for extensions, which is to provide requesters a reasonable opportunity to fairly evaluate the legitimacy
of the delay. In turn, this allows a requester to make an informed decision about whether to accept the
extension, rephrase or redirect the request, or initiate an action under NRS 239.011. For these reasons,
more detailed explanations than those provided by the Secretary in this case are more conducive to the
overall objectives of the NPRA. But this Court’s function is to enforce that which is required, not that
which might be better. Cosby v. Leslie, 142 Nev. Adv. Op. 11, 583 P.3d 981, 984 (2026) (““If the statute’s
language is clear and unambiguous, we enforce the statute as written.”” (citing Hobbs. v. State, 127 Nev.
234, 237, 251 P.3d 177, 179 (2011)). That language requires the Secretary to provide a reason and
remaining engaged in the process of reviewing potentially responsive records is a reason. The text of the
statute does not require more.

2. Length of time for Secretary’s Responses

Petitioner next claims the Secretary’s Responses was unreasonably delayed in violation of the

NPRA. Petitioner’s First Request was submitted November 24, 2024. The Secretary’s First Response

was provided March 13, 2025, 108 days after the request. Petitioner’s Second Request was submitted

4 In ‘an initial response within five business days of a public records request, a governmental entity is not required to
communicate the reason the requested records are unavailable. It is only required to provide written “notice of the fact that it
is unable to make the public ... record available” within five business days and the “earliest date and time after which the
governmental entity reasonably believes the public ... record will be available....” NRS 239.0107(1)(c)(1). However, any
extensions beyond that first extension requires the governmental entity to articulate in writing the reason for further extensions.
Id. Therefore, the Secretary’s initial responses to Petitioner’s Requests on December 5, 2024 and March 31, 2025 are not
addressed in regard to this claim of Petition. In any event, the Secretary’s extensions in his initial responses did include a
sufficient “explanation of the reason” that the requested records were not available within the five business day period.
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March 22, 2025. The Secretary’s Second Response was provided June 6, 2025, 75 days after the request.

The NPRA does not set a definitive limitation in regard to the number or lengths of extensions by
a governmental entity to provide a substantive response to a public records request when the requested
records are not available within the initial five business-day time-period. However, the Nevada Supreme
Court has directed that, “The NPRA must be interpreted to facilitate prompt disclosure.” Mayorga, 141
Nev. Adv. Op. 26, 569 P.3d at 633 (citing NRS 239.001(1)(-(2)).

On its face, the length of time required for the Secretary’s Responses raises suspicions. A total
of 183 days to produce a handful of documents, only a few of which required minor redactions, seems
unusual. Further, the scope of Petitioner’s Requests was narrow, encompassing only his initial ETVR and
some specific related records.

Nevertheless, the totality of the record in this case fails to establish the length of time for the
Secretary’s Responses was unreasonably excessive. First, the records produced are not all the records
that had to be reviewed in processing Petitioner’s Requests. Second, the Secretary has staffing limitations
which prolonged the gathering and review of records that preceded the Secretary’s Responses. Third,
the Secretary had to engage and coordinate review with its legal counsel from the Attorney General’s
office. Fourth, the proximity between Petitioner’s First Request and the 2024 general election
exacerbated the Secretary’s challenges in staffing available to process that particular request. And finally,
the length of each extension was 36 days, 64 days, 32 days, 21 days, and 14 days, respectively. These
extensions were not unwarranted under the circumstances and tend to establish the Secretary’s continuous
and diligent attention to processing Petitioner’s Requests. Nothing in the record establishes or implies
that Petitioner’s Requests were intentionally ignored or unreasonably neglected. For these reasons, the
record in this case does not support a conclusion that the NPRA was violated by the length of time
required for the Secretary’s Responses

3. Sufficiency of Secretary’s Responses

Next, Petitioner alleges the Secretary’s Responses violated the NPRA on three grounds: (1) They
did not include all public records in the Secretary’s custody or control; (2) The assertions of attorney-

client privilege were insufficient; and (3) The records produced included improper redactions based on

“personal privacy interests.”
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a. Incomplete responses

The Secretary contends that he has produced all documents in his custody or control which are
responsive to Petitioner’s Requests. The record does not support this contention. At a minimum, the
Secretary’s Responses did not include at least a portion of an e-mail exchange between personnel in the
Secretary’s office and the Petitioner. The Secretary acknowledges the omission from the Secretary’s
Responses, explaining it was assumed that Petitioner was in possession of such records and therefore,
their re-production was unnecessary. The explanation is understandable, but finds no shelter in the
NPRA. Records in the custody or control of the Secretary must be produced if responsive to Petitioner’s
Requests even if the Secretary believes Petitioner already has the records.

In addition, Petitioner has provided a compelling argument that additional unproduced records
exist. He points to multiple statements in produced records referencing exchanges of independent records
where were not produced. See generally Reply in Support of the Public Records Act Application to Nev.
Rev. Stat. §239.001 et. seq., Petition for Writ of Mandamus or, in the Alternative, Prohibition at 2:10 3:2.
The Secretary must produce these records or, alternatively, supplement the record to establish the
referenced material is not in the Secretary’s custody or control despite the indications that it is.

b. Attorney-Client privilege claims

Both of the Secretary’s Responses disclose that additional responsive documents have been
withheld because they are confidential under NRS 49.095, Nevada’s attorney-client privilege. Under
NRS 239.010(1), privileged material under NRS 49.095 does not have to be produced by a governmental
entity in response to a public records request. The Secretary’s Responses expressly notified Petitioner of
the invocation of the attorney-client privilege in writing and reflect the specific and direct statutory basis
for confidentiality. As such, the Secretary properly invoked the attorney-client privilege. NRS
239.0107(1)(d); Reno Newspapers, Inc. v. Gibbon&, 127 Nev. 873, 885, 266 P.3d 623, 631 (2011).

