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March 3, 2021 

 
Via U.S. Mail 
 
Governor Steve Sisolak 
State of Nevada 
101 North Carson Street 
Carson City, NV 89701 
 
 Re: In the Matter of the Honorable Melanie Andress-Tobiasson  

NCJD Case Nos. 2018-120-P and 2019-005-P 
 

Dear Governor Sisolak: 
 
 I am the Executive Director and General Counsel of the Nevada Commission on Judicial 
Discipline (“Commission”), a judicial branch agency.  You recently received a letter, dated 
February 22, 2021, from Mark P. Cook, Esq., of Cook & Kelesis, LTD., which was copied to the 
Governor’s Finance Office, the Budget Division, as well as numerous Chairs and Vice-Chairs of 
several legislative committees as further set forth on the last page of this letter. 
 
 I will not be responding to Mr. Cook’s groundless attacks against the Commission which 
have all been rejected to date by the Commission, the Nevada Supreme Court and the Board of 
Governors of the State Bar of Nevada.  However, I believe that a response is appropriate and 
necessary under the circumstances since Mr. Cook seeks to undermine the Commission’s pending 
budget requests before the Nevada Legislature for critical resources, staff and budgetary funds, as 
well as influence, in concert with certain proponents among the Nevada Judges of Limited 
Jurisdiction (“NJLJ”), the passage of an unconstitutional and ill-advised bill, AB43, currently 
pending before the Assembly Judiciary Committee.1 
 
 In order to put Mr. Cook’s letter into perspective, you should know that Mr. Cook is current 
defense counsel for Judge Andress-Tobiasson, a Las Vegas Justice of the Peace, in a very litigious 
and contentious judicial misconduct case which has been ongoing for several years before the 
Commission and the Nevada Supreme Court.  A public disciplinary hearing involving Mr. Cook’s 

 
1 AB43 was submitted for filing with the Nevada Legislature by the NJLJ, which is a Domestic Nonprofit Cooperative 
Corporation whose members consist of justices of the peace and municipal court judges throughout the State.  AB43 
is not supported by the Commission and many others, including those among the judiciary, on various constitutional 
and public policy grounds. 
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client, Judge Andress-Tobiasson, is currently in the process of being re-scheduled before the 
Commission in the above-entitled matters, which should take place in the coming months.   
 
 While I cannot comment on Judge Andress-Tobiasson and the public charges filed against 
her, I have enclosed for your convenience and review, in the event you wish to be informed of the 
big picture, copies of the Formal Statement of Charges filed against Judge Andress-Tobiasson on 
August 31, 2020, the Commission’s Answering Brief to Mr. Cook’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus 
and Prohibition filed with the Nevada Supreme Court on October 9, 2020 (which responds at length 
to Mr. Cook’s unsubstantiated attacks and allegations against the Commission), as well as the 
Nevada Supreme Court’s Order Denying Mr. Cook’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus and 
Prohibition in its entirety filed on November 20, 2020, all of which are public documents. 
 
 It is also important to note the sheer lengths to which Mr. Cook has gone to attack the 
Commission and continue his assault on virtually everyone involved in his client’s disciplinary 
case before the Commission, including (i) individual Commissioners (comprised of judges, 
lawyers and laypersons appointed to the Commission by the Nevada Supreme Court, the Board of 
Governors of the State Bar of Nevada and the Governor’s Office), (ii) Commission staff, (iii) 
independent and professionally licensed Commission investigators, (iv) each of the Commission’s 
prosecuting officers who are independently licensed Nevada attorneys, as well as (v) members of 
the public, (vi) complainants and, shockingly, (vii) even those who have agreed to be witnesses at 
Judge Andress-Tobiasson’s upcoming disciplinary hearing, including, but not limited to, members 
of the press, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Clark County District 
Attorney’s Office, among others.2 
 
 In addition to Mr. Cook’s ongoing assault on the Commission and all of the 
participants/witnesses in his client’s upcoming disciplinary trial, as well as on the long-standing 
constitutional and statutory processes that govern judicial disciplinary hearings before the 
Commission, Mr. Cook has relentlessly employed and continues to engage in the following 
scorched earth tactics, including, but not limited to, (i) threatening to file attorney discipline 
complaints with the State Bar of Nevada against me, as General Counsel and Executive Director 
of the Commission, as well as the Commission’s prosecuting officers, for pursuing and prosecuting 
the Commission’s disciplinary case against his client; (ii) serving and/or attempting to serve 
subpoenas on the spouses and co-workers of certain Commission investigators who have nothing 
to do with the Commission’s disciplinary case against his client; (iii) attempting to dissuade 
through intimidation and coercion certain Commission prosecuting officers from prosecuting the 
Commission’s disciplinary case against his client; (iv) seeking to disqualify and remove each of 
the individual Commissioners scheduled to be hearing panelists during his client’s disciplinary 
hearing, including a judicial colleague of his client serving on the Commission;3 (v) seeking to 

 
2 From the very outset of his representation of Judge Andress-Tobiasson to the present, Mr. Cook has leveled false 
and contrived allegations of bias, bad faith, conflicts of interest, recklessness, failure to follow the law and other 
meritless collusion, collaboration and secret (star chamber) conspiracy theories in proceedings and matters before the 
Commission, the Nevada Supreme Court, the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada, the Governor’s Office, 
and Nevada State legislators. 
3 Within a week after denying over ten (10) pre-hearing motions filed by defense counsel, Mr. Cook removed Justice 
of the Peace Mason Simons, a fellow judicial colleague of Judge Andress-Tobiasson who was serving as Presiding 
Judge of the disciplinary hearing panel, by means of a peremptory challenge.  Pursuant to Commission Procedural 



Governor Steve Sisolak 
March 3, 2021 
Page 3 
 
disqualify and remove certain prosecuting officers from prosecuting the disciplinary case against 
his client only a few weeks or months prior to the commencement of the hearing by requesting 
meetings before the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada (one of the Commission’s 
appointing authorities) on matters that have already been litigated (despite previously withdrawing 
and waiving any objections to these very same matters); (vi) attempting to undermine the 
Commission’s budget requests for critical funds, resources and staff before the Nevada 
Legislature, by fabricating meritless allegations which not only have been previously rejected by 
the Nevada Supreme Court and the Commission, but are belied by Mr. Cook’s own actions which 
have had the intended effect of depleting the Commission’s small budget prior to the upcoming 
disciplinary hearing against his client; and (vii) submitting overly burdensome public records 
requests under NRS Chapter 239 for documents and information which are not only already in the 
public domain, but also have been previously accessed by Mr. Cook and attached to his legal 
filings with the Commission and the Nevada Supreme Court.4 Despite the Commission’s good-
faith compliance with Mr. Cook’s public records request, Mr. Cook continues to threaten to file a 
civil lawsuit against the Commission for its refusal to provide confidential and privileged materials 
which are prohibited from being publicly disclosed by law.   
 
 To make matters even worse, the most troubling of Mr. Cook’s actions involve threatening 
to individually sue and actually serving litigation hold letters5 to the personal residences of each 
of the following individuals: (i) the General Counsel and Executive Director of the Commission 
for pursuing on behalf of the Commission a disciplinary case against his client; (ii) each of the 
Commissioners (comprised of judges, lawyers and laypersons) serving on the disciplinary hearing 
panel involving his client, including a fellow judicial colleague of Judge Andress-Tobiasson 
serving on the Commission;6 (iii) the Commission’s independent and professionally licensed 
investigators for being involved in and investigating his client on behalf of the Commission; (iv) 
the independently licensed Nevada State attorneys serving as Commission prosecuting officers for 
prosecuting the case against his client on behalf of the Commission; as well as, astoundingly, (v) 
several members of the public who have agreed to participate and testify as witnesses during the 
Commission’s disciplinary hearing involving his client, including those who filed judicial 
misconduct complaints against his client, as well as members of the press and others, including, 
but not limited to, those among the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Clark 
County District Attorney’s Office.         

 
Rules, both the prosecuting officers and defense counsel may exercise a single peremptory challenge to any of the 
Commission members, which has the effect of permanently removing that Commissioner from the hearing panel.    
4 If these same requests were made pursuant to the discovery rules of the Commission and the Nevada Rules of Civil 
Procedure, they likely would have been rejected on procedural and relevancy grounds.  Employing such tactics during 
the pendency of an ongoing trial, particularly one that is extremely litigious and contentious, only serves the intended 
purpose of disrupting a small agency’s performance of its core functions and has the effect of overriding long-standing 
discovery rules.  The harm to government agencies, particularly small agencies, such as the Commission, in allowing 
public records requests to be used as a routine discovery device by defense counsel in ongoing litigation cases, is 
substantial, the necessary consequence of which would cause a significant displacement of the balance of interests 
established under applicable discovery rules.  Instead of concentrating on the litigation case, the government agency 
would be compelled to devote its scarce resources to screen and process public records requests.  Defense counsel, 
such as Mr. Cook in his present disciplinary case before the Commission, would not be under a similar burden. 
5 A “litigation hold letter” is a legal document that requires an individual or entity to preserve all documents, data, and 
information that may relate to a pending legal action that involves that individual or entity. 
6 Mr. Cook served a litigation hold letter on Justice of the Peace Mason Simons at his personal residence even after 
defense counsel removed Judge Simons from the disciplinary hearing panel. See footnote 3, supra. 
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 In closing, I would like to point out that Mr. Cook’s pending case before the Commission 
is just one Commission case out of the hundreds that the Commission receives on a yearly basis!!  
It appears that Mr. Cook, by virtue of his February 22nd letter, has unwittingly but convincingly 
made the case for the Commission as to the precise reasons why it is vitally important for the 
Commission to receive its budgetary requests for critical funds, resources and staff, thereby 
enabling the Commission to continue carrying out its constitutional and statutory mandates of 
protecting the public.   
 

Moreover, Mr. Cook has likewise provided the requisite justification and evidence 
underlying the Commission’s opposition to the unconstitutional and ill-advised bill submitted by 
the NJLJ, AB43, which should be rejected in its entirety.  The Commission’s mission of protecting 
the public and preserving the integrity of the judiciary far outweighs the self-interests of a few 
disgruntled limited jurisdiction judges. 
 
 If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at 
your convenience. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       Paul C. Deyhle 
       General Counsel & Executive Director 
       Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline 
 
 
 
 
cc (via U.S. Mail): Gary Vause, Commissioner & Commission Chair - NCJD 

Governor's Finance Office, Susan Brown, Director 
Governor's Finance Office - Budget Division, Tiffany Greenameyer, 
     Deputy Director   
Chris Brooks, Chair - Senate Finance Committee   
Moises Denis, Vice Chair - Senate Finance Committee   
Steve Yeager, Chairman - State Assembly Judiciary Committee   
Rochelle T. Nguyen, Vice Chairwoman - State Assembly Judiciary 
    Committee   
Maggie Carlton, Chair - State Assembly Ways & Means Committee 
Daniele Monroe-Moreno, Vice Chair - State Assembly Ways & Means 
    Committee   
Sarah Peters, Chair - State Assembly Ways & Means Subcommittee on 
    General Government   
Sandra Jauregui, Vice Chair - State Assembly Ways & Means 
    Subcommittee on General Government  


