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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court reversed and remanded district court orders denying anti-SL APP special
motions to dismiss. The court held that the district court erred by permitting the plaintiffs to amend
their complaint after the motions were filed and by relying on the amended complaint in conducting
the anti-SLLAPP analysis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court erred by permitting respondents to amend their complaint after appellants filed
anti-SLAPP special motions to dismiss.

2. Whether the district court erred by relying on the amended complaint rather than the original complaint

in ruling on the pending anti-SL APP motions.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court erred by permitting respondents to file an amended complaint while appellants' anti-

SLAPP special motions to dismiss were pending.

2. The district court must conduct its anti-SLAPP analysis based on the original complaint when the
amended complaint was filed after the anti-SL APP special motion to dismiss.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“On remand, the district court should conduct its anti-SLAPP analysis based on respondents’ original

complaint.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Appellants filed anti-SLAPP special motions to dismiss. After those motions were filed, respondents filed an
amended complaint, and the district court ruled that the amended complaint governed. The district court then
relied on the amended complaint in determining that appellants had not satisfied the first step of the anti-SLAPP

analysis.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Respondents filed an amended complaint after appellants had filed anti-SL APP special motions to dismiss. The
district court determined that the amended complaint governed and relied on it in denying the motions at the first
step of the anti-SLAPP analysis. The Nevada Supreme Court reversed and remanded, directing the district court
to conduct the anti-SLAPP analysis using the original complaint.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must conduct its anti-SLAPP analysis based on respondents' original complaint.
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