Petitioner has challenged the Secretary’s authority to withhold entirely the documents at issue,
arguing the Secretary is obliged to produce redacted records and a privilege log in support of his assertion
of confidentiality. The Petitioner’s challenge finds support in two provisions of the NPRA. First, under

NRS 239.0113, the Secretary “has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the

public book or record, or a party thereof, is confidential.” And second, if confidential information within
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the records can be redacted, deleted, concealed or separated from the remainder of the record, a redacted
version of the record must be produced, in lieu of being withheld altogether. NRS 239.010(3).

Thus far in the proceedings, the Secretary has stood on his assertion of the attorney-client
privilege and not produced redacted versions of the records at issue or a privilege log. As such, the state
of the record in this case does not permit a judicial determination of whether he has met his burden under
NRS 239.0113 to establish that the records at issue are, in fact, confidential. Nor does it permit judicial
determination that the documents cannot be edited or partially produced in a way that would preserve
confidentiality under NRS 239.010(3). Further, applying the framework of Gibbons, the Secretary has
not demonstrated that Petitioner has sufficient information to meaningfully contest his claim of
confidentiality. Gibbons, 127 Nev. 873, 882-83, 266 P.3d at 629. Therefore, the Secretary must either:
(1) Produce to the Petitioner the records which have been withheld under a claim of attorney-client
privilege in a redacted form to preserve confidentiality of information that is privileged under NRS
49.095; or (2) Provide Petitioner a log which reflects, at a minimum, the “general factual description of
each record withheld and a specific explanation for nondisclosure.” Gibbons, 127 Nev. 873, 883, 266
P.3d at 629.

¢. Personal information redactions

Finally, Petitioner challenges the Secretary’s redactions in produced documents on the basis that
the redacted information implicates personal privacy interests. This challenge is unconvincing. The
redactions removed social security numbers; Nevada driver’s license or identification numbers;
residential addresses; telephone numbers; birthdays; signatures; places of birth; and Texas driver’s
license or personal identification numbers. Petitioner has failed to meet his burden to show that
disclosure of this redacted information “is likely to advance a significant public interest.” Las Vegas
Metro. Police Dep’t v. Las Vegas Review Journal, 136 Nev. 733, 737, 478 P.3d 383, 387 (2020) (citing
Clark Cty. Sch. Dist., 134 Nev. at 707-08, 429 P.3d at 320). Therefore, this claim will be denied.
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V. Order

Therefore, good cause appearing,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Public Records Act Application to Nev. Rev. Stat. §239.001
et. seq., Petition for Writ of Mandamus or, in the Alternative, Prohibition is GRANTED IN PART and
DENIED IN PART.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner’s First Request shall be deemed a
request for public records that includes the records identified in Petitioner’s First Request and any
additional records related to any investigation concerning the voting or voter registration of Charles
Walter Spillers, Jr. and Debra Louise Adams in Nevada’s 2022 general election.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the Secretary shall supplement his response to
Petitioner’s Requests to provide any responsive public records not previously produced, including
records believed or known to be in the custody or control of Petitioner and records identified in the Reply
in Support of the Public Records Act Application to Nev. Rev. Stat. §239.001 et. seq., Petition for Writ of)
Mandamus or, in the Alternative, Prohibition at 2:10 3:2.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the Secretary shall provide to Petitioner either:
(1) Any records which have been withheld from the Secretary’s Responses under a claim of attorney-
client privilege in a redacted form to preserve confidentiality of information that is privileged under NRS
49.095; or (2) A log of withheld records which reflects, at a minimum, the “general factual description
of each record withheld and a specific explanation for nondisclosure.”

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the Secretary shall produce to Petitioner the
records and/or log required by this Order not later than June 30, 2026.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that a decision concerning the imposition of a civil
penalty and any award of attorney’s fees and costs is DEFERRED at this time pending further

proceedings in this matter.
IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that a status hearing in this matter is set for 11:00 a.m.
on Tuesday, July 28, 2026.
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IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that except as otherwise granted or deferred herein,
the Public Records Act Application to Nev. Rev. Stat. §239.001 et. seq., Petition for Writ of Mandamus
or, in the Alternative, Prohibition is DENIED.

DATED this 26™ day of May, 2026

Ja . Woodbury
ISTRICT JUDGE
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of the First Judicial District Court,
and that on this @( day of May, 2026, I deposited for mailing at Carson City, Nevada, a true and

correct copy of the foregoing Order addressed as follows:

THE O’MARA LAW FIRM, P.C.
David C. O’Mara, Esq.

311 East Liberty Street

Reno, NV 89501

NEVADA ATTORNEY GENERAL

Gregory D. Ott, Chief Deputy Attorney General
Katie S. Armstrong, Senior Deputy Attorney
General

Emily D. Espinosa, Deputy Attorney General
100 North Carson Street

Carson City, NV 89701
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Julie Harkleroad

Judicial Assistant, Dept. 1
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