Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description GComponent Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

6/29/2012 . 15775-T2 / Mojave Electiic Co. pc 54.00 0.15 8.10
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 54.00 0.15 8.10
Photocopies

612972012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

6/29/2012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment ' 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

6/29/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Etectiic Co. pc 1.00 015 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1,00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

5/29/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co, pc 54.00 0.15 8.10
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 54.00 0.15 8.10
Photocopies

6/29/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.15 0.30
WMojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

71212012 15775-72 f Mojave Efectric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

7/2f2012 15775-72 / Molave Eleciric Co. pc 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashenan Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.50
Photocopies

71512012 15775-72 / Molave Electric Co. pc 27.00 0.16 405
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 27.00 0.15 4.05
Photocopies

71512012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclic Co. pc 54.00 0.15 B.10
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 54.00 0.15 8.10
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriDiClient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

7512012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

71512012 15775-72.f Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

752012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

T/6/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

7/6R2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electiic Co. pc 35.00 015 525
Mojave Electric Go, v. Cashman Equipment 35.00 0.15 5.25
Photocopies

71612012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocaopies

7lerzo12 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Elactric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

7/6/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

7162012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 015 0.30
Photocopies

71012012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 28.00 0.15 4.20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 28.00 0.15 420
Photocopies

37812014 1:44:40 PM Page: 22

00134

JA 00007252




Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter 1d="15775-72" and not hidden
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

7/9/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 300 0.16 0.45
Photocopies

7/912012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Elactric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.5
Photocopies

71912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pec 2,00 0.15 0.30
Majave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 “0.30
Photocopies '

19122 15775-72 I Mojave Etectiic Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Molave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 © 030
Photocopies

7912012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 58.00 0.15 8.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 58.00 0.15 8.70
Photocoples i

71972012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electiic Co. pc 58.00 0.15 B.70
Mojave Eiectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 58.00 0.15 8.70
Photocopies

71042012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 8.00 0.15 1.20
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.1% 1.20
Photocaples

THOR2012 165775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 G.15 0.156
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocapies '

71102012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co, v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

71072012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 - 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amocunt

7110/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.156
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 015 0.15
Photocoples

711072012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 (.15 0.30
Photocopies

7H0R2012 15775-72 / Molave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

7102012 45775-72 | Mojave Electric Go. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.156 0.30
Photocopies

7102012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.18 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equlpment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

711012012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

710/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electsic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies -

7102012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.156 0.15
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.156 0.15
Photocopies

7M0/2012 16775-72 / Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

711012012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 075
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof MNarrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
7M0R012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co, pC 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
711072012 15775-72 | Mojave Electiic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 100 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
7102012 15775-72 / Mojave Electic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.156
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment ‘ 1.00 . 016 0.15
Photocopies
71012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Pholocopies
7110/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
: Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
THO2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocopies
711072012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0,15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Pholocopies
7102012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.18 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples
71012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
7/10/2012 15775-72 { Majave Elactric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5,00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies
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MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

Tit202 415775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pC 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712012 15775-72  Molave Eleclric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0,15 0.30
Photocopies

7ri1/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co, v, Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocoples :

Tii172012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Molave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.156
Photocopies

711372012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 5,00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

711372012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

TH32012 15775-72 ! Majave Electric Co. PG 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

713/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment i 1.00 0.15 015
Photocopies

71372012 18775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

THBR2012 45775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, pc 27.00 0.15 4.05
tojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 27.00 0.156 4.05
Photocopies
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
7116/2012. 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Pholocopies
7HBI2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples
711772012 15775-72 { Mojave Eleclric Co. pe 2.00 0.156 0.30
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.16 0.30
Photocopies
711712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 22.060 0.16 3.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 22.00 0.15 3.30
Pholocopies
71182012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc §1.00 15 12,15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 8100 0.15 12.15
Photocopies
71812012 15776-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 060
Photocopies
71812012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015 \
Mojave Electiic Go. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.18 0.18
Photocopies
71812012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.16 0.3¢
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples
711812012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.156 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Pholocapies
71812012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
. Photocopies
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MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

71872012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

711812012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015
Moajave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 1 .QO 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

74192012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pe 27.00 0.15 405
Mcjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment ' 27.00 015 4.05
Photocopies

TH912012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies '

7192012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

711972012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Go. pc 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

7119/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

711912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Photocoples

7119/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.18 0.30
Photocopies

7912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photacopies
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date  Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

71972012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.156 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

7192012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2700 0.15 405
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment ) 27.00 0.15 4.05
Photocopies

712012012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 30,00 0.15 4.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 30,00 0.15 450
Photocopies

71202012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 3.00 0.15 0.45
Molave Eleckic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

712072012 16775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712072012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

71202012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.50
Photocoples

Ti23f2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.18 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photocopies

772312012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 Q.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 015
Photocoples

7232012 15775-72 / Mojave Efectric Co. pc 500 0.15 0.76
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipmemnt 5.00 015 0.75
Photocopies
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

7/23/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

7/23/2012 15775-72  Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocapies

7123/2012 45775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712312012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equiprnent 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

71232012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies :

7/23/2012 15775-72 | Molave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.156 0.15
Photocoples '

712312012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.16 0.75
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.156 0.75
FPhotocopies

712312012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photncopies

71231212 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co, pe 1.00 0.15 .15
Mojave Elediric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 015
Photocopies

71232012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 100 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
712312012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.19
: Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
712312012 16775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
712312012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, pe 1.00 015 0.18
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocapies
712312012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocopies
112312012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1,00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electrc Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
712312012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.158 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15 .
Photocopies
712312012 15776-72  Majave Etectric Co. pc 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipmenl 2.00 0.16 0.30
Photocopies
72312012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.76
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.76
Photocopies
712312012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pc 2.00 046 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
71232012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.156 0.75
Photocoples
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7i23/2012 15776-72 | Mojave Elechic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.1%
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712382012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 3.00 018 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

712312012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

7232012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

712372012 15775-72 | Mojave Etectric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Photocopies

7124120142 15775-72 | Mojave Electic Co. pC 13.00 0.15 1.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 13.00 0.15 1.95
Photocopies

71242012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

712412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 4.00 0.15 060
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 .60
Photocoples

712412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.1% 0.30
Photocopies

712412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electtic Co. v. Cashiman Equipment 4,00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies
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7i2412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
72412012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
| 712472012 16775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co. pe 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashiman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocoples
712412012 15775-72 | Majave Electric Co. pe 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
712412012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photacopies
712412012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
712412012 15776-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
712412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30

Photacopies
742412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
t1ojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
712412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
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7RARONZ 16775-72 f Mojave Electric Go. - PG 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

712412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc + 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies '

712412012 15775-72 / Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equiprnant 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies :

712412012 . 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0,30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.18 0.30
Photocoples

72482012 15775-72/ Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 13.00 0.15 - 1.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 13.00 0.15 196
Photocopies

7i25/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.156 0.156
Muojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

712512012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

71252012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Pholocopies

71262012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 78.00 0.15 11.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 78.00 0.15 11.70
Pholocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

cosls and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date " Prof Narrative Task Code Sim Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

712612012 156775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

712612012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric CGo. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

712712012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 72,00 0.15 10.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 72.00 0.16 10.80
Photocopies

712712012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.50
Photocopies

712772012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electrdc Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

71272012 ' 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 - 030
Photocoples

702712012 15775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

712772012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 a.15
Photocapies

712712012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleclilc Go. v, Cashinan Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

712712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equlpment 1.00 015 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Ciient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code Stm Units Sim Price Ext Amount

TH27/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 015 - 015
Photocopies

Ti2772012 _15775-72 { Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

7/30/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Pholccoples

713112012 15775-72 / Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 3200 0.15 4.80
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3200 0.15 4.80
Photocopies

713172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 28.00 0.15 4.20

' Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 28.00 0.15 4.20

Photocopies

7i312012 15775-T2 / Mojave Electric Co. pG 36.00 0.15 540
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 35.00 015 5.40
Photocoples

713172012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. V. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies .

743172012 15775-72 Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

7/31/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

71312012 15775-72 f Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Molave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

Gosts and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

71342012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4,00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

7/31/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.60 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.18 0.30°
Photocopies

713112012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 4,00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Elechric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

713112012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Go. pc 28.00 0.15 4,20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 28.00 0.15 4.20
Photocopies

713172012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 28.00 0.15 4,20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashiman Equipment 28.00 0.15 4.20
Photocopies

713172012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.5 0.60
Photocopies

7i3172012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipmertt 6.00 0.15 0.90
Photocopies -

8172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 93.00 0.15 13.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 93.00 0.15 1395
Photocopies

8/1/2012 15775-72./ Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Eleclric Co. v, Cashman Equipment - 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

81202 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 32.00 0.15 4.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 32,00 0.15 4.80
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

anro12 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 20.00 015 3.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 20.00 0.15 3.00
Photocopias

8172012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. PG 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photacopies

81112012 15775-72 / Majave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photocopies

8112012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photocopies

anrzoiz 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

Bnzu2 15775-72 / Mojave Etectric Co.. pc 2.00 0.15 0,30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.456 0.30
Photocopies .

812012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocapies

8M2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.16 0.75
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.16 0.758
Photocopies

112012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

8112012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. V. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0,30
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="156775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

8/1/2012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

8172012 16775-72 1 Mojave Efectric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

81172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8172012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pe 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Fiectric Co.v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.16 0.30
Photocopies

812012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 8.00 0.15 1.20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 1.20
Photocopies

8nj2012 15775-7T2 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0156 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

822012 15775-72 [ Majave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocapies

87212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 500 015 0.75
Photocopies '

8/212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 015 0.20
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/2/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Pholocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72 and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative . Task Code Stm Units Stm Price Ext Amount
8212012 15775-72 § Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16

Photocopies
87212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
8212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 . 0.30

Photocopies
822012 15775-T2 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 0.90

Photocoples
822012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mgjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
8212012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.1% 0.15

Photocoples
Bf2f2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe - 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 090

Photocaopies
8212012 45775-72 [ Mojave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.156 0.18

Photocopies
8132012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photacopies
8/3/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.156
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashmen Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="157756-72' and noi hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price Ext Amount

813202 45775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Phofoecopies

8132012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photacopies

81312012 15775-72 / Molave Elecfric Co. pc 200 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/3/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Etectric Co. PG 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8132012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Pholocopies

862012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopics '

81672012 15775-72 / Majave Electﬁcéo. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Majave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photacopies

B/6/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Go. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies '

afer2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electrlc Co. pc 1.00 015 0.15
Moljave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.16
Photocopies

81612012 15775-72 | Mojave Blectric Go. pC 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0,15 0.30
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date ° Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

8/6/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Majave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

BI72012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
FPhotocopies

8/7/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

81712012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleckic Co, v. Cashmian Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocapies

B/712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocopies

81712012 "16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 030
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 016 0.30
Photacopies ’

81712012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 045
Photocopies :

8/9r2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 9.00 0.15 1.35
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 9.00 0.15 1.35
Photocopies

8192012 15775-72 I Mojave Electiic Co: pc 28.00 015 4.20
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 28.00 0.15 4.20
Photocopies

81912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Ca, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

- Matter Description Companent Units Price Value
Date Prof MNarrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
8/9/2042 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.18 1.05
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.056

Photocopies
' 8/072012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 21.00 0.15 3.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 21.00 0.15 3.18

Photocopies
8012012 15§775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16

Photocopies
B/92012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 045
Majave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 015 0.45

Photocopies
sz 1577572 | Mojave Elestric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Maojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Phatocopies
81972012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Go. pc 40.00 0.15 600
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 40.00 0.15 6.00

Photocopies
g/e2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Ca. pc 12.00 0.15 1.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.16 1.80

Photocopies

8/9/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co, pc 17.00 0.15 2.55
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 17.00 0.15 2.55

Photocopies
8/92012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 4400 0.15 6.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 44.00 0.15 6.60

Photocopies
B/9/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 9.00 0.15 1.35
Mojave Etectric Co, v. Cashman Equipment .00 0.16 1.35

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component . Units Price Value
Date Prof MNarrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
8/9f2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 10.00 015 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. GCashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.60

Photocopies
B/8f2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 18.00 0.15 ‘ 2.70
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 18.00 0.15 2.70

Photocopies
B/9/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.15 0.30
Majave Electric Co. v. GCashman Equipment 2.00 015 0.30

Photocopies
8/912012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Go. pc 27.00 0.15 4.08
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2700 0.16 4.05

Photocopies
B/10/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. po 40.00 0.15 6.00
fMojave Eiectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 40.00 015 6.00

" Photocopies
8/10/2012 15775-721 Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Majave Elactric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60

Photogopies
81072012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
an 912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60

Photocopies
8/10/2012 15775-72 / Majave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.15

Photocopies
81072012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30

Photccopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

8/10/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Elecfric Co. pe 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.06
Photocopies

8/10/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. ps 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

8Horo12 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co, pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mdjave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies o

81072012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 200 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/13/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. ps 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.80
Photocopies

811312012 15775-72 I Majave Electric Co. pt 18.00 0.15 2.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 18.00 0.15 2.70
Pholocopies

811312012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Ca. pc 3.00 0.15 045
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 045
Photocopies ’

81132012 15775-72 | Mojave Electtic Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

81372012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

8r13iz012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mdjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matier id='15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Componeht Units Price Vatue

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

8132012 16775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

8f14r2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/14/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Photocopies

anarz0$12 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

811412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equiprment 2.00, 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

BM5/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Flectic Co. pc 20.00 0.15 _13.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 90,00 0.15 13.50
Photocoples

8/16/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Photocopies

8/16/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 15.00 0.15 2.25
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Eguipment 15.00 0.15 225
Photocopies

8162012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8n72012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 17.00 0.15 255
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 17.00 0.15 255
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72° and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Compone'nt Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

8172012 15775-72 / Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

81172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pPC 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

aHr2m2 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Ca. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Photocoples

8M17/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pG 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies .

8M712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Photocopies

BM712012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pt 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashiman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

81742012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pC 6.00 0.15 090
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.5 0.80
Photocopies

BIMTRO12 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pG 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

81202012 15775-72 I Majave Electric Co. pG 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

812012012 157758-72 | Mojave Electic Co. pc 1.00 015 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter ld="15775-72" and not hidden

. MatterlDiClient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

81202012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0:15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8212012 45775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Eqpipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

8/2112012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 015 0.45
Photocoples

81012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electrle Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

BR21/2012 15775-72 [ Majave Flectric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

812212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

82212012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.156
Mojave Efeciric Co. v. Cashman Equlpment 1.00 0.156 0.i6
Photocopies :

82212012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocaples

8/22/2012 45775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eleclric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8i22/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterIDIClient Sort

Matter Desacription Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

82212012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

8/23/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pa 2.00 0.156 0.30
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/24/2012 15775-72 / Mejave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/29i2012 15775-72 | Mojave Etectric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eloctric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/29/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. Pt 7.00 0.15 1.05
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photocopies

B/2972012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/29/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies .

812912012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 015 0.30
Photocopies

8/29/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 60.00 0.15 9.00
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 60.00 0.15 9.00
Photocopies

812912012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 110.00 0.15 16.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 110.00 0.15 16.50
Photocopies )
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Sim Price  Ext Amount

8/30/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electic Co. pc 43.00 0.15 6.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4300 015 6.45
Photocopies

8/30/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 96.00 0.15 14.40
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 96.00 0.15 14.40
Photocoples

813072012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photacopies

813012012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

813012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 32.00 0.15 480
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 3200 0.15 4.80
Photacoples

8/3012012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

8302012 15775—72.1 Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

8/30/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 8.00 0.15 1,20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 1.20
Photocopies

8/31/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

8/31/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriDIClient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Sim Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

813172012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc B4.00 0.15 12.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 84.00 0.15 12.60
Photocopies

8/31/2012 16778-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mgjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocopies

83112012 15775-72 { Majave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

83172012 15775-72 | Mujave Etectric Go. pe 3.00 0.16 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v, Gashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 045
Phatocopies

8/31/2012 15775-72 ) Mojave Electric Co. pC 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photocopies

8/31/2012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocoples

8/31/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.1&6 0.30
Mojave Flackic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

B131/2012 15775-72 / Mojave ElectricCo. ‘ pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Malave Electric Go, v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Pholocopies

8/31/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electtic Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Ecquipment 5.00 0.5 0.75
Photocoples

81312012 15775-72 | Mojave Electic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photecopies :
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and malter id="16775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Uniis Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

8/312012 15775-72 | Mcjave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

9/4/2012 15775-72 ! Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 4.00 0.156 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

9/4/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photacopies

9412012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.90
Mojave Eleckic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.80
Photocopies

941212 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co, pc 16.00 0.15 240
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 16.00 0.15 2.40
Phatocopies

9/5/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electiic Co. pe 150.00 0.15 22.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 150.00 0.15 22.50
Photocopies

97512012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pe 25.00 0.15 375
Mojave Fleckic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2500 0.15 a.75
Photocopies

9/52012 45775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 72.00 0.15 10.80
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 72.00 0.15 10.80
Photocoplies

9/5/12012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Ca. pc 200 .15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

9172012 45775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 183.00 0.15 27.45
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 183.00 0.15 2745
Photocoples
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

Matter|D/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

/712012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 60.00 0.15 7.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 50.00 0.15 7.50
Photocopies

of7i2012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 141.00 0,15 21.15
Mojave Etectric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 141,00 0.15 21.15
Photocopies

97/2012 15775-72 { Mcjave Electiic Co. pec 33.00 .15 4.95
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 3300 0.15 4,95
Photocopies

01712012 15775-72 / Mojave Elactric Co. . pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.156
Photocopies

9712012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 015
Muojave Electric Go. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

9102012 15775-72  Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

071072012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 141.00 0.15 1665
Mojave Etectric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 111.00 0.15 16.65
Photocopies

OM0R2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 11.00 0.15 1.65
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 11.00 0.15 1.65
Photocoples

9/10/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 9.00 0.15 1.35
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 9.00 0.15 1.35
Photocopies

911112012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pC 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatieriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof WNarrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

oM11/2012 16776-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 . 015 0.30
Majave Electrlc Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

91172012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Ca. pc 2.00 0.15 10,30
Majave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

9112012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co, pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 .0,30
Photacopies

9/122012 §5775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 0.0
Photocoples

oH 22012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.18
Mojave Elecldc Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies :

9/12/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashriian Equipment 2.00 0.16 0.30
Pholocoples

9122012 15775-72  Majave Elactric Co. " pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Majave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

91312012 156775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies :

0132012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.1 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Phatocopies

aM4/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 32.00 0.16 4,80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3200 0.15 4,80
Phatocoplies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and malter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterID/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price . Ext Amount

01472012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.156 0.15
Photocopies

911412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

01412012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Elactric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies .

9/14/2012 45775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co..v. Cashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.50
Photocopies

9/14/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 .15 1.06
Pholocopies

/142012 45775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 3000 015 4.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 30,00 0.16 4.50
Photocopies

o/14/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 111.00 0.15 " 1665
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment - 111.00 0.15 16.65
Photocapies

9/14/2012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 30.00 0.16 4.50

' Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 30.00 0.15 4,50

Phatocopies

91472012 15775-72 I Mojave E'ectric Co. pc 111.00 0.16 16.65
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 111.00 0.15 16,65
Photocopies

9/14/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electic Co. pc 10.00 0,15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.50
Photocopies :
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

Matter!D/Client Sort

Mafter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price Ext Amount

9/1412012 16775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocapies

911712012 15776-72 { Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 280.00 0.15 42.00
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 280.00 0.15 42.00
Photocopies

gM72012 15775-72 I Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 72.00 0.156 10.80
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 72.00 0.15 10.80
Photocopies

9/17/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electiic Co. pe 44.00 0.15 6.60
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 44.00 0.15 6.80
Photocopies

971712012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 10.00 0.15 1.80
Photocopies '

9172012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 018
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.18 0.15
Photocopies -

aM7/2012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 24.00 0.15 3.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 24.00 0.15 360
Photocopies

9172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 28.00 0.15 4.20
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 28.00 0.16 4.20

_ Photocopies

972012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.i6
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

o/e2M2 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.18 0.30
Mojave Flectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

311872014 1:44:41 PM Page: 56

00168

JA 00007286




Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units $tm Price  Ext Amount

9/18/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. pe 81.00 0.15 12.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 81.00 0.156 12.15
Photocapies

9/18/2012 15775-72  Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 015 0.15
Photocopies

9182012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, pc 11.00 0.15 1.65

. Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 11.00 0.15 1.65

Photocopies '

9/168/2012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.156 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment ‘ 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies :

9/18/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electrlc Co. pe 43.00 0.15 6.45
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 43.00 0.15 B.45
Photocopies

9/18/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

oM8f2012 15775.72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 015 D.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment - 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

21192012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 Q.30
Photocopies

9/19/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electtic Co. pe 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Elecfric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies -

©/20/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 300 015 0.45
Mojave Elecric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies ’
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

9/21/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.156
Photocopies’

8/21/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 304.00 0.15 45.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 304.00 0.15 45.60
Photocopies ‘

&21/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equiprtent 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

9/24/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 Q.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 . 0156 0.30
Photocoplies

0242012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.6
Photocopies

9/24/2012 . 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Phatocopies

012512012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

91252012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.18
Mojave Elecliic Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocopies

9/26/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 112.00 0.15 16.80
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 112.00 015 1680
Photacopies ‘

9/26/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 18.00 0.15 2.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 18.00 0.15 2.70
Photocopiss
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and no! hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Vzlue

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

012672012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.0
Photocopies

9/2612012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.18
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.5
Photocopies

/2612012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

9262012 15775-72 | Mojave Eiectric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.5
Photocopies

g/2612012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. po 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Pholocopies

012612012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 .30
Mojave Etectic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

9126/2012 " 45775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 4.00 Q.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

9/26/2012 16775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 2.00 015 0.3¢
Mojave Etectric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies ‘

9/26/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 400 0.16 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

92612012 15775-72 / Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 .30
Mojave Eleciric Co, v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
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Transacﬁons Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter [d="157756-72" and not hidden

MattertD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Unlj;s Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUniis Stm Price  Ext Amount

9/26/2012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pc . 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 300 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

9/26/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 030
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 045 0.30
Phototopies

9262012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pc 3.00 0.15 045
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment . 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

92112012 15775-72 | Mojave Elecliic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

072712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 14.00 0.15 210
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 14.00 0.15 2.10
Photocopies

87262012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 27.00 0.15 " 4,05
Mojave Efectric Co. v. Gashman Equipment . 2100 0.15 405
Photocopies

9f28r2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 015 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Egquipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Phototopies

9/2812012 15775-72 | Mojave Electiic Ca. pc 27.00 0.15 4,05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 27.00 0.16 4.05
Photocopies

©/28/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.18
Mojave Flectric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocoples

0/28/2012 16776-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 27.00 0.15 4.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 27.00 0.15 4.05
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterdD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code St Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

9/28/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pec 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

9/2812012 16775-72 § Mojave Electric Co. pc 80.00 016 12.00
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 80.00 0.15 12.00
Photocopies

/2812012 15775-72 ! Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

10/1/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 20,00 0.15 300
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 20,00 0.15 3.c0 -
Photocopies :

101/2012 15775-72  Mojave Etectric Co. pc 3.00 0.16 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocoples

10/1/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

10/2/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eltectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 Q.15 0.30
Photocopies

104212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 Q.15 0.75
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.156 075
Photocopies

10/2/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 83.00 015 12.45
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 83.00 Q.15 12.45
Photocopies

10212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co, pc §3.00 Q.15 1245
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 83.00 0.15 12.45
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Uniis Price Value
Datie Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
10i2/2012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 166.00 0.15 2480
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 166.00 0.15 24.80
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 100 0.15 0.156
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 15.00 015 225
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 15.00 . 0.15 2.25
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 015 0.15
Mojave Eleclric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 015 0.15
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
' Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies
10/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.18 0.15
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equlpment 1.00 0.15 AL
Photocopies
10/3/2012 45775-72 / Mojave Electic Co. pc 83.00 0.15 12.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 83.00 0.15 12.456
Photocopies : :
10/312012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc - 1.00 0.15 .15
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
10/3f2012 15775-72 ] Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 87.00 0.15 13.05
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 87.60 0.15 13.05
Photacopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

Date
10/10/2012

1071072012

10/10/2012

101072012

107102012

1041172012

10M12/2012

10115/2012

10/15/2012

101572012

Prof

MatterID/Client Sort

Matter Description

Narrative

15776-72 / Mojave Electric Co.

Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Phaotocopies

15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Pholccopies

15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocoples

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

45775-72 | Mojave Electric Go,
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocapies

15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment

Photocopies

15775-72 /| Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

Component Units
Task Code Stm Units
pe 10.00
10.00

pc 1.00
1.00

pe 2.00
2.00

pc 2.00
2.00

pc 5.00
8.00

pc 1.00
1.00

pc - 3.00
3.00

pc 18.00
18.00

pe 1.00
1.00

pe 6.00
6.00

Price
Stm Price

0.15
0.15

0.5
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.18
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

015
0.15

0.15
a.15

0.15
0.15

015
015

Value
Ext Amount

1.50
1.50

0.16
0.15

0.30
0.30

0.30
0.30

0.75
0.75

0.15
0.15

0.45
0.45

270
2.70

0.15
0.15

0.90
0.90
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Cliant Sort

. Matter Description GComponent Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
10/17/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
101712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 015 0.156
Mojave Flectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
101712012 15775-72  Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 1.00 0,15 0.15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photacopies
1011712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electic Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
10172012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co, pc 1,00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16

Photocopies
101772012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photacopies
101872012 15775-12 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eleciric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
10M18/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.156 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photacopies
101872012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
10/ 8712012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mcjave Electric Co. v. Cashmen Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description " Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative ‘ Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

10/18f2012 15775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photacopies

1012212012 16775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. .pt 42.00 0.15 6.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 42.00 0.15 6.30
Photocopies

1022/2012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Ca. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

10/22/2012 45775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Efectric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

10222012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.16 0.30
Photocopies

10/22/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

1072272012 15775-72 f Mojave Elecitric Co. pc 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 D.15 0.60
Photocopies

10/22/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Majave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 c.15 0.75
Photocopies

1012312012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 0.15 0.60
Photocopies

10/23/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72 and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

10/2372012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

10/23/2012 18775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pc 14.00 0.15 2.10
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 14.00 0.15 210
Photocopies

1072372012 15775-72 I Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.1%
Mojave Efectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

10/23/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 3.00 0.15 045
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Pholccopies

1072472012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 c.15
Mojave Electsic Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 . 015 0.15
Photocopies

10/29/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 | 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocapies

10/29/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.16 0.30
Majave Elestric Co, v. Cashman Equipment - 2.00 0.156 0.30
Photocopies

10/29/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

1012912012 16775-72 ! Mojave Elecliric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mgjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.32
Photocopies

10/30/2012 16775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pe 20.00 0.15 3.00
Mojave Efectric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 20.00 0.15 3.00
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
10/30/2012 15775-72 I Majave Electric Co. pc 1.00 015 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocoples
10/30/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Pholtocopies
10/30/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. p¢ 2.00 0.5 030
Maojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
10/30/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Majave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45

Photocopies
1013042012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0,16 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipmént 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
10/30/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.156 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75

Photocopies
10/31/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pC 3.00 . 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 015 0.45

Photocaopies
10/312012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
' Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
10/31/2012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45

Photocopies
1112012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Eiectric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.06 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
11112012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0156

Phototopies
. 4112012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Photocopies
111172012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 15.00 0.15 225
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 15.00 . 0.15 2.25

Photocopies
11712012 16775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pC 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.16 0.30

Photacopies
11/2/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 72.00 0.156 10.80
Majave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 72.00 0.15 1080

Photocapies
11/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Ca. pc 12.00 0.156 1.8¢
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.15 1.80

Photocaopies
117212012 16775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 30.00 0.15 460
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 30.00 0.16 450

Photocopies
117212012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 030
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocoples

1122012 15776-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0156

Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Pholocopies
11212012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id='15775-72" and not hidden

MatterIDiClient Sort

Matter Description Component Upits Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

11/2/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electiic Co. pc 2.00 0.15 . 030
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

117272012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co.v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 015 0.30
Photocopies ’

11/22012 15775-72 I Mojave Electic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 .0.15
Photocopies

11/212012 16775-72 / Mojave Elegtric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment $.00 0.18 0.15
Photocopies

11/2/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 38.00 015 540
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 36.00 0.16 5.40
Photocopies

114422012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

111202012 " 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment ©1.00 0.15 015
Photocopies

111212012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 .15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.156 0.15
Photocopies

11212012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

117272012 15775-72  Mojave Etectric Co. pe 2,00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
114212012 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Elecliic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Pholccopies
11/2i2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
1122012 15775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 015 0.30

Photocopies
11/212012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 016 0.30

Photocopies
117612012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2,00 0.16 0.30
' Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.156 0.30

Photocoples
11/5/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pe 10.00 0.15 1.50
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 10.00 0.156 1.50

Phetocopies
11/512012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pc 200 015 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
11/6f2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. . pc 1.00 0.186 G.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 Q.15

Photocopies
11/5/2042 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 015 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 015 .15

Photocopies
11/5/2012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. ‘ pc 3.00 0186 0.45
Mojave Electric Go, v. Gashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

cosls and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Vaiue

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

11/5/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Elactric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 045
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

11/6/2012 16775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11/5/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11/52012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11/672012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies

11/5/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 630
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples

1115/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11/5/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.156
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11/5/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

111512012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.15
Pholocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Frice  Ext Amount

11/5/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go. pc 1.00 0.15 0.16
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.15
Photocopies

11152012 16775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pe 134.00 0.15 20.10
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 134.00 0.15 20.10
Photocopies

11/512012 16775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

11/5/2012 ' 15776-72 f Mcjave Electric Co. pe 3500 0.16 5.26
Mojave Electric Co, v, Cashman Equipment 35.00 0.15 5.25
Photocapies

11/5/2012 . 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 538.00 0.15 80.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment : 538.00 0.15 80.70
Photocapies

11/672012 " 1B775-72  Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 3500 0.15 5.25
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 35.00 0.15 5.25
Photocopies

111512012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.15
Photocopies

111512012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe - 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.5 0.15
Photocopies

11762012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 015 0.15
Photocopies

144512012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc . 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 Q.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
11/6/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
11/5/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0,15 0.15
Photocopies
11/512012 16775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Efectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples
11/612012 18775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies
11162012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies :
117512012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co, pe 32.00 0.15 4.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 32.00 0.15 4.80
Photocopies
11/5/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electtic Co. pc 28.00 0.15 4,20
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 28.00 0.15 " 4.20
Photocopies
117512012 45775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 6.00 0.156 0.90
: Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Photocopies
117572012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
11/5/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electic Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment . 1.00 0.15 0.15
Phatocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriDiClient Sort

Matter Description Component tnits Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

14/5/2012 15775-72 } Mojave Eleétric Co. ' pc 2,00 G.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 2.00 0.158 0.30
Photocopies

11/6/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

117712012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 134.00 0.15 20.10
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 134.00 0.15 20.10
Photocopies

172012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. . pc 3500 0.15 5.256
Mojave Efectric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 35.00 0.15 525
Photocopies

11772012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 518.00 0.15 77.70
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 518.00 0.15 77.70
Photocopies

11712012 " 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 35.00 0.15 5.25
Mojave Electic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 35.00 0.15 525
Photocopies

117712012 : 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc ¢ 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 045
Photocopies

111112012 45775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.18 0.30
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 Q.30
Photocopies

11/7/2012 15775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Photocopies

1172012 1577572/ Molave Electric Co. pe 32.00 0.15 480
Mojave Eleclric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 32.00 0.15 4.80
Photocopies '
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15778-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
11712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 17.00 0.15 2.55
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 17.00 0.15 2.55
Photocopies
11/7/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Elsclric Co. pc 6.00 0.15 0.90
Moajave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Pholocoples
11712012 15775-72 f Mojave Elestric Co, pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75
Photocopies
141712012 15775-72 / Mojave Flectric Co. pe 1.00 0.16 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
11/8/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
11/812012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
11/9/2012 ~ 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pe 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocoples
1111312012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc " 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
111312012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 5,00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.76
Photocopies
11132012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0,15 0.15
\ Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

Pate
111372012

1114/2042

111412012

1114/2012

11/14/2012

11H14/2012

11/14/2012

11/14/2012

1111472012

111472012

Prof

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description

Narrative

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.

Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocepies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 / Mojave Electric Go,
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 { Mojave Electric Go.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Go.
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 { Majave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

16775-72 f Mojave Electric Co.
Majave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

Component Units
Task Code Stm Units
pc 1.00
1.00

pc 7.00
7.00

pc 4.00
4,00

pc 200
2.00

pe 36,00
36.00

pe 2.00
2.00

pc 11.00
11.00

pc 11.00
11.00

pc 5.00
5.00

pc 5.00
5.00

Price’

Stm Price

0.16
0.15

0.15
0.15

018
0.16

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

- 0.15
0.15

0.15
0.156

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

Value
Ext Amount

0.15
0.15

1.06
1.05

0.60
0.80

0.30
0.30

540
5.40

0.30
0.30

1.65
1.65

1.65
1.65

0.75
0.75

0.75
0.75
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Yalue

Date Prof Narrative . Task Code Stminits Stm Price  Ext Amount

111472012 15775-72 / Mojave Electiic Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.156 0.30
Phofocaopies

1111412012 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pe 8.00 0.15 1.20
Mojave Elactric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 1.20
Photocopies

11/14/2012 15775-721 Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment . 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

1111472012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 015
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1,00 0.15 0.15
Photocoples

11182012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleclic Co. pc 40.00 0.15 6.00
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 40,00 0.15 6.00
Photocopies

111972012 15775-72 I Mujave Electric Co. e 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 015
Photocopies

11/19/2012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 200 0.15 0.30
Mojave Eleckic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

111972012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pC 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashiman Equipmeni 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

11/19/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 84.00 0.15 12.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 84.00 015 12,60
Photocopies

111972012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter [d="15775-72 and not hidden

Date
1171972012

1111972012

111972012

1111912012

11/202012

11/202012

11/21/2012

11/21/2012

1121720142

11/24/2012

Prof

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description

Narrative

£5775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co.

Mcjave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-12 { Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocoples

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-12 I Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electtic Co, v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

1577572 I Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Gashman Equipment
Photocopies

15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electic Co. v, Cashman Equipment
Photecoptes

16775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co.
Mojave Electric Go. v, Cashman Equipment

Photocopies

Component Units
Task Code Stm Units
pc 3.00
3.00

pe 2.00
2,00

pe 2.00
200

pc 1.00
1.00

pc 10.00
10.00

pc 2.00
2.00

pe 24.00
2400

pc 1.00
1.00

pe 2.00
2.00

pc 2,00
2.00

Price
Stm Price

0.156
0.16

0.15
0.18

0.15
0.16

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.15
0.15

0.156
0.15

0.18
C.16

Value
Ext Amount

0.45
0.45

030
0.30

0.30
0.30

0.15
0.15

1.50
1.50

0.30
0.30

360
360

0.15
6.15

0.30
0.30

0.30
0.30
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id='16775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

112712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.156 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 045
Photocopies '

11/27/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

11/27/2012 16775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 . 0.15 0.45
Photocopies

112712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

110272012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 €.30
Photocopies

112812012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

1172812012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. PG 4,00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4,00 0.5 0.60 -
Photocapies

11/28/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11282012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.16
Photocoples

1112972012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 12.00 0.16 1.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.15 1.80
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matier id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

11/29/2012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.16 0.15
Photocopies

11/29/2012 15775-72 / Majave Eleclic Ca. pc 1.00 0.16 0.18
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

1143072012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Ca. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

11130012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co, pc 12.00 Q.15 1.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.15 1.80
Photocoples

11/30/2012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Ca. pc 6.00 0.6 0.90
Majave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.80
Photocopies

11/3042012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pe 80.00 0.15 12.00
Majave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 80.00 0.15 12.00
Photocopies

1 1!30!2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pC 6.00 0.15 0.80
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 6.00 0.15 0.90
Phatocopies

11/30/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Go. v. Gashman Equipment ) 3.00 0.15 045
Photocopies

14/30/2012 45775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pec 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4.00 015 0.60
Photocopies

12/6/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 7.00 0.15 1.05
Mojave Eleckic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7.00 0.15 1.05
Photacopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Vajue
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
121712012 15775-72 [ Mojave Electiic Co. pc 5.00 0.15 0.75
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 5.00 0.15 0.75

Photocaoples
12/13/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 2200 0.15 330
Mojave Eleciic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 22,00 0.15 3.30

Photocopies
1212012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 0.15 0.30

Photocoples
12/2012012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 46.00 0.15 6.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 46.00 0.16 - 6.90

Photocopies
12262012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 52.00 0.15 7.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 52.00 0.15 7.80

Photocopies
1/22/2013 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 19.00 0.15 285
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 19.00 0.15 2.85

Photocopies
17252013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, pc 42.00 0.15 6.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 4200 0.15 6.30

Photocopies
1/29/2013 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 16.00 0.16 240
Mojave Electiic Co. V. Cashman Equipment 16.00 0.15 2.40

Photocopies
1£2012013 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 196.00 0.15 29.40
: Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 196.00 0.15 29.40

Photocopies
1292013 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pC 12.00 0.15 1.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.15 1.80

Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72° and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Gomponent Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
20112013 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co, pc 36.00 0.16 5.40
Mojave Electric Go. v, Gashman Equipment 36.00 0.18 540

" Photocopies
2112013 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 48.00 0.15 7.20
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 4B.00 0.15 7.20

Photocopies
21712013 15775-72 1 Mojave Elestric Co. pc 81.00 0.15 1215
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 81.00 0.15 12.15

Photocopies
211112013 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 8.00 015 1.20
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 8.00 0.15 1.20

Photocopies
21112013 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 .15 Q.15
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15

Pholocopies
21112013 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 12.00 ) 015 1.80
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 045 1.80

Photocopies
211172013 15775-72 ] Mojave Electric Co. pc 30.00 015 4.50
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashiman Equipment 30.00 015 4.50

Photocopies
2/11/2013 15775721 Mojave Electric Co. pc - 4.00 0.15 0.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 4.00 D.15 0.60

Photocopies
212812013 15775-72/ Mojave Electric Go. pc 9.00 0.15 1.35
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 9.00 0.15 1.35

Photocopies
3172013 15775-72 / Mojava Electric Co. pc 12.00 0.15 1.80
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 12.00 0.15 1.80

Photocapies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Mafter Description Companent Units Price Value

Date Prof MNarrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount

352013 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pc 38.00 0.15 5.70
Majave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 38.00 0.156 5.70
Photocopies

3122013 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 14500 0.15 2175
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 145.00 0.15 21.75
Photocopies

31572013 16775-12 / Mojave Electric Co, pc 200 0.15 0.30
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 0.15 0.30
Photocopies

3/20/2013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 0.15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocapies

3212013 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pC 113.00 0.15 16.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 113.00 D.15 16.95
Photocopies

3/29/2013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pe 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies

41212013 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pt 516.00 0.18 7740
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 516.00 0.15 7740
Photocopies

4152013 15775-72 ! Mojave Eleciric Co. pc 858.00 0.15 130,20
Mojave Eleciric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 868.00 0.15 130.20
Photocopies

4j812013 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Ca. ﬁc 36.00 0.15 540
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 36.00 0.15 540
Photocopies

6/41/2013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. PG 63.00 0.15 9.45
Mcjave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 63.00 0.15 9,45
Photocopies
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
6/20/2013 45775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pe 39.00 .15 5.85
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashmar Equipment 39.00 0.15 585

Photocopies

812712013 18775-72 | Mojave Eleclric Co. pc 159.00 0.15 23.85
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 159.00 0.15 23.85

Photocoples
10/8/2013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.15 0.30
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment . 200 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
10/212013 15775-T2 { Mojave Electric Co. pc 2.00 0.1% (.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 0.15 0.30

Photocopies
1273012013 16775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. pe 22,00 0.15 3.30
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 22.00 015 3.30

Photocopies
11312014 " 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. pc 15.00 0.15 2.25
’ Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 15.00 0.15 2.25

Photocopies
111412014 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Cb. ‘ pc 139.00 0.15 20.85
Mojave Eiectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 139.00 0.15 20.85

Photocopies
11612014 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 56.00 0.16 §.40
Mojave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 56.00 0.15 B.40

Photocopies
171772014 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. pc 56.00 0,15 8.40
Mojave Elecfric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 56.00 0.15 8.40

Photocopies
172312014 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pc 33.00 0.15 4.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 3300 0.15 4.95

Photocopies
3/18/2014 1:44:43 PM Page: B4
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

cosls and matter ikd="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Ciient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
112312014 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co, pe 156.00 0.15 23.40
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 156.00 0.15 23.40
Photocoples
1/312014 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. pc 1.00 0.15 0.15
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.15 0.15
Photocopies
1/31/12014 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. pc 3.00 .15 0.45
Mojave Electric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 3.00 0.15 0.45
Photocopies
Component: pc Worked: 14,367.00 2,165.056
Bilied: 14,367.00 2,155.05
Component: pf
82112012 15775-72  Mojave Electric Co. 1.1 1.00 160.00 160.00
Mejave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 160.00 160.00
Publication fee
of25/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. pf 100 160.00 160.00
Mojave: Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 160.00 160.00
~ Publication fee
Component: pf Worked: 2.00 320.00
Billed: 2.00 32000
Component: po
10/26/2011 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. ) po 2.00 1.16 2.32
Mojave Eleclric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 2.00 1.16 232
Postage E109
11272012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 064 0.64
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.64 0.64
Postage E10©
173012012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 2.00 6.80 13.60
Molave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 2,00 6.80 1360
Postage E109
31812014 1:44:44 PM Page: 85
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatterlDiClient Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value

Date Prof Narative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount

3/13/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 2.00 6.30 12.60
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 200 6.30 1260
Postage E109

4/30/2012 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 045 0.45
Moljave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.45 0.45
Postage E109

512212012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 596 ~ 5.95
Majave Eleciric Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 5.95 5.95
Postage E109

512512012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co, po 1.00 325 3.26
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 325 3.25
Postage E109

6/26/2012 15775-72 } Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 0.90 0.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.90 0.90
Postage E109

62912012 16775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 8.10 8.10
Moiave Electic Co. v. Cashman Equipment ' 1.00 8.10 8.10
Postage E106 '

71912012 15775-72 | Mojave Eleciric Co. po 1.00 0.65 065
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.65 0.65
Postage E109

7/912012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 130 1.30
Mojave Electsic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.30 1.30
Poslage E109

7162012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. | po 1.00 0.45 0.45

. Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 0.45 0.45

Postage E102

74202012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 1.95 1.95
Moajave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 1,956 1.95
Postage E109

3/18/2014 1:.44:44 PN Page: 86
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

cosis and matter id="15775-72" and not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative TaskCode StmUnits Stm Price  Ext Amount
813012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 195 1.95
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipeent 1.00 1.95 1.95
Postage E108 :
8nTro12 15775-72 ] Mojave Eleciric Co, po 1.00 1.58 1.55
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.55 1.85
Postage E109
8/30/2042 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 6.30 6.30
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 6.30 6.30
Postage E109
712012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 15.90 15.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1590 15.00
Poslage E109
10/30/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 1.35 1.35
Majave Etectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.35 1,35
Postage E109
11122012 15775-72 } Majave Electric Co. po 1.00 390 3.90
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 390 3.90
Paostage £109
11152012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 3.40 3.40
Mojave Electric Co, v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 3.40 3.40
Postage E109
11/20/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 1.95 1.95
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.85 ~ 195
Postage E108
12/26/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electiic Co. po 1.00 2.70 2,70
" Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 2.70 270
Postage E109 .
20712013 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Go. po 1.00 5.16 6.18
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 516 6.16
Postage E109
3/1872014 1:44:44 PM Page: 87
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and not hidden

MatteriD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code StmUniis Stm Price  Ext Amount
211172013 15775-72 ! Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 19.80 19.80
. Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 19.80 19.80
Postage E108
312013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 1.38 1.38
Mojave Electric Go. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.38 1.38
Postage E109
31812013 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 17.00 17.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 17.00 17.00
Postage E109
4/572013 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 19.80 19.80
. Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 19.80 19.80
Postage E109
1/1612014 15775-72 f Mojave Electric Co. po 1.00 1.92 1.92
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.82 1.92
Postage E109
Component: po Worked: 31.00 156.22
Billed: 31.00 156.22
Gomponent: pr
10/31/2012 15775-72 | Mojave Electiic Co. pr 1.00 1.80 1.80
Majave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 1.80 1.80
Pacer onfine research
7MrM3 15775-72 / Mojave Eleclilc Co. 4] 1.00 6.10 6.10
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 6.10 6.10
Pacer online research
Component: pr Worked: 2.00 7.90
Bliled: 2.00 7.90
Component: rec
949712011 15775-72 [ Mojave Electric Co. rec 1.00 16.00 16.00
Majave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 16.00 16.00
Recording fees
3/182014 1:44:44 PM Page: 88
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Transactions Listing with billed amounts

casts and matter id="15775-72' ahd not hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
oran0H 15775-72 | Mojave Electric Co. et 1.00 25,00 2500
Mojave Elactric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 2500 25.00
Recordingfees
Component: rec Worked: 2.00 41.00
Billed: 2.00 41.00
Component: sp
1143072011 16775-72 / Mojave Eleciric Co. sp 1.00 70.00 70.00
Mojave Electric Co. v, Cashman Equipment 1.00 70.00 70.00
Service of process
1/3/2012 15775-72 [ Mojave Etectric Co. sp 1.00 10.00 10.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 10.00 10.00
Service of process
113112012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. sp 1.00 70.00 70.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 7 1.00 70.00 70.00
Service of process
113112012 * 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. sp 1.00 35.00 35.00
Mojave Blectric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 35.00 3500
Service of process
7r42012 15775-72  Mejave Electric Co. sp 1.00 115.00 115.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipinent 1.00 115.00 115.00
Service of process
8712012 15775-72 I Mojave Electric Co. sp 1.00 70,00 70.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 70.00 70.00
Service of process
8/15/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. 5p 1.00 348.55 34865
Mojave Electic Co. v. Gashman Equipment 1.00 348.55 348.55
Service of process
8/15/2012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. sp 1.00 118.55 118.55
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 118.55 118.55
Service of process
3/18/2014 1:44:44 PM Page: B9
00201

JA 00007319




Transactions Listing with billed amounts

costs and matter id="15775-72' and nol hidden

MatterlD/Client Sort

Matter Description ] Component Units Price Value
Date Prof Narrative Task Code Stm Units Stm Price  Ext Amount
8121/2012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Go. sp 1.00 95.00 95.00
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 95.00 §5.00
Service of process .
Component: sp Worked: 9.00 032.10
Billed: 9.00 932.10
Component: wf
712612012 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. wi 1.00 10.00 10.00
' Mgjave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 10.00 10.00
Witness fee
Component; wf Worked: 1.00 10.00
Billed: 1.00 10.00
Component: wr )
1271412011 15775-72 / Mojave Electric Co. Wi 1.00 378.09 37809
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 378.09 378.00
Westlaw online research
1/30/2012 15775-72/ Mojave Electric Co. wr- - 1.00 361.44 361.44
Mojave Eleciric Co. v. Cashman Equipment - 1.00 361.44 36144
Westlaw online research '
22712012 15775-72 1 Mojave Electric Co, wr 1.00 44.28 44.28
Mojave Electric Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 44.28 4428
Westlaw online research
32212012 15775-72 { Mojave Electric Co. wr 1.00 95.07 95.07
Mojave Electiic Co. v. Cashman Equipment 1.00 95.07 95.07
Westlaw oniine research
Component: wr Worked: 4.00 878.88
Billed: 400 878,88
GrandTotal Woarked: 14,608.00 19,129.55
Billed: 14,608.00 19,120.55
3182014 1:44:44 PM Page: 90
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inut & 201106220002156

Fepa; 516,00
WG Fee: £0.00
uBf2212014 10:62:02 AM
\ . Racaipt #: 820247
ArN._ 139.34.311-021 _ 4 Roquesior:
Recording quucsted By: . PEZZiL1.0 ROBINSON
Yonntfor R, Lioyd-Robluson, Bsq, Revorded By: MSH Pge:2
Pezzillo Robinson : DEBBIE CONWAY
6750 Via Austi Parloway, Suits, 170 ' CLARK GOUNTY REGORDER
Tas Vegas, Novada 89119
NOTIGE OX LYEN ]

o undersigoed, Caeonan Bqplpmont Company (e Clauant?), olalmg fie upon

the propeity desorlbed in this notice for wotk, materials, or eqvipmont furntshed or fo bo

fugnished for the improvement of the property;

L

Tho amount of the originel confractis: $755,893.89.
Tha tote] amount of all additional or chenged work, matertals and equipsoent, if

2‘ r
. any,in 30
\ 4, Thototsl stsountof el prymments secetved to datoI: $0. ‘
4, The amonf of the Hen, after dedacling all just credits and offsets, {a:
-$755,893.89. . >
8. Tho neme of the owma, if known, of the property is: FC/LW Vegas LLC end
LWTIC Suceessor LLC, vare of Forest Cily Entorpcisos,
76, Thename ofthe person by whon the Lien Claimant wes employed or to whom
B ihe Lien Claimatt furnished or sgreed to furnish work, maferials or equipment fs:
Cam Contulthng, e, S :
7. A briefctatement of the ferms of paynent of the Lien Clalment’s confract st Licn
. Clalment was to be pefd upon detivery. .
8. A desorfption of the property to be charged with the llen is: 5188.1"8t, Las
Vegns, Novads, Assoesor’s Paxoo] Number 139-34-311-021,
Dated: Jans 21, 2011 Cnshmdn Bauipraent Compeny

411001

CASHO2T

00203 ,
JA 00007322




STATEOFNRVADA = )
COUNTY OF CLARK )
1, Shane Norman, belng fivat duly sworm on oath, accordingto [uw, deposes and says:

tmow the contenta thereof and state that the

Thave read the forepoing Notice of Lisn,
information and

same Iptmie of ny own personal knowledge, except those mar stated upot
‘belief, and, a9 to those mutfers, ] beliovs them o be fre. %

'Shanay&ﬁnan
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN fo before me
thisciiddny of “Sand. 2011 .
it |
OTARY PUBLIC In and for setd County sud Stafe  ~ . ]

e eI L. HOLARD, §
R

AL LR

J11-002
CASHO28
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JA 00007323




EXHIBIT 3

EXHIBIT 3

0000000000




Inst #: 201401220001378

Feas: $18.00
N/C Fee: $0.00
01/22:2014 01:43:55 PM
Recelpt #: 1903488
APN: 139-34-311-021 and 139-34-201-022 ~ Requestor:
PEZZILL.0 ROBINSON
Recording Requested By/Mail To: Recorded By: BGN Pgs: 2
{fg;i_jtﬂﬁﬂgﬂ Bsg. DEBBIE CONWAY
o Lloy
6725 Via Austi Parkway, Suite, 290 GLARK COUNTY RECORDER
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
AMENDED NOTICE OF LIEN

The undersigned, CASHMAN BQUIPMENT COMPANY (“Lien Claimant”), claims a lien
- upon the’ property desaribed in this notice for work, materials or equipment fornished for the
improvement of the property, as Instument No. 201106220002156, on June 22, 2011, and a5
released from the property purstant to NRS 1082415 by Bond for Release of Mechanic’s Lien,
 dated September 13, 2011 as Instrument No. 201109130003721, and it is hereby amended as
follows:
1. The amount of the original contract js; $755,893.89.

2. The total amount of all additional or changed work, materials end equipment, if any,
is: $66,967.00.

3 The total amount of all payments received to date is: $5,200.00.
4, The ameunt of the licn, after deducting ali just credits and offsets, is: $683,726.89.

-8, The name of the owner(s), if known, of the propertics is: FCLW Vegas LLC, clo

K Forest City Enterprises, P.O. Box 94877, Clovcland, OH 44101; and City of Las
Vepas, ¢/o Economic & Urban Development Ed, 495 Main St., 6" ¥l,, Las Vegas,
NV 89101, formexly owned by QH Las Vegas LLC.

6. The name of the person by whom the Lien Claimant was employed or to whom the
Lien Claimant furnished or agreed to furnish work, materials or equipment is: Cam
Consulting, Inc.

7. A brief statement of the terms of payment of the Lien Claimant’s contract is: Lien
Claimant was to be paid upon delivery.

8. A description of the propesties to be charged with the lien is: Las Vepas City Hall:

495 §, Main SL., Jas Vegas, Nevada, APN 139-34-201-022; and 518 8. 1" S¢, Las
Vogns, Nevada, APN 139-34-311-021

Dated: January 21, 2014

00205
JA 00007325




STATE OF NEVADA )
1 H

)

COUNTY OF CLARK )
1, Lee Vandespool, being first duly swom on oath, according to law, deposes and says:

I have read ihe foregoing Amended Notice of Lien, know the contents thereof and state

that the same is true of my own personal knowledge, except those matfers stated upon
information and belief, and, as to thoss matters, I believe them to be true.

erpool, Chief Financial Officer

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me
ﬁllst[&_ day of 2014,

TERRI L MOLNARD
NOTARY PUBLIG
Mﬁc« o,
NOTARY PUBLICYin and for said County and State Cartlcato Ho: 05.0885-1
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DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
* k Kk k *

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY,
' CASE NO. A-11-642583-C

A-11-653029-C

Plaintiff,
DEPT NO., XXXII

vSs.

CAM CONSULTING INC.,

TRANSCRIPT OF

Defendant.
PROCEEDINGS

et Pt S e ot B e Yt M N Ny

AND RELATED PARTIES

BEFORE THE HONORABLE ROB BARE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE
BENCH TRIAL — DAY 4
FRIDAY, JANUARY 24, 2014

APPEARANCES ;

For the Plaintiff: JENNIFER LLOYD-ROBINSON, ESQ.
BRIAN J. PREZZILLO, ESQ.

For the Defendant: BRIAN W, BOSCHEE, ESQ.

WILLIAM MILLER, ESQ.

RECORDED BY CARRIE HANSEN, COURT RECORDER
TRANSCRIBED BY: KARR Reporting, Inc.

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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LAS VEGAS, CLARK QOUNTY, NEVADA, JANUARY 24, 2014, 2:35 P.M.
P

THE COURT: Good afternoon,'everybody.

MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: Good afternoon.

MR. PEZAILLO: Good afternoon.

MR. BOSCHEE: Good afternoon.

MR. MILLER: Good afterncon.

THE CLERK: Cashman Equipment Company versus CAM
Consulting, Inc., Case No. A-642583.

THE COQURT: Do you all want to make your éppearances,
please, for our court record.

MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: Jennifer Lloyd on behalf of
Cashman Equipment Company. I have here with me Brian Pezzillo
from Pezzillo Lloyd as well, and we have here Joel Larson and
Lee Vanderpool from Cashman Equipment Company.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. BOSCHEE: Brian Boschee and Will Miller from
Cotton, Driggs, also here in the courtroom is Brian Bugni from
Mojave.

THE COURT: Okay. I've arrived at a decision. It's
going to take a little while to let you all know about it. I'm
going to describe it to the absolute best of my ability# As it
turns out just as by way of overview of it or preview of it,
it's seort qf a mixed-bag decision. So there's going to be

certain findings for the plaintiff. There's going to be

KARR Reporting, Inc.
2
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certain findings for the defense side of it, and the order in
which I go through them is going to coincide with the order
that the plaintiff provided closing argument on. So that's the
way am going to do it.

So here we go. The first claim that Cashman
Equipment Company presented in argument tﬁat I'11l address then
is the claim on the payment bond. 1In regard to that matter I'm
going teo find for the defense. Here's why. Exhibit 49 is the
payment bond, and upon review of the payment bond of course you
can see that it identifies Mojave Electric as the principal and
Western Surety Company as the surety. All of that was required
of course by the contract with the general contractor, Whiting
Turner, the bond, the §11 million bond.

There's a paragraph in there on the first page that
reads as follows: Now therefore the condition of this
obligation is such tﬁat ff the principal —- that's Mojave ~-
shall promptly make payments to all persons supplying labor,
material, rental equipment, supplies or services in the
perfbrmance of said centract and any and all modificaticns of
said contract that may hereafter be made, then this obligation
shall be null and void; otherwise, it shall remain in full
force and effect.

I appreciated the argument that was brought forth by
Cashman because a really good argument, the one that you made,

is that a strict application of that paragraph would stand for

KARR Reporting, Inc.
3
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the propesitien that, well, all payments to you certainly
weren't made; however, upocn a lot of thought I'm going to make
the following legal finding. All right.

You'll hear me talk é lot about the acticns of CAM,
Mr. Carvalho, but on the legal front there is a tentative law
that I found that I think inures a benefit to the defense in
this situation having to do with the bond, and it's the cffense
of impcssibility. There's a case called Nabocce [phonetic])
versus River View Realty. It's from 1971. 1It's a Supreme
Court of Nevada case, and it stands for the proposition that
there is such a thing in Nevada known as the defense of
impossibility.

That is available, and I find that it was avallable
to Mojave in this situation where a performance is made
impossible or highly impractical by the occurrence of an
uhforeseen contingency; however, as you're goiﬁg to see in my
analysis, I'm going to find that the majority of the fault for
the involvement cof CAM and Mr. Carvalhe falls with Cashman.

And that leads me to the rest of the legal standarad
of impossibility which again f£rom the Nabocco case continues on
1ike this. All right. If the unforeseen contingency is one
which the —— in this case I will apply it to Mojave — the
promisor should've foreseen, the defense is uravailable
basically.

T thipk there was a minimal amount of foreseeability

KARR Reporting, Inc.
4
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that Mojave had — and I want to talk to you all about that and
describe it all in some detail as we go through it -- but
essentially I'm finding that the idea of the intervening‘
actions, and that's -— Mr. Boschee I thought made a good
argument in that regard where he described CAM's actions as an
intervening cause.
That did lead me to last night and this morning to

further delve into the idea of what does that really mean

legally here in Nevada, and what I came up, again, with was the

jdea that this intervening cause argument that you provided, it

translates to an impossibility defense in my opinion.

And again because I find that it was -~ it really
made your performance impossible to actually make Cashman
whole. It was an unforeseen contingency. That's what I think.

Now, you would lose that defense again if it was
foreseeable on your part or on Mojave's part, and you're going
to see that I'm going to give you a tittle allowance in here of
fault, but my finding is it does not arise enough to where you
lose this defense.that you presented of what I call
impossibility or intervening cause. 5o that's the main reason
why I find for you on the payment—bond issue.

I realize of course that the payment bond on page 2
does indicate that the said principal and the said surety agree
this bond shall inure to the benefit of all persons supplying

labor, material, rental equipment, supplies or services in the

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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]I

performance of said contract and goes on from there. So just
for the record and also, you know, just to let Cashman know, I
mean, you certainly had standing to bring this bond claim.
It's just that in applying the contractual
language -- because that's really what it is. It's a
contract -- it became —— I think it became impossible for
Mojave to follow it given that Mr. Carvalho did what he did,
and that's the way I think of it.
Another way maybe to conceptualize that is that
Mojave in my opinion in regard to the payment, they performed.
1 mean, you did what you had to do. You sat there and did wha
you had to do. You came forward with the payment, and so with
that in conjunction with the impossibility nature of what
Carvalho did I think leads me fo say that that's a defense
finding having to do with the payment-bond issue. '

"Okéy. In regard to the second claim that tpe
plaintiffs brought, foreclosure of the mechanic's lien,
1ikewise, I'm going to find for the defense on that, and here’'
why. It starts with an analysis of the lien itself. That's
Exhibit 11. 1It's in the record, and it does stand for the
proposition that there is a lien in place.

The lien has been amended in the course of our
hearing and that's Exhibit 56. The lien amount then is for th
specific amount of six, eighty-three, seven, twenty-six and

eighty-nine cents. I'm going to find some of the argument tha

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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Cashman did give me was persuasive on some of the preliminary
matters having to de with this.

The notices that went out in my opinion were legally
sufficient. That is the preliminary notice procedure that was
used given that I believe it required certified mailing te the
owner. My review of a number of the exhibits and the testimony
is that there was in fact sufficient preliminary or legal
notice to the owner.

Further, there is in Nevada —— it changed some time
ago, about 10 years ago -- but you do not have to specifically
1ist the value in the lien, and so that's not a shortcoming
given that you don't have to have the specific value in there.
So those are factors that inured in favor of Cashman at least
on the procedural front as far as giving notice and perfecting
the lien.

But what leads me to the defense verdict on this
cause of action is a review of the unconditional waiver and
release upon final payment document which ig Exhibit 4, and
then I'm going to talk a little bit about an application of

fhat to the other evidence, and so here's how it flows in my

view. If you look at this unconditional waiver and release

upon final payment document -—— again Exhibit 4 -- it basically
stands for the proposition on its face that the undersigned
which is Cashman -- I mean, they say right in here —— they've

been paid in full for all work, and they release any notice of
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lien.

By the way, it does talk about private-bond right in
there is well. I don't know if you noticed that. But in any
event there is a pretty meaningful paragraph in here that
appears twice with the bold capital letters, and it starts with
the word, Notice. I know you've_all seen it, but this was very
persuasive in my view. It says, Notice this document waives
rights unconditionally and states that you have been pald for
giving up those rights. This document is enforceable against
you if you sign it even if you have not been paid. If you have
not been paid, use a conditional release form.

Well, maybe that's the lesson learned. If you
haven't been paid, if you don't actually have the meney in your
account or some sort of negotiable instrument that you have
petter confidence in, well, use a conditicnal release form, and
that language appears twice in the decument that I could see
there on April 26th of 2011, that Tuesday, the fateful Tuesday.

and so it was well brought up I thought by Cashman.
Wait a second, there is this idea that notwithstanding any
language in the waiver and release, 1f the payment given in
exchange for any waiver and release of a lien is made by check,
draft or other such negotiable instrument and the same fails to
clear the bank on which it is drawn for any reason, then the
waiver and release shall be deemed null and veid and of no

legal effect whatsoever. Great argument .
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I'm going to make a finding that Exhibit 13 is the
payment. Exhibit 13 is the $820,261.75 that Mojave furnished
to CAM consulting there on again April 26th. My view is in
applying the argument that Cashman presented —— more directly
I'11 just tell it you again like this. Notwithstanding any
language in the waiver_and release set forth in this section,
if the payment given —— this is the payment. That's my
finding ~— I think that's what Mojave was supposed to do, I
think they were supposed to make the payment, and they made the
payment of 820 grand. g0 that is an effective waiver and
release,

| Ckay. And that takes me to the third cause of action
that the plaintiffs have, and that one I'm going to find for
the plaintiffs. That is foreclosure of security interest.
That analysis goes like this. We start with Exhibit 1, page 2.
Exhibit 1 is the application fox credit that Cashman involved
themselves with Mr, Carvalho. This is a few months before the
problems really happened, but in any event T believe that —-
well, you kind of need a magnifying glass — Section 8 stands
for the prqposition that there is alsecurity interest that
Cashman from the inception of the arrangement with CAM intended
to perfect. Well, they perfected it.

They perfected it in Exhibit 5. Well, exhibit h is a
UcC financing statement where in my opinion Cashman perfects a

security interest. Now, there was some criticism about the
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specificity of the document; however, I find that it's
adequately sufficient and specific. In Section 4, it
identifies two Caterpillar model -- I won't read the model
number -— but generators, three transwitches, and then one
Caterpillar switchgear.. Those are identified with some
specificity.

To me Exhibit 5 is a legally binding secufity
instrument esseﬁtially establishing a security interest inuring
to the favor of Cashman in this — in these items and this
equipment. How is that going to work? I think if you look at
area of law —-- it was an interesting one to spend some time on
for me —- it's sort of the value or proceeds then that would be
derived from the equipment.

I did the best I could to figure out where the
evidence in our trial was of that, and I Ehink that is found in
Exhibit 40. If you look-at Exhibit 40, page 1, that =-- you
know, Exhibit 40, it is the subcontract, the Whiting Turner
Contracting Company subcontracting with Mojave, and of most
relevance then for this little —- this analysis, you look at
Exhibit 40, page 23, and there's a little chart in there which

identifies wvalue, and the core and shell emergency generator is

a $957,433 item identified there. The UPS system is identified

at $297,559.

And this is a good time for me to segue and say

something to the attorneys here. At the end of this
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delivery —— I know you all are taking notes —— feel free to
taik to me about what I've done, not on the merits so much
because I don't want to hear argument really having to do
respectfully with changing my mind on the findings.

But on the money trail of things you're going to see
as I get through this there's still some fluid nature to this
that I would appreciate some input on as far as coming up with
the bottom-line dollar. I'm going to give you a number that's
real close to what I think the case ends up being in my whole
analysis, but this is a good segue.

I'm trying to do the best I can to figure out the
value of your security interest from the evidence, and so I'm
saying to everybody 1'll reopen argument to allow the attorneys
to give me their thoughts as to —— since I found for the
plaintiff on the foreclosure of security interest how that
really worﬁs and what it really attacheé to and whére the money
comés from, okay. So just keep that in mind. I think
Exhibit 40 is the right place to look though, and I have it all
here, and we can talk about it some more.

all right. So in regard to the fourth cause of
action, the fraudulent transfer allegation I find for the
defense on that because I believe that Mojave had no real
inside complicity. Those were the words that Mr. Boschee used.
T thought that that was a good term of art to use with me, and

I think that carries the day for the defense on that one.
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1 think that some sort of complicity -- that's your
word —— with CAM is necessary to havé a fraudulent transfer
finding against your company, and I just don't sée that it
happened that way. I felt as though you and Cashman were
equally innocent in regard to your, you know, intenticnal
actions if you will.

All right. As far as unjust enrichment is concerned,
Ms. Lloyd, as she has done from the moment she walked into this
court in the motion practice a long time ago, she's always
straight forward, totally ethical, professional and just a
pleasure.

I MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: Thank you.

THE COURT: She teold me though, pursuant to the way

she conducts business —— a way Cashman should be darn proud
of —- that the unjust enrichment claim, really it's just
against the owner. It's sort of limited to this escrow
account. I mean, an argument could be made that it could have
been more than that from the pleadings, but 1 appreciate that
you've 1imited it to that, and so that's the way I've conducted
my analysis then is 1imiting the unjust enrichment claim again
‘ just to the owner, limited to the escrow, having to do with
these codes.

| I am going to find in favor of the plaintiff having
to do with this unjust enrichment claim in that regard in that

i 1 feel as though as long as Cashman -— and I think they can —-
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they stand ready to actually put the codes in, provide them,
implement them, all that, well, then my finding is you prevail
on that and you get the —— whatever's in escrow, 86— or 87
grand. You get that. If you put the codes then, you get the
87 grand. That's it. 250 you -win on that.

As to the counterclaim, I'm going to find in favor of
the plaintiff. Tt's a defense counterclaim. It sort of
becomes moot if you see that I've already found for the defense
having to do with the foreclosure of mechanic's lien claim, but
in any event on its merits I likewise —-- I just -- it was a
fair argument, but I don't find that there's any
misrepresentation at any level having to do with what Cashman
did, and that's essentially what that counterclaim was about.

and again I'1l reiterate that I -think that both sides
were basically innocent as far as that goes. In fact -- well,

we've said enough about that.

All right. .So what we end up with then as far as fhe
claims that were in front of the Court, there's a —— as far as
findings for the plaintiff, you have a forecloéure of security
interests finding, and you have the unjust enrichment finding.
Everything else T've found, as far as the plaintiff's claims,
in favor of the defense, and then the defense counterclaim goes
away. I find -- T just dismissed it.

All right. So that takes us to a part of the case

that -— as you're going to see, it's my view —-— becomes
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important on the distribution of money. 1 mean, the case is
about money. It's a civil case, and, you know, Cashman
provided some pretty nice equipment. They'd like to be made
whole. Mojave, you know, put out a considerable chunk of
change in good faith as well, and so how do I figure this out.

MR. BOSCHEE: Can I ask a quick question before you
get too far into this?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. BOSCHEE: Just a clarification, when you're
talking about the unjust enrichment claim you talked about -- 1
think you just said, if they stand right and provide the codes,
if they provide the codes, then they get the meoney. Is -- are
the codes tied to the unjust enrichment damage award?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay. 1 just wasn't completely clear
on that in my notes. $So thank you.

THE COURT: And you guys can ask me guestions along
the way, and I said there's golng to be some room for some
discussion on the -- how we're going to handle this money stuff
anyway.

o this is what I think though I need to do to give

you guys a good record as to how I think the money needs to be

distributed because Cashman has —- I mean, they have prevailed

on the cause of action having to do with foreclosure of

security interest. 5o that puts them in a position essentially
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to collect their lien which is 5683, 726.82, Of course I'd
subtract the money that they'd be paid out of the escrow
account for finalizing the codes. That still would be at about
a $600,000 figure that conceivably they could be awérded since
they prevailed on one of their claims.

However, it is my finding that in this case and
especially because of what I've already talked about, this idea
of the impossibility defense, the equity thought that has been
all over the case, I think it's important for me to distribute
an award, a financial award consistent with what I think is
gome responsibility of fault for what Mr. Carvalheo did, not
fault as far as him stealing the money. I mean, you know, that
was his fault completely.

But as far as equitable fault having tec do with
putting the situation in place which did occur I'm going to
tell. you that I'm finding that Cashman is about two thirds
responsible, and Mojave is a third responsible, and I used
numbers because we're going to have to use numbers to come up
with a judgment award.

I'm finding that Cashman is .67 percent responsible
and that Mojave is .33 responsible, and here's why. All right.
Tt starts off with what I've already said, but I'd like to
again sort of look at the principals from the companies that
are here and just tell you that, I mean, both of you really are

just innocent victims, and that makes it really difficult for
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me in that --

T mean, Cashman, you guys - it seems to me you
really know what you're doing. You are a great company, and
you suppiied all this stuff just like you were supposed to, and
cur City Hall has an opérational benefit because of your
involvement.

T think Mojave is a good company, too. It seems like
anytime you are asked to do something, you do it, and you pay
for stuff but this time to your detriment to some extent.

Both companies are just innocent victims in this
mess, but you've already heard that I think as far as the
equitable sort of fault base for what got put in place that
could happen with CAM, again, I think that about two thirds of
that responsibility falls with Cashman. That's what our case
was about to some extent. It really was. There was a lot of
talk about thaﬁ in here.

And so here's why I think that. It starts with the
idea that I think both parties, Dboth Mojave and Cashman in my
words were equally stuck with tnis DBE reguirement, and that's
a horrible way probably for a Court to refer to an allowance
that the city has or a policy that the city has to deal with
disadvantaged business entities.

put in this situation I am troubled, and I would like
to make it part of the record that the Court's troubled with

this idea of using a disadvantaged business entity just for
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some sort of political reason or SoRe kind of feel-good reason.
1'd rather like to see the situation be what it's supposed to
be and that is that disadvantaged business entities are
utilized for legitimate purposes, do legitimate things on
legitimate construction projects as opposed to sort of being —
as I called it before —-- some sort of contractual placehelder.

It's almost like in this situation —- well, it was in
this situation that everybody just sort of did it as a
feel-good placeholder, and the way it was of course designed to
work —-— 1 mean, the process was Mojave would have to pay meney
to CAM, and then CAM ostensibly was supposed to pay Cashman,
énd I'm troubled as a Judge by the fact that I look at it and
it was just some kin@ of smoke and mirrors deal where CAM just
was supposed to touch it.

I mean, CBAM just had to touch the money or be part of
the accounting trail, and we were then going to be able to
publicly proclaim, WOW, this is great. We used a disadvantaged
pusiness entity.

There is no fault in my opinion on Mojave.or Cashmarn
in this regard. I think you both just got stuck in a bad spot,
but it's not in my purview to try and do something about it.

Wwhat I think was basically a sham arrangement just as
a matter of public policy though, I mean, the courts are about
the public, I would hope that somehow, someway this could serve

as a lesson specifically to the City of Las Vegas.
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1'm not fully aware of the whole certification
program having to do wiﬁh disadvantaged business entities, but
this Court for whatever it's worth would find some satisfaction
if the sting associated to both sides of this could be conveyed
to the City of Las Vegas, to the City Council, to the mayor,
and £'d like to see some kind of a review of what's really
happened with this disadvantaged business entity program, and
my thought is if it's a great program, it makes sense, the
diverse city aspect of this is a very important part of our
community, it just should be legitimate in its application. 350
that's my thought.

All right. Getting to the fault analysis then, this
is what I think. FPeter Fergen of Moiave gave three options to
Cashman. It was CAM, NEDCO. and Codale of poteﬁtial
disadvantaged business entities that were certified, and it was
Cashman -- I have to say it was Cashman in my opinion -- that
when presented with those three options made the decision to go
with CAM, and so I think that's a factor that really does weigh
heavily in the equitable-fault analysis in my view.

in fact, if things would have gone great, well, I
mean, there was some business benefit to it because you end up
working out a deal for a half a percent as opposed to maybe
two percent or three percent that you might have with NEDCO or
Codale. Nonetheless, the fact of it is the actual

participation of CAM when it really comes down to it, there
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were options, and Cashman chose to go with CAM.

Next, months before the theft occurred as we can See
from Exhibit 1, the credit application, there was an
opportunity that Cashman had with Shane Norman -- who by the
way I was impressed by though, and he's a great employee it
seems like at the time and did a great job. So this is not a
criticism of him -- but the fact of it is there was a
meaningful opportunity provided to identify credit problems
with CAM, and it was even true that there was —- you know, you
gave him a customer number, but you really didn't want to
extend him credit or do much else, and I think thaf's a bit of
a warning that I think inures some responsibility.

I will give you this though. There was argument back
and forth about, you kKNow, should yéu hold the check for a few
days from the 26th until the 29¢h, I don't really find a lot
of fault with that bécauée it sounds to me like that sort of
thing could happen in a business practice as a matter of
courtesy with people you're dealing with with large sums of
money. So I don't find that that's an incredibly motivating
factor as to fault.

pPart of assigning a two thirds responsibility for

cashman in additicn to what I've are already said is locking at

what Mojave really did here. Mojave had dealt with CAM on a

couple of other projects, the Metro project, the Nevada Energy

project, and in my opinion it seemed like they should be able
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to reasonably conclude that CAM was, you know, doing what he's

supposed to do in those sort of scenarios with Metro and the

2
3 Nevada Energy project.
4

f

5 of considerable checks that look to be the type of thing that

We even saw, you know, Exhibit 14 which was a couple

6 you'd expect a disadvantaged business entity to do in those
7 kinds of spotls.

8 Another thing is that Mojave arranged the meeting
9 with CAM and with Cashman, Mr. Lozeau. I mean, that meeting
10 was arranged, and the way I look at that is it's basically

11 almost a matter of courtesy. Mojave is saying, look, here's

12 the guy, meet with him, figure him out because, you know, at

13 the end of the day he's in the middle between us here.

14 And so I thought that actually was -— I know there

15 wds some argumenti Well, this happened over at Mojave's place.
16 || They should know better, you know, and. all this kind of stuff,
17 but I just think that arranging that meeting was something that
i8B really more inured benefit to Mcjave than it hurt you. T mean,
19 it seems like it was a good faith way of going about doing

20 business with who everybody thought might be an okay person but

21 was a devil,

22 Right now if you were Mojave, you might say, well,

23 ‘Iwhat did we do wrong. How come you gave us a third of the
24 responsibility? Why not just say it was all Cashman's fault?

25 Y1 T mean, we got stuck with the DBE requirement. We arranged the
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meeting. Mr. Fergen gave them three options. They decided to
cheap out, and as Mr. Boschee sald, They decided to risk a
small amount of money for 800 grand.

well, here's where .I think there is some fault for
Mojave respectfully. Ccashman did reguest a joint check, and
Mojave in its wisdom said no to that. I don't think the joint
check would have necessarily solved the problem. I mean, if
you give a joint check to a guy like Carvalho who is on a
course to steal 600 grand or 800 grand or whatever he wants to
steal, he might just still find a way to do that by
countersigning, a forged signature or otherwise doing something
to steal the money, but it was a good request, and Mojave in my
view takes some responsibility for basically saying no.

I mean, they could've gone to Whiting Turner and
said, we've got a request for a joint check. We've done it in
the QED case or situation. - Why don't we just deo it here,-and I
see the explanation that was given. T mean, it was a fair
explanation. Well, it's not -- we don't have an agreement for
a joint check.

And then there's this concern which T find to be a
credible concern., I mean, it's like when the specter of the
DBE is there, it has cast this shadow on the whele thing, like
we don't want te do anything to mess with that. We deon't want
to make anybody mad. We want to make it all look above board,

you know, and it must be difficult to try to do business in
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that kind of a spot, really, but the fact of it is Mojave could
have in my opinicn furthered that reguest and followed through
with it, and so I give you some fault with that.

And then the other thing that leads me to give you
some fauit, Mojave, is it's your money. I mean it, it starts
with you. You're the one handing this check over, you know,
the $820,000 check, and I've got to give you some
responsibility when you're handing that check to anybody
including CAM, but as you can see icoking at the situation
mainly because again there were options given, Cashman did
decide to go with CAM. They did a little credit deal and had a
chance to lock at them. I just think that they have about two
thirds of the responsibility for it.

50 what that does then is it gets us into an
analysis, a financial analysis. Again, Cashman has prevailed
on the foreclosure of security interest claim. So they have a
lien for six, eighty-three, seven, twenty-six and eighty-nine
cents. I'm not sure exactly what's in escrow. This is ancther
area where we may have to talk. 1In other words, I don't know
the specific dollar amount. If I was presented it —— maybe
because looking at this all last night and all day today I just
didn't find — lay my hands on that number, but I think it's
86— or 87,000, |

So Cashman would be required to. —— since they

prevailed on an unjust enrichment claim they're going to be
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required to finalize the codes, but then they get that
eighty~six or eighty-seven, and that's taken off their lien.
That takes it -— that'll probably take it to arcund $600, 000,
and if I were to apply the percentages of fault on the
equitable analysis that I've come up with for all the reasons
I*ve stated, and I told you T put a .67 percent fault on
Ccashman, .33 on Mojave, that means roughly $189,000 to the
plaintiff. If you take 600,000 you use those .67, .33 numbers,
it comes out toc be 189,000 to the plaintiff, BSo you have that.

all right, Any proceeds from the criminal case, the
restitution that may come out of that is going to be split 50,
50 between Cashman and Mojave, and I know that that seems on
its face —— of course that is -- it's inconsistent with my .67,
.33, but I just think 50, 50 is the way to do that.

‘What wins the day in regards to that for me is that
this goes backhto both of you being equélly innocent victims of
this guy. By that, I mean Carvalho, and so if the criminal

case results in restitution, you guys just split that, and of

course, you know, to the point of hopefully everybody gets

closer to being made whele or made whole, I don't know if
that's possible.

and I don't have any authority to tell the DA's
office what to do or whatever Judge presides over this criminal
case, but I would at least say as a matter of record that 1

would like the DA's office to consider —-- at least the DA's
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office to consider to the extent restituﬁion can be had in the
criminal arena, I urge it to happen because we have in this
situation two good companies with good people running them,
good lawyers representing them who have been victimized by this
guy Carvalho. |

Tt's not just the victimization of the lien amount of
+he seven hundred or so thousand dollars or seven and a half or
whatever it was totél. It's —— actually I'd say it's 10 times
that because it's the aggravation that both companies have to
go through. It's the dealing with all the court proceedings
that had to come about. It's attorney's fees that are well
spent on good lawyers, but nonetheless attorney's fees are
probably considerable in this situation.

And maybe more than anything else it could lead to a
reluctance to deal with each other which in my view is a shame
because I think that all you need to do is look at what turned
out to be a pretty beautiful City Hall and say that I think our
community was benefited by good companies like you all, and I'd
like to see some other projects that you guys are involved with
that turned out as beautifully as that City Hall turned out,
but that's just my thought on it.

So I hope that the DA's office makes it a pricrity to
gain restitution from carvalho and that gets split between you
guys. That's what I'd like to see.

in regards to the house, I'm rewarding that
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100 percent completely to the plaintiffs. So whatever you get
out of it, have at it. You guys have a house, and the reason
for that is because T feel as though you've gone through
enough, and there's a lot of effort and time and energy legally
put forth to try to acguire it. It's a speculative interest.
It's as Mr. Pezzillo said better than anybedy, it's an
inchoate, an inchoate interest, and so in fairness to the whole
situation you guys have a house. Do with it what you can.
anything I can do to further legal proceedingé to let
you do something to get it, I will. 1I'd be inclined to —— as
long as‘I afford due process to anybody else who decides to
come and fight your efforts —-— but my intention would be to
finalize some sort of financial resolution in that house.

All the defaults against Carvalho you have, anything
the Court can do to continue efforts in that regard, I stand
reddy to do it.

A1l right. As far as the setoff situvatioen. It
became evident to me that when Cashman decided to stop work
that of course Mojaée and those involved —- probably through
the owner even all the way down -- I mean, you had to do
everything you could to still finish the_project and deal with
the generators and the backup power and all that.

lAnd so Exhibit 65 showed me the financial
contribution you had to make for that. T have locked at the

situation in regard to this setoff area. I'm going to find for
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the plaintiff on that. In other words I look at the Prompt Pay
Act, NRS 624.626 Section 9. Basically that area of law to me
stands for the proposition that there is a public policy in
favor of the lower-tiered subcontractors, and that makes sense
because, you know, you depend upon a lot of things when you're
in a lower tier, and we want to encourage you to continue to
build up our community, and so I think that's why that law

exists.

And if you look at the actual language of the

‘statute, it talks about having a reasonable basis in law or

fact, and well, when you bring in these generators and they're
craning them in and the backup systems and everything you gtood
ready to do -- as I think a really good company -~ and you have
that horriblé moment probably in early May, I think you had the
right to stop hecause you did everything you were supposed to
do at that point, and so I think you had a reasonable basis as
the statute allows for to stop, and once you stop, well, then
it seems like you should not be held responsible legally then
for efforts that unfortunately the other side had to put forth.
And I can see the wisdom of that sort of law, and
since our legislature has it there all I can do is try to
respect it, and I think it inures a benefit to the plaintiffs.
what it really comes down to is it's a £75,000 or so setoff
that I'm not going to allow, and where I get that is if you

look at FExhibit 65, it's a hundred and forty-two grand that
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they put out, but there's this battery situation for about
67,000, You do the math, and that's a $75,000 at least claim
setoff that Mojave could come forth with, but I'm denying that
again based upon this Prompt Pay Act wisdom and application of
the facts to it.

So what that leaves us with then is not a gpecific
dollar amount, and the reason we don't have a specific dollar
amount is —— well, there's a lot of reasons. One, I don't know
what money is in escrow to take from the lien, and that just
puts us in a -— right there, I don't know the exact amount in
escrow having to do with these codes, but anyway what we end up
with is about $200,000 to the plaintiff, a house to the
plaintiff, no setoff. 5o basically Mojave has to basically get
stuck with about seventy-five grand that they put into having
to put the project together once you exercised your reasonable
right to stop work.

S0 of course that's —- it really is kind of another
benefit to the plaintiff side of it, and the criminal case is
going to be split restitution 50, 50, So that's it for me.

That's the best I can come up with in this whole
case, and so now I'11l turn it over to the attorneys. I'll give
you a chance. You can say whatever you want. You can make
suggestions, talk about any legal details having to do with
anything I've said, but as 1 have said, respectfully, as far as

the findings of my ability or defense, 1 appreciate 1f you

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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don't revisit that unless you feel like you need to make a
record on something., 1 mean, those findings are what they are.
I'm just talking about any other legal concerns oOr anything
else. 7

MR. HOSCHEE: Well, Nancy is here. The one thing I
would ask -— and she could probably get the answer to this
fairly quickly -- would be we might be able to find out how
" rmach money is in escrow fairly quickly. '

I don't know if that's something we could find out

today or ——

MS. RIVERA: Yeah, I can call the office and find out

what it is.

THE COURT: Well, you don't need to do that for my

purpose.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay. I didn't know if you wanted —-—

THE COURT: T mean, you've got the order.,

'MR. BOSCHEE: Right.

THE COURT: So we should talk about who's going to
try to take the first shot of drafting it.

MR. BOSCHEE: And the only other guestion I had —-—
there were two gquestions I héd 1 guess. 1 made reference to it
in my closing, and I don't know if you want me to file a formal
motion, but there is that interim attorney's fee award with
IIrespect to the lien.

THE COURT: Yes, okay. I'm going to interrupt ycu on

KEARR Reporting, 1Inc.
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that., I've heard it a lot, and I respect it.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay.

THE COURT: But I want you to file a motion.

MR. BOSCHEE: Fine. And that's why I wanted to ask
if you wanted us to file a motion,

THE COURT: The reason being is, you know, you're
going to have to have your legal basis for it and your
argument. My guess is they're going to have opposition with
legal basis and arguments.

MR. BOSCHEE: Which led to my second question which
is then in terms of fees and costs. It seems like we've got a
prevailing party as to a security interest claim. We've got a
prevailing party as to lien and bond claims, both of which
allow attorney's fees to the prevailing party. I mean, do you
want to see motions -- I assume you want to see motions on
that?

THE COURT: I was intentionally silent. That's a
good point. I should've said. I was intentionally silent
having to do with attorney's fees.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay.

THE COURT: I mean, I don't know what else is out
there. I don't know if there are offers of judgment or

anything in this case. I don't know, but if either side wants

to take a position that an award of attorney's fees and costs

are due, go right ahead,
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MR. BOSCHEE: Okay.

THE COURT: 1I'll see it if you do, okay.

MR. BOSCHEE: I think that —- those were the only
_other guestions I had because you were actually silent on it
and that's why.

THE COURT: All right. Anything else?

MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: T have nothing.

THE COURT: Who's going to draft the order then?

MR. BOSCHEE: We can draft it.

THF, COURT: And run it by her —-

MR. BOSCHEE: Absolutely.

THE CQURT: -- and send it on over.

1f you don't agree, then submit competing orders, but
I hope you agree with the way you put it together.

And by the way, when you're doing this, if you agree
on some subtle nuance that I did not talk about, if you agree
on it, I'm good with it. In other words, if scmething comes
up, you think about the house situation or one of the defaults
on Carvalho or the criminal thing, if you guys come up with
scmething, you don't need to call me or whatever. If you
mutually agree, I'll sign the order, okay-.

MR. BOSCHEE: And if it's okay with counsel and Your

Honor, we'll get the exact numbers -- before we draft the order
and send it over —- on the escrow so we have an actual award
amount.

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: That's fine.

MR. BOSCHEE: And we'll do the hard math and all that
good stuff.

THE COURT: Well, good. I appreciate it.

Anything else? All right.

"(Proceedings concluded 3:24 p.m.}
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CERTIFICATION

T CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A CORRECT TRANSCRIPT FROM THE

AUDIO-VISUAL RECORDING OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED

MATTER.,

AFFIRMATION

Y AFFIRM THAT THIS TRANSCRIPT DOES NOT CONTAIN THE SOCIAL SECURITY OR

TAX TDENTIFICATION NUMBER OF ANY PERSON COR ENTITY.

KARR REPORTING, INC.
Aurora, Colorado
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Defendants,

AND ALL RELATED MATTERS.

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY’s OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’
MOTION FOR RELIEF PURSUANT TO NRCP 60(b} AND FOR ATTORNEYS’
FEES AND COSTS PURSUANT TO NRS CHAPTER 108; AND COUNTERMOTION
FOR ATTORNEYS’ FELS

COMES NOW, CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY (“Cashman™), and submits
the following Opposition fo Defendants’ Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRCP 60(B) and
Opposition i‘o Motion for Attorneys® Fees and Costs Pursuant to NRS Chapter 108 and
Countermotion for Attorneys® Fees. This pleading is supported by the following

Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the Exhibits attached hereto and the Court's file
herein,

DATED: April 15, 2014 PEZZILLO LLOYD

Ry:. C}\%
Tennifer R, JAdyd, Esq.
Nevada St ar No. 9617
Matisa L. Maskas, Esq.
Nevada State Bar No. 10928
6725 Via Austi Parkway, Suite 290
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attoraeys for Plainiiff,
Cashman Equipment Company
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
I
INTRODUCTION

Defendants, collectively, have filed 2 mofion secking two forms of relief: 1) Rule
60(b) relief from the Courl’s prior Order dated May 3, 2013, denying their Motion to Expunge
the mechanic’s lien of Cashman, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “17; and, 2) a
tequest fot an award of attorneys’ fees. As set forth herein, Defendants” Rule 60 (b) motion
must be denied as Rule 60 in inapplicable under the facts of this action and Defendants’
request for relief constitutes nothing more than a belated motion for reconsideration, The
Motion. argues facts which were in the possession of Defendants at the time of the motion to
expunge but which were never argued. There is no basis to disturb the Court’s prior order as
no error exists. The Court correctly noted af the time of hearing that Cashman’s assertion of a
mechanic’s lien claim was not frivolous and was made with reasonable cause. The Court did
not reach the ultimate issue of validity of the mechanic’s lien claim as that issue was not
before it. Defendants mis-portray the Court’s May 3, 2013 ruling as being an “Interim”
ruling; however, Defendants are in error. As set forh in greater detail below the Comt’s
Order was a final, interfocutory ruling which dealt solely with the limited issue of whether or
not Cashman had acted in a reasonable and good faith fashion in recording its mechanic’s
lien. The Court found thai Cashman did. |

Defendants’ motion for attorneys’ fees is fatally deficient on its face as it has been
filed prior to the Court entering final judgment 111 this matter, and relies upon the transcript of
the Coutt’s intended final ruling. As the Cowrt retaing the right to amend any ruling stated in
the transcript any maotion for attorneys’ fees should be held in abeyance until such time as the
Court enters its final judgment in this action, _ Even if the motion for attorneys’ fees is
considered, Defendants® motion fails. Defendants argue that it they are collectively entitled to
an award of fees incurred in the entire action pursuant to NRS 18.010, NRS 108.2275 and
NRS 108.236. None of these statutes mandates such an award and the facts of the case do not
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authorize an award to Defendants, and further, such an award would be inequitable, First, it
must be noted that Defendants are not prevailing parties as they were afforded no monetary
judgment which would entitle them to fees. Second, as set forth herein, NRS 18.010 has 1o
applicability to the current matier as no judgment was awarded which was less than $20,000.
‘Third, the only theoretical ground upon which fees could be awarded would be limiled (o
those parties defending Cashman’s mechanic’s lien claim. NRS 108.237 is permissive in
nature and an award of fees is limited only to parties actually defending against a mechanic’s
lien claim and requires that the Court find the mechanic’s Hen claim was asserted in bad faith,
The Court did not find Cashman’s mechanic’s lien claim was asserted in bad faith, therefore
no award of Tees to Defendants is allowed by NRS 108.23.7. Further, Defendants have failed
1o limit the recovery sought to Cashman’s mechanic’s lien claim of Cashman, have failed to
identify which parties actually incurred the fees or how the mechanic’s len was made without
reasonable cause, Defendants’ request for attorneys® fees must be denied.

Additionally, should the Court consider the issue of attorneys’ fees af this fime
Casluman counter-moves the Court for an award of attorneys’ fegs as the prevailing party at
the time of trial upon its security interest pursuant to NRS Ch, 104.

o
1I.
ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES
A. Defendants Request Under NRCP 6(3(b) Must Be Denied

Defendants argue that under NRCP 60(b) the Order granting Cashman’s Motion for
Fees and Costs entered on May 3, 2013 must be vacated because: (1) Defendants ultimately
prevailed on Cashman’s lien claim and (2) Cashman “knew” its lien was excessive but failed
to disclose this information at the hearing on the Motion to Expunge. 'This motion must be
denied as it is not been properly brought before the Court. Initialljf it must be noted that the
motion is essentially nothing mote than a motion for reconsideration. As the Court is well

aware, a motion for reconsideration cannot be used to raise arguments which were or could
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have been raised initially. 'The law is well established that motions for reconsideration are not
favored and are rarely pranted. Points or arguments not raised in the first instance cannot be
raised on reheating. Achrem v. Expressway Plaza, Ltd. Partnership, 917 P.2d 447 (1996).
The failure to make arguments in the first instance constitutes a waiver of the right to raise an
issue. See Chowdhryv. NLVH, Inc., 111 Nev. 560, 893 P.2d 385 (1995). Rehearings are
appropriate only when substantially differont evidence is subsequently introduced or the
decision is cleatly erroneous. See Masonry & Tile Contractor Ass'n of S. Nev. v. Jolley, Urga
& Wirth, Ltd., 113 Nev, 737, 941 P.2d 486 (1997); Moore v. City of Las Vegas, 92 Nev. 402,
405, 551 P.2d 244, 246 (1 976){“Only in very rare instances in which new issues of fact or law
are raised suppotting a ruling contrary to the ruling already reached should a motion for
rehearing be granted™). ‘

Defendants overstate the impartance of the fact that at some point in time Cashman
sold certain batteries (o a third patly (Codale), who in turn sold them to Mojave for use on the
Project. What Defendants fail to inform the Court of is the fact that Defendants were awate
of this fact prior o filing their Motion to Expunge, and in fact, identified the battery purchase
as seen in its prelviously filed motion for summary judgment. See Defendants” Motion for
Sunumnary Judgment, Ex. “A-37, d;ated March 9, 2013, a copy of which is attached hereto as
Exhibit “2”, The argument that the lien should be reduced because batterios were sold by
Cashman to a third party and which ultimately reduced its mechanic’s lien claim could have
been raised at that time, but was not, Defendants may not now seek to re-litigate a previously
discovered issue with evidence which was in their possession but which they did not rely
upon.

Defendants attempt to use the provisions of NRCP 60(b) as a means to re-litigate an
issue which was decided after Tull briefing and two hearings. This may be seen in the fact that
Mojave misquote the provisions of NRCP 60(b). On page 7 of the moving papers Defendants
cite NRCP 60(b) as follows:
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[on motion and upon such terms as are just, the courl may relieve a patly . ..
from final judgment, order, or proceeding for the following reasons: . . .

(2} rewly discovered evidence . . .

(3) fraud (whether heretofore denominated intrinsic or extrinsic),
misrepresentation ot other misconduct of an adverse party;

(4) the judgment is void; or

(5) the judgment has been satisfied, released, or discharged, or a prior judgment
upon which it is based has been reversed or otherwise vacated . . .

This rule does not Limit the power of a court to entertain an independent action
1o relieve a party from a judgment, order, or proceeding, or to set aside a
judgment for fraud upon the court.

(emphasis added).
The only provision of NRCP 60(b) which has been argued or which could have any

relevance to the pending motion is NRCP 60(b)(2), which states ix _ﬁiﬂ:

(2) newly discovered evidence which by due diligence could not have been
discovered in time (o move for & new trial under Rule 59(h}

(emphasis added). Noticeably, the emphasized portion of this rule was intentionally omitted
from Defendants’ motion, This is undoubtedly due to the fact ihat the instant motion has been
brought pursuant to the wrong procedural rule, As previously set forth, Defendants produced
the evidence regarding the fact that Cashman had sold batteries to a third party, which were
ultimately delivered to the City Hall Project in March, 2013, Pursuant to NRCP 59(e)
Defendants could have moved the Court for an order fo revisit its decision within ten (10)
days of entry. Likewise, pursuant to NRS 108,2275(8) an appeal could have been taken from
the Court’s entry of order, neither of which were done by Defendants. An attempt to
belatedly attack the Coutt’s order after trial on an issue which had never been raised is
improper and does pot give rise to grounds for Rule 60(b) relief,

Additionally, Defendants’ premise their motion on an incotrect assumption, that is,
that the motion to expunge and the ﬁltimatxa trial are in some way interrelated - - they are not.
The atiorneys’ fees which were awarded to Cashman as a result of prevailing upon

Defendants’ Motion to Expunge stand apart from the ultimate decision in the action, The
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purpose of NRS 108.2275 is not to provide an interim ruling, as suggested by Defendants, but
tather, to test the good faith with which a mechanic’s lien is recorded, Thus, it is anticipated
{hat a party might prevail with regard to a motion to expunge brought pursuant to NRS
108.2275, but ultimately not prevail upon the final hearing on the merits. This fact is cleatly
evidenced in the Nevada statutory framework in that the Nevada Legiélatlme created two
sepatate mechanisms with regard to the award of attorneys’ fees. One dealing with a motion
brought pursuant NRS 108.2275, which is found in NRS 108.2275(6) and a second for
addressing atiorneys’ fees at the conclusion of trial, namely, NRS 108.237(3). Accordingly,
the fact that the Court ultimately ruled against Cashman on. its mechanic’s lien claim does not
entitle Defendants to seel to revisit its previously unsuccessful motion to expunge. Casliman
was propetly awarded fees pursuant fo NRS 108.2275(6) for having to defend the motion and
the Coutt’s ruling at trial does not render the prior award of fees impropet or subject to

alteration.

B. Deferrdants Request For an Award of Attorneys’ Fees And Costs Must be Denied

1. No Grounds Exists Pursuant to NRS 18.010 To Support an Attorney’s
Fees Award ‘ :

Defendants rely, albeit somewhat indirectly, upon the provisions of NRS 18.010 as
grounds for an award of attorneys” fees. This statute states as follows:

In addition to the cases where an allowance is authorized by specific statute,
the court may make an allowance of attorney’s fees o a prevailing party:
(2) When the prevailing party has not recovered more than $20,000; or
(b) Without regard {o the recovety sought, when the court finds that the
claim, counferclaim, cross-claim or (hivd-parly complaint or defense of the
opposing parfy was brought or maintained without reasonable ground or to
harass the prevailing party. The court shall liberally construe the provisions of
this paragraph in favor of awarding attorney’s fees in all appropriate situations.
It is the intent of the Legislature that the comt award attorney’s fees pursuant to
this paragraph and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 11 of the Nevada Rules of
Civil Procedute in all appropriate situations to punish for and deter frivolous or
vexatious claims and defenses because such claims and defenses overburden
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limited judicial resources, hinder the timely resolution of metitorious claims and

increase the costs of engaging in business and providing professional services fo

the public.

NRS 18.010(2). Neither of the two provision set forth herein are applicable. First,
Defendants wete nof prevailing parties, nor were they awarded loss than $20,000. In fact,
Defendants were not awarded any of their requested relief and therefore cannot rely upon this
statute as grounds for being awarded attorneys’ fees. The Nevada Supreme Court has made
clear that to constitule a “prevailing party” one must receive a monetary award, See Valley
Electric Assoc. v. Overfield, 121 Nev. 7, 10, 106 P.3d 1198, 1200 (2005). As Defendants
received 1o monetary award they cannot qualify as “prevailing parties” under the provisions
of NRS 18.010.

The second ground provided by NRS 18.010 is an action brought in bad faith, This is
notf argued in the moviﬁg papers, In the event it were a consideration before the Coutt, it was
clear that Cashman’s claims were brought in good faith and in full oomjﬂiance with the
provisions of NRCP 11. Cashman prevailed upon its claim for payment in an amount in
excess of of $275,000.00, thus it cannot be said tﬁat the claims were not brought in good faith.
Likcwiée, the Court’s oral declatation of its intended ruling, a copy of which is attached
hereto as Exhibit “3” does not make any mention of bad faith, nor does it imply that any
claims brought by Cashman wete made in bad faith, To the contrary a complete reading of

the transcript demonstrates that the Court commended both sides on the presentation of

claims,
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2. NRS 108.2275(6) Does Not Provide a Basis for an Award of Attorneys’
Fees as it is Related Only to Hearings on Motions to Expunge.

By its express terms NRS 108.2275(6) applies only to motions brought seeking to

expunge and/or reduce mechanic’s lien claims, This statute provides as follows:
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If, after a hearing on the matter, the court determines that:

(2) The notice of lien is fiivelous and was made without reasonable cause,
the court shafll make an order releasing the lien and awarding costs and
reasonable attorney’s fees to the applicant for bringing the motion,

(b) The amount of the notice of lien is excessive, the court may make an
order reducing the notice of lien to an amount deemed appropriate by the comt
and awarding costs and reasonable attorey’s fees to the applicant for bringing
the motion.

(¢) The nolice of lien is not frivolous and was made with reasonable causc
or that the amount of the notice of lien is not excessive, the court shall make an
order awarding costs and reasonable attorney’s fees to the lien claimant for
defending the motion.

As seen, the event which gives rise to an award of fees pursuant to NRS 108.2275 ig the
holding of a hearing dealing with expungement of a mechanic’s lien. This is entirely separate
from an award of attorneys® fees which may be granted after a trial upon the merits, which is
governed exclusively by the provisions of NRS 108,237, Defendants claim of entitlement to
attorneys” fees therefore fails as it has been brought pursuant fo the wrong statote.
Defendants’ approach to their motion is to simply cite any statute which awards attorneys’
fees and then claim that théy {21l with that statute’s purview without any analysig . A simple
reading of the above statute aptly shows that Defendants’ have no right to an award of fees as
their claim is based upon the Court’s ruling after a full trial on the merits. Accordingly,

Defendanis’ motion for fees pursuant to NRS 108.2275(6) must be denied.
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3. NRS 108.237(3) Does Not Provide a Basis for Award of Attorneys’ Fees to
Defendants

There are a number of reasons that Defendants’ claim for attorneys’ fees pursuant to
NRS 108.237(3) fails, but most impoitantly an award requires the Court to find that the lien
claim has been prosecited in bad faith and made without cause. Likewise, the Motion fails on
its face as improper parties seek to be awarded fees for defending a lien which had no effect
upon them, the attorneys® billing is not segregated in terms of what work was allocated to the
defense of the lien claim and what amounts are allocable to other issues which were pending
before the Courf, Likewise, the provisions of NRS 108,237 are permissive and fees may only
be awarded if the Cowt finds that the mechanic®s lien claim was pursued without a reasonable
basis. Accordingly, the motion for attorneys’ fees must be denied.
a The Request for Attorneys’ Fees Should be Denied as NRS 108.237(3) is
Permissive in Nature and Requires the Counrt to Make a Finding That
Cashman Acted in Bad Faith Which the Court Did Not do at Trial
Defendants are not entitled to an award pursuant fo the provisioné of NRS 108,237(3).
NRS 1b8.237(3) is a two pronged statute which requires thatrthe C:;m't address two sepatate
issues, the first being a finding of bad faith, and the second a discretionary decision if fees are
appropriate. Asnoted above this statute states as follows:
If the lien claim is not upheld, the cotrt may award costs and reasonable
attornep’s fees to the owner or other person defending against the lien claim i

the court finds that the notice of lien was pursued by the lien claimant without
¢ reasonable basis in law or fact,

(emphasis added), As the plain language of this statute states, the Court may make an award
of attorney’s fees; however, is not required to do so. More importantly, prior to addressing

the fees themselves the Court must find that the lien claim was asserted without a reasonable
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basis iil law or facl, Jd The Court made no such findings at the time of trial, and indeed, no
facts are present in the pending mattei‘ which would support such a finding. The
reasonableness of Cashman’s mechanic’s lien claim was litigated on multiple occasions,
including the motion to expunge the lien, which was denied by order of the Court dated May
3, 2013, in addition to a motion to dismiss and competing motions for summary judgment.
Given that the lien issuc proceeded to trial, the Court ruled that Cashman had complied with
all requirements to assert a lien claim and was only defeated as a result of & payment made by
Defendant Mojave 1o a third party, Cam Consulting, the lien claim was brought with a
teagonable basis in law and fact. Additionally, on pages 7 -8 of the Court’s ultimate ruling,
a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “3”, the Court noted that Cashman had properly
complicd with NRS 108.245 by providing preliminary notice of its intent to provide materials
to the project and that Cashman’s argument in relation to the validity of its lien was “great”. -
Id at8. Far from being considered frivolous or made without a factual or legal basis, the
Court has already found that Cashman’s mechanic’s lien was filed in good faith, thus failing
to provide grounds which would suppott an award of atiorneys’ fees against it. Denial of
Defendants’ request for fees is in accordance with Nevada Supreme Coutt precedent. The
Nevada Supreme Court upheld the denial of an attorey’s fees request made by a general
contractor defending against its subconttactor’s lien on a lien release bond after the
subcontractor’ s lien claim failed, finding the denial proper as the subcontractor had a
reasonable basis fo pursue its lien. The Court reiterated that the award of fees is discretionary
under NRS 108.237. Sze Certified Fire Prot. Inc. v. Precision Consir., 128 Nev, Adv. Op.
35, 283 P.3d 250, 258 (2012). The same result shoukl be reached in this action as Cashman
putsued its elaim in good faith and with a reasonable basis and thercfore Defendants” claim

for fees should be dented,
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b. The Pending Motion for Attorneys’ Fees Must Be Denied As it is Being
Brought By Parties Without Standing

NRS 108.237(3) states as follows with regard to who may be bring a discretionary

motion for attorneys’ fees:

If the lien claim is not upheld, the court may award cosfs and reasonable

attorney’s fees to fhe owner or other person defending against the lien claim it

the court finds that the notice of lien was pursued by the lien claimant without a

feasonable basis in law or fact. '
(emphasis added). The instant motion has been brought on behall of all defendants; however,
it has not been explained how cach of the parties was defending against the lien claim, nor
what amounts each individual defendant expended in such defense. By way of example, the
question must be raised in terms of how much money was expended by Whiting Turner in
defending the lien claim, if any, as Whiting Turner was not even named in that cause of
action? This is particularly true given the fact that the mechanic’s lien was released by the
posting of a mechanic’s lien release bond, a copy of which is attached hexeto as Exhibit “4”,
which obviated the need of the vast majority of defendants to have any involvement with the
mechanic’.s Lien iﬁ any way. Likewise, only Defendants Mojave and Western Surcty brought
the Motion to Expunge Cashman’s mechanic’s lien, a copy of which is attached hereto as
Exhibit “5”, Given the fact that all Defendants have made an application for attorneys” fees
the Court must deny the pending motion, It should also be noted that in the event that
Defendants atfetpt to alter which parties seek an award of such fees in a Reply brief, such

attempt should be rejocted as Cashman will be afforded no opportunity to evaluate any such

representations,
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e The Pending Motion For Attorneys’ Fees Must Be Denied as The Motion
Fails to Ldentify What Amounts Were Expended in Relation to the
Mechanic’s Lien Portion of the Action and Which are Atéributable to
Other Issues :

In establishing an award of attorneys” fees the burden is on the moving party to
establish the reasonableness of the requested fees and their necessity in having been fncurred.
See Brunzell v. Golden Gate Nar'l Bank, 85 Nev., 345, 455 P.2d 31 (1969). The pending
niotion fails in this regard as it does not even identify the amount of fees which is alleged to
have been incurred with regard to defense of the mechanic’s lien asserted by Cashman, The
permissive award of altorneys’ fees sought by Defendants’ must be related to defense of the
mechanic’s lien claim. As noted by Defendants in their Motion, this action involved many
claims, in addition to the lien claim, the defense of which could not result in an award of fees
pursuant to NRS 108.237(3). Mojave prosecuted counterclaims, which Cashman defeated in
full. In an analogous matter the Nevada Supreme Court denied a lien claimants’ fees when it
sought an award of fees which included matters not related to the mechanic’s [ien. The
Mevada Supreme .Court specifically held that a subcdntréctor could only recover the
attorney’s fees related to the prosecution of its lien claim, and not those {or actions that, while
related to collection efforts, were not directly related to the enforcement of the lien. Barrey v.
Mt. Rose Heating & Air Conditioning, 124 Nev. 821, 830, 192 P.3d 730, 737 (2008),

Defendants motion fails to apportion their attorneys’ fees in any fashion and therefore the

claim for fees fails.
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I1I.
PLAINTIFF’S COUNTERMOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS

Cashman is entitled to an award of attorney’s fees in the amount of $229,733.00
putsuant to NRS 104.9607 as it prevailed on the enforcement of its security inferest against
Mojave. Cashman was awarded judgment against Mojave in the amount of approximately
$200,000 on ifs claim to enforce its securily interest against the materials sold to Cam and
installed at the Project. Upon default, Cashman, as the secured party could reduce its claim.
to judgment, foreclose or otherwise enforce the claim or security interest by any available
judicial procedures. NRS 104.9601(a)(1). Cashman songht to euforce its rights against the
debtor and against Mojave as Mojave purchased the equipment subject to the securily mteresl
and failed to obtain a release of that interest. Cashman ultimately prevailed on that claim at
trial and is entitled to an award of fees against Mojave. |

District courts may award aftomey fees “only if authorized by a rule, contract or
statute.” Barney v. Mt. Rose Heating & Air Conditioning, 124 Nev. 821, 825 (2008). Here,
the attorney’s fees requested by Cashman are authotized by statute, NRS 104.9607. Where
the language of a statute is ot arﬁbiguous, the court will interpret it according to its ordinary
meaning. Jd. at 826. The attorney’s fees sought by Cashman are to be awarded pursuant to

NRS 104.9607(4). NRS 104.9607 provides:

1. If so agreed, and in any event after default, a secured party:

(a} May notify an account debtor or other person obligated on
collateral to make payment ot otherwise render performance o or for the
benefif of the scoured party; :

(b) May take any proceeds to which the sceured party is entitled
under NRS 104.9315;

(¢) May enforce the obligations of an acconnt debtor or other person
obligated on collateral and exercise the rights of the debtor with respect to the
obligation of the account debtor or other person obligated on collateral to make
payment or otherwise render performance to the debtor, and with respect to
any property that secutes the obligations of the account debtor or other person
obligated on the collateral;

-14-
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(d) If it holds a security interest in a deposit account perfected by
conirol under paragraph (a) of subsection 1 of NRS 1049104, may apply the
balance of the deposit account to the obligation secured by the deposit account;
and '

(e) If it holds a security inferest in a deposit account perfected by
control under paragraph (b) or (c) of subsection 1 of NRS 104.9104, may ,
instruct the bank to pay the balance of the deposit account to or for the benefit
of the secured party.

2. If necessary 10 enable a secured party to exercise under paragraph (¢)
of subsection 1 the right of a debtor to enforce a mortgage nonjudicially, the
secured party may record in the office in which the mortgage is recorded:

(a) A copy of the securily agreement that creates or provides fora
security intetrest in the obligation secured by the mortgage; and

(b) The secured party's sworn affidavit in recordable form stating
that:

(1) A defaull has oceurred with respect to the obligation secured by
the mortgage; and

(2) The secured party is entitled to enforce the mortgage
nonjudicially.

3. A secured party shall ploceed in a commereially reasonable manner
if the secured party:

(a) Undertakes to collect from or enforce an obligation of an account
debtor ot other person obligated on collateral; and

(b) Is entitled to charge back uncollected collateral or otherwise to
full or limited rccourse against the debtor or a secondary obligor.

o 4, A secured party may deduct from the collections made porsuant fo
subsection 3 reasongble expenses of collection and enforcement including
reasonable attorney's fees and legal expenses incurred by the secured party.

