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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court denied Sigal Chattah’s petition for writs of mandamus or prohibition
challenging the denial of a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction in an action
concerning a candidate’s qualifications for Nevada Attorney General. The court held that the
challenged order was immediately appealable under NRAP 3A(b)(3), providing a speedy and adequate
remedy, and noted that Chattah had already filed an appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Supreme Court of Nevada should issue a writ of mandamus or prohibition to review the

district court's denial of temporary injunctive relief.

2. Whether the availability of an immediate appeal from an order refusing to grant an injunction constituted

a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy that precluded extraordinary writ relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition for writs of mandamus or prohibition must be denied because Chattah had a plain, speedy,

and adequate remedy at law through an immediate appeal under NRAP 3A(b)(3).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Whether a future appeal is sufficiently adequate and speedy necessarily turns on the underlying
proceedings’ status, the types of issues raised in the writ petition, and whether a future appeal will permit this

court to meaningfully review the issues presented”

“On the court’s own or a party’s motion, the court may—to expedite its decision or for other good cause—

suspend any provision of these Rules in a particular case and order proceedings as the court directs ...”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Chattah challenged a candidate's qualifications for the Office of Attorney General. She sought a temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunction from the district court, but the district court denied both requests.
She sought Supreme Court relief by mandamus or prohibition while also pursuing an appeal from the injunction

order.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Chattah filed an action challenging a candidate's qualifications for Nevada Attorney General and sought
temporary injunctive relief in the First Judicial District Court. The district court denied the requested temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunction. Chattah petitioned the Supreme Court of Nevada for extraordinary
writ relief and separately filed a notice of appeal from the injunction order; the Supreme Court denied the writ

petition.
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