
SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA

Las Vegas Review-Journal, Inc. v. Eighth Judicial District Court
(Chasing Horse)

142 Nev., Adv. Op. 31 (2026) · No. 92008 · Decided April 23, 2026

SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court granted an emergency petition for a writ of mandamus challenging district
court restrictions on the publication of an alleged victim’s identity and the exclusion of media
representatives from a criminal trial. The court held that the restrictions constituted an unconstitutional
prior restraint and that the exclusion violated the press’s First Amendment right of access to criminal
proceedings. The court concluded that the district court had manifestly abused its discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court's restriction prohibiting the press from publishing an alleged victim's name
constituted an unconstitutional prior restraint.

2. Whether the district court violated the press's First Amendment right of access to criminal trials by
excluding the Review-Journal from the courtroom for refusing to comply with the publication
restriction.

3. Whether extraordinary writ relief was appropriate because the challenged rulings were not
independently appealable and would cause irreparable injury.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court manifestly abused its discretion by imposing an unjustified prior restraint on the
Review-Journal's publication of the alleged victim's name. A prior restraint is justified only when the
restrained activity poses a clear and present danger or serious and imminent threat to a protected
competing interest, the order is narrowly drawn, and no less restrictive alternative is available; those
requirements were not satisfied.

2. The district court violated the Review-Journal's First Amendment right of access to the criminal trial by
ejecting and excluding it for refusing to submit to an unconstitutional publication restraint.

3. Mandamus relief was warranted because the district court's rulings were not independently appealable
and, without intervention, would cause irreparable injury.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"[P]rior restraints on speech and publication are the most serious and the least tolerable infringement on
First Amendment rights,"” (at 6)

“This court has held that a prior restraint or "gag" order is justified only when "(1) the activity restrained
poses either a clear and present danger or a serious and imminent threat to a protected competing interest,
(2) the order is narrowly drawn, and (3) less restrictive alternatives are not available."” (at 6)

“"[T]he right to attend criminal trials is implicit in the guarantees of the First Amendment; without the
freedom to attend such trials, which people have exercised for centuries, important aspects of freedom of
speech and 'of the press could be eviscerated."” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



During the criminal prosecution of Nathan Chasing Horse, the name of an alleged victim identified as S. Doe
had been repeatedly disclosed in grand-jury transcripts, public filings, open court, and trial proceedings. The
district court interpreted a media decorum order as prohibiting publication of the victim's name, threatened the
Review-Journal with contempt if it published the name, and excluded the newspaper and its journalists from the
courtroom when they refused to agree to the restriction. The district court did not appear to impose the same
restriction on all persons who had heard or disclosed the victim's name.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Eighth Judicial District Court restricted the media from publishing an alleged victim's name and excluded
the Review-Journal and its journalists from the courtroom after they declined to comply. The Nevada Supreme
Court exercised its original writ jurisdiction, entered an emergency order granting mandamus relief, and issued
this opinion explaining that decision.
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