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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court held that inmate telephone call records generated by a private
telecommunications provider under contract with a governmental detention facility were public
records subject to disclosure under the Nevada Public Records Act. The court concluded that the
records concerned the provision of a public service and were within the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department's legal control, and that redaction addressed privacy concerns. The court also held that
Blackjack Bonding was a prevailing party entitled to reasonable attorney fees and costs, reversed the
denial of those fees and costs, and remanded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether inmate telephone call-detail records generated by a private provider under contract with a
governmental entity are public records relating to the provision of a public service under the Nevada
Public Records Act.

2. Whether the records were within LVMPD's legal custody or control and whether the Nevada Public
Records Act required LVMPD to obtain and disclose readily compilable information from CenturyLink.

3. Whether privacy and production-burden concerns defeated disclosure under the balancing-of-competing-
interests test.

4. Whether Blackjack was a prevailing requester entitled to reasonable attorney fees and costs under NRS
239.011 despite being required to pay the costs of producing the records.

HOLDINGS

1. The requested inmate telephone call-detail information was a public record because it related to the
provision of a public service by a private entity on behalf of a governmental entity.

2. LVMPD had legal control over the requested records and was required to obtain and disclose them
because CenturyLink's system could readily generate the information.

3. Blackjack was a prevailing requester entitled to recover reasonable attorney fees and costs under NRS
239.011, even though it was required to pay the agency's costs of producing the records.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that this information is a public record because it concerns the provision of a public service and is
within the agency's legal control.” (2)

“We also hold that the requester was a prevailing party and thus entitled to recover attorney fees and costs
pursuant to NRS 239.011.” (2)

“Therefore, the balancing-of-competing-interests test does not preclude its duty to produce the requested
information.” (10)

“Blackjack was a prevailing party and is entitled to recover attorney fees and costs associated with its efforts
to secure access to the telephone records, despite the fact that it was to pay the costs of production.” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clark County contracted with CenturyLink to provide inmate telephone services at the Clark County Detention
Center and to generate call-detail records for administrative and investigative purposes. Blackjack Bonding



requested records concerning inmate calls to telephone numbers appearing on bail-bond-agent lists, later
agreeing that inmate names and identification numbers could be redacted. Although LVMPD claimed it did not
possess the records, the contract, CenturyLink's prior production of similar data, and LVMPD's admission
established that CenturyLink could readily generate the information and that LVMPD had legal control over it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Blackjack Bonding requested inmate telephone call records from LVMPD under the Nevada Public Records Act.
After LVMPD denied the request, Blackjack petitioned for a writ of mandamus. The district court ordered
LVMPD to produce most of the requested records, with inmate names and identification numbers redacted, and
required Blackjack to pay production costs, but denied Blackjack's motion for attorney fees and costs. LVMPD
appealed the writ order, and Blackjack appealed the fee denial; the appeals were consolidated.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Affirm the district court's partial writ relief, reverse the order denying Blackjack's motion for attorney fees and
costs, and remand for the district court to enter an award of reasonable attorney fees and costs consistent with the
opinion.
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