5. This section does not determine whether an account debtor, bank or
other person obligated on collateral owes a duty to a secured party.

In Barney, the Nevada Supreme Court restated the factors that the district court is to
consider in awarding attorney fecs, as follows: (1) the advocate's qualities, which include
evaluating ability, training, education, expetience; professional standing, and skill; (2) the
character of the work, which includes determining its difficulty, intricacy, importance, as well
as the time and skilf required, the responsibility imposed, and the prominence and character of
the parties when affecting thé importance of the litigation; (3) the work performed, which

includes looking at the skill, time, and attention given to the work; and (4) the result, and
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whether the attorney was successful and what benefits were derived. Id at 829. See also
Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345 , 349 (1969). The Court went on to
reiterate the requirement set forth in Shueite v. Beazer Homes Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837,
865 (2005) that sufficient reasoning and findings be made by the district court in support of its
determination concetning attoraey’s fees, Id. at 830.

Cashman is entitled to an award of its attorney’s fees in this matter pursuant to NRS
104.9607(4) in the amount of $229,733.00. See Bxhibit “6”, Lloyd declaration and invoices
for fees attached to the declaration as Exhibit “6-A”, NRS 104.9607(4) specifically provides
for the award of fees to the secured party when exercising its rights pursuant to a valid
secunity interest. Here, the Court found there was a valid security interest and entered
judgment in favor of Cashman and against Mojave on that claim. As such, Cashman nwst be
awatded its fees in fhis matter as all ave related to it exercising all available remedies under
NRS Chapter 104.

When analyzing the fees requested by Pezzillo Lloyd pursbant to the factors set forth
in Brunzell and reiterated in Barney, the Court must find the fees to be reasonable and
necessary to the progecution and defe:hse in this maiter, Jd, This case required substantial
discovery and motion practice as Cashman Sought recovery for the materials it supplied to the
Project, after it failed to receive payment as required.

As o the first Brumzell factor the qualities of the advocate, the law firm of Pezzillo
Lloyd represented Cashman from the inception of this matter. Jennifer R. Lloyd has been
practicing law in Nevada for nine years and is the partoex yesponsible for this matier. Ior
eight of those yeats, Mg, Lloyd has been with the firm of Pezzillo Lioyd, a firm that is
experienced in commercial litigation and practices extensively in the area of construction
claims and mechanic’s liens. Brian J. Pezzillo, a partner with Pezzillo Lloyd, also worked on

thig matter. M. Pezzillo has been practicing law in Nevada for fourteen years. Pezzillo
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Lloyd is well regarded in the legal community.

In looking at the second Brunzell factor, the character of the work performed, the
claims pursucd by Cashman in this case were unique, given the unusual circumstances that
gave rise to the claim, and required substantial work for that reason. The amount owed was
substantial, and Cashman had not received any payment for the materials it had supplied. The
claims concerned a well-known project, the New Las Vegas City Hall, and were primarily
litigated between two companies that are known in Las Vegas in the area of construction —
Cashman and Mojave, The action concerned a mechanic’s lien, payment bond claims, claims
for frandulent transfer, claim for UCC foreclosure, in addition to breach of contract.
Additionally, the hourly fees charged by the attorneys of Pezzillo Lloyd are teasonable in
matters such as this, as they ranged from $180/hour to $300/hour. “When appropriate, tasks
were completed by attorneys billing at Iowef rates. The hourly rates charged are well within
what is customary and in the Las Vegas area. The total amount of the fees sought is
$229,733.00.

The third Brunzell factor requites the Court to look at the work performed on behalf of
(ashman in this matter. Pezzillo Lloyd pursued all available remedies on behalf of Cashman
as against the Defendants in this matter, as would any plaintiff owed $755,893.89 for
materials, which included the mechanic’s lien claim, two payment bond claims, claims for -
fraudulent transfer, breach of contract, and concerning the security interest Cashman had
petfected in the cquipment, The declaration of Jennifer R. Lloyd offered in support of this
Motion in conjunction with the billings submitted detail the work that was completed by
Pezzillo Lloyd on behalf of Cashman in this matter. As a summary of the work performed,
the litigation of these claims required Pezzillo Lloyd to: have substantial communication with
Cashman concerning the defenses being alleged and the possible claims to be pursued;

investigate and research the claims and defenses available to Cashman; respond to Mojave'’s
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claims and defenses which resulted in Mojave abandoning two claims that it had asserfed
agninst Cashman for breach of conlract prior to trial; take action as new claims wetre
discovered during discovery and as a result of Defendants disclosures and depositions of
Defendants’ representatives, and file motions to amend Cashman’s complaint and prepare
amended comyplaints; prepare motions for summary judgment, and respond to the numerous
motions filed by Defendants, including several motions for summary judgment, a motion
concerning the codes, and the motion to expunge the lien; review and analyze the extensive
documents disclosed by Defendants, which resulted in the discovery of the Mojave payment
bond; notice and conduct seven depositions; prepare for and attend additional depositions;
prepate and respond to discovery requests; analyze and develop possible avenues to obtain
additional information relevant to the claims and potential recovery; issue numerous
subpoenas on third parties to obtain additional information; and prepare for and attend the
trial in this matter. All of the time spent in this matter, was necessary and reasonable given
the nature of the claims and was spend in the prosecution and defense of this mattet,

The final Brunzell factor concerns the result obtained, and there is no question that
Cashman is the prevailing party in this mafter, Delendants even admit that in their Motion.
Cashman prevailed at trial against Mojave on the seourity interest, and against Whiting Turtier
and the Owner for unjust entichment. Cashman prevailed against other parties in this matter
as well including Carvalho and Rennie, which benefited Mojave substantially in that
Cashman’s recovery against Rennie was considered by this Court in determining the amounts
to be awarded at trial. Defendants were vigorous in their defense of the claims asserted by
Cashman, filing numerous motions that required a thorough response, all of which were
denied by the Court, Defendants mischaracterize the total amount awarded by the Court, as it
is in excess of $275,000, and as was clear at trial, the Court considered the fact that Cashrnan

had prevailed on its fraudulent iransfer claim against Rennie, obtaining ownership of a
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residence and its value, in determining the damages to be assessed against the remaining
Defendants at trial.

Caghman also defeated the three counterclaims asserted by Mojave in this matter.
Mojave abandoned two of its claims prior to trial due to Cashman’s defense and it was denied
recovery at trial on its remaining claim. Additionally, Mojave was denied the substantial
offsels it requested as well. Defendants claim that NRS Chapler 104 does not provide for an
award of fees, but they are incorrect, as is detailed herein,

In analyzing Cashman’s request for fees pursuant to Branzell, the Court nmst find the
amounts requested reasonable and necessary (o the prosecution and defense of this matter.
Therefore, Cashman respectfully requests that it be awarded fees in the amount of
$229,733.00 as required by NRS 104.9607(6).

IV.
CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Defendants’ Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRCP 60 and
their Motion for Attorney’s Fees must be denied. Further, the Cowt should grant Cashman’s

Countermotion for Attorneys’ Fees in the amount of $229,733.00 against ijave. :

DATED: April 15,2014 PEZZILLO LLOYD

-4
Jennifequ.
Nevada § a’ze”ﬁs;r No. 9617
6725 Via Austi Parkway, Suite 290
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

Attorneys for Plaintiff,
Cashman Equipment Company

! As the prevailing party in this matter, Cashman will be filing its Memorandum of Costs with
the Court after the entry of judgment putsuant to NRS 18.020 and so does not request them in
this Countermotion.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an employee of the law firm of PEZZILLO LLOYD, hereby cetlifies that

on the /5 day of April, 2014, a frue and cotrect copy of the foregoing document, -

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY’s OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’

MOTION FOR RELIEF PURSUANT TO NRCP 60(b) AND OPPOSITION TO

MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS PURSUANT TO NRS CHAPTER

168; AND, COUNTERMOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES), was served by placing said

capy in an envelope, postage fully prepaid, in the U.S. Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, said

envelope(s) addressed to:

Brian Boschee, Esq.
COTTON, DRIGGS, ET AL.
400 8. 4™ St., 3" FL.

Las Vegas, NV 89101

Attorneys for Whiting Turner Contracting, Mojave Efecmc LV, LLC, Western Surely

Company and Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland
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Jenntfer R, Lloyd, Hag.
Nevada Bar No, 9617

Mineten T, Maskas, Esq,
Nevada Bar No, 10928
PEZZALELO LLOYD

6725 Via Austi Parkway, Suife 200
Las Vogas, Nevada 89119

Tok {702) 233-4225

Tax: (702) 233-4252
Attorneps for Plalniiff,
Casionan Eguipment Company

Eleciranically Filed
05/06/2013 12:03:25 PM

A 1L

GLERK OF THE GOURT

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA,

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY, a
Nevyada corporation,

Plaintiff,
V5.

CAM CONSULTING INC,, 2 Nevada
corpoation; ANGELO CARVALHO, an.
individualy JANEE, RENNIE aka JAMHEL
CARVALHD, un Individual; WEST EDNA
ASSQCIATES, LTD., dba MOJAVE
ELECTRIC, a Nevada cotporatlon;
WHSTERN SURNTY COMPANY, a

surety; THE WHITING TURNER.
CONTRACTING COMPANY, a Maryland
corpotation; RIDBLITY AND DEPOSIT
COMPANY OF MARYLAND, a suroty,
TRAVELERS CASUALTY AND SURETY
COMPANY OF AMERICA, a surety; QH
LAS VEGAS .10, a foroign limifed
Liability company; PQ LAS VEGAS, LLG, a
forcign Hintied Hability company; 1. W TI1C
SUCCESSOR LLC, an unknown limited
Hability company; FC/LW VEGAS, n
foreign Hiaited Hability company; DOES | -
10, Inclusive; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1

Case No,: An42583
Dept. No.: 32

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
DENYING WISTERN BSURETY
COMPANY AND WEST EDNA
ABSQCIATES, L,TD, dha MOJAVE
ELECERIC’S MOTION 10 EXPUNGE
OR REDUCE MECHANIC’S LIEN
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28

- 10, inclusive;

Defendants,

AND ALL RELATED MATTERS.

TG: ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORI:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the ORDER DENVING WESTERN SURETY
COMPANY AND WEST EDNA ASSOCIATES, LTD, dba MOJAVE ELECTRIC'S
MOTION TO EXPUNGE OR REDUCE MECHANIC’S LIEN wus enfered in the above
entitled matter and fited on May 3, 2013, s copy of which is attached heteto,

DATED: May 6, 2013 PEZZILLO LLOYD

NevadaBar No. 10928 ,
4 6725 Via Avstl Parkwiay, Suite 290
Las Vegas, Nevada 82119 -
Tol: (702) 2334225
Bax: (702} 233-4252
Attorsigys for Plaintiff
Cershnran Equipment Company

2
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
The undersigned, an employee of the law finn of PEZZILLO ELOYD, hereby

cettifios thut on the 6% day of May, 2013, a trwe and correct copy of the foregoing document,
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER DENYING WESTERN SURETY COMPANY AND
WEST EDNA ASSOCIATES, LTD, dba MOGJAVE ELECIRICYS MOTION TO
EXPUNGE OR REDUCTE MECHANEC'S LIEN, was served by placing sald ¢opy in an
etivelope, postage fully prepaid, in the U8, Mall af YLas Vegas, Nevads, said envelope(s)

1t addressed to:

Bitan Boschee, B,

COTTON, DRIGGS, ET AL,

400 8, 4™ 81, 3 B

Las Yegas, NV 39101

ditorneys for Whitlng Turner Conlracting, Maojave Elecivie LY, LEC, Westers Surety
Compeny and Wdellty and Depostt Company of Maryland

Edwatd 8, Coleman, Esq,

COLEMAN LAW ASSOCIATES

£275 3. Hastern Avenue, Snite 200

La8 Vogas, Novada 89123

Aftornays jb; Jenel Rennle aka Janel Ceavalho and Linde Dugan

Keon 1. Bilswor!h Bsq. ) :
BLLSWORTH, BENNION & BRICSSON, QIITD
777 N, Rafithow Bivd, Ste. 270

LAS VEGAS, NV 89107

Attorneys for Element Iron and Desien
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Anemployee WLOYD
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Jamifor R, Lloyd, Bsq.

Nevada Stafe BarNo, 9617

Mnsiea L, Maskas, Isq.

Novadn Siate Bar No, 10928
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6725 Vin Avstl Patlovay, Sulie 290
{06 Vopns, Movada 89119

Pl 702 233-4225

Eax: 702 233-42572
{ilovd@pozaiilatioyd.com
mmaskast@ipezzltiofioyd.com
Attorsays for Platniiff,

Cashman Bqutpnrent Company

Etactronloally Filed
0B/0G/2013 0264118 PM

A b o

GLERK OF THE QOURT

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY; NEYADA

CASHMAN HQUIPMENT COMPANY, &
Nevada corporation,

PlndnthiE,
-"sl

CAM CONBULTING INC,, 5 Novada
oporation; ANGHLO CARVALHO, ai -
indlvkiual; JANEL RENNIE alea IANEL
CARVALHO, an Individual; WBST RONA
ABSOUIATHS, LTD., dba MOJAVE
BERBOTRIC, o Movads corperation;
WRETHRN SURELY COMPANY, u
suvatys THE WHITENG TORNER
CONTRACTING QCOMPANY, aMaryland
cotpotation; RIDELITY AND DEFOSIT
COMPANY GOIf MARYLAND, a sutely;
TRAVELERS CASUALTY AND SURETY
COMPANY QF AMERICA, ¢ stifofy} QU
LAS VEGAS 1L1.¢, a forelgn Hmitod
TabHlty compaty; PO LA VEGAS, LLC, a
forelgn Limited Habilily company; L W T C
SUCCESSOR.1LC, an unknoiwn fimited
ltgbility companyy PCILW VEGAS, 8

“1"

Case No.t AG42583
Deapt, Mo, 32

Consolidated with Coze No.: AS53020

ORDER DENYING WESTHRN SORELY
COMPANY AND WEST EDNA
ASSOCYATIES, YD, dhn MOSAVE:
ELECTRIC'S MOTION TO EXPUNGE
OR REDUCE MECHANKCES LINN
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forelgn Hinited Habllity company; DOES 1 -
10, Inchusive; atid ROE CORPORATIONS |

« 10, Inolusive

refandands,

AND ALL RELATED MATTERS,

' RDER DENVING WESTERN SURTTY COMEANY AND jul
ASRO ("‘IA’TT&. LD, dba MOJAVE ELRCERICS MOTTON TQ X Bi'}] G G&
BYUCE MECHANECS LI

Dofondants, WESTERN SBURRTY COMPANY AND WEST BDNA ASSOCIATHS,
LT, tbe MOIAVE BLECTRIC! MOTION TO EXPUNGE OR REDUCE MECHANICS
LIEN, having been hoatd By (he Cowet on Apeil 16, 2013 at %:00 am, contlnved feom
November 9, 2012; Jenuitbr R. Linyd, Hsq,, appearing on hohelf of Plainthf, CASHMAN
BQUIPMBNT COMPANY; and Bilan Bosohes, Haq.,, appenting on hebialf of Defendants
WHITING TURNER CONTRACTING, WEST BEDNA ASSOCIATHS, TID, dba MOJAVE
BIBRCTRIC LY, LIS, WHSTEKN SURETY COMPANY, FIDHUTY AND DEPOSIT
COMPANY OF MARYLAND, QH LAS VHGAS, ILC, PO LAS VBGAS, 1LLG, LWTIC
It SUCCHSROR TLC AND FOLW VBGAS, The Comt having ieviewed the Motion,
Oppmllion and Roply, ank any Supplomonts which may have been fi[e;l anct haviog heard
drgument and belng fully advlsed finds as follows: ‘

I I8 YIRRERY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CASIMAN
BQUIