






DISCUSSION

On appeal, Tr -County  repeats i t s  v iew tha t  "uncle]

California and Nevada law, evidence of worker[sl compensation pay

is admissible a s  a n  exception t o  t he  collateral source rule,"

generally renders evidence of a collateral source of payment for an
inadmissible. Proctor  v. Castelletti, 112 Nev. 88, 90, 911 P.2d 85

(1996). Because both Nevada, the forum state, and California, the s
-which the payments were made, have an interest in  this case, ar]

County addresses the outcome under the law of both states, we ex

whether a conflict-of-law analysis is necessary. Th is  issue is a ques
law and the district court's decision that  NRS 616C.215 did not

must be reviewed de novo. See Stephans v. State, 127 Nev.
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When the laws of more than one state potentially apply,
undertaking a conflict-of-law analysis, a court should determine whE

conflict of  law actually exists. 1 5 A  C.J.S. Conflict of  Laws § 30 (
See, e.g., Johnson v. Nextel Communications, Inc., 660 F.3d 131, 1

Cir. 2011); Estate of Doe v. Islamic Republic of Iran, 808 F. Supp. 2(

(D.D.C. 2011); Edifecs Inc. v. TIBCO Software Inc., 756 F. Supp. 2d
1317 (W.D. Wash. 2010). " A  conflict of law exists when two or more

have legitimate interests in a particular set of facts in litigation, a]

laws of those states differ or would produce different results in the

AIG Premier Ins. Co. v. RLI  Ins. Co., 812 F. Supp. 2d 1315, 1321
Fla. 2011) (internal quotations omitted). " I f  there is no conflict, no f

analysis is necessary, and the law of the forum state usually applies.
C.J.S. Conflict of Laws § 30 (2012) (emphasis added); Edifecs 756 F.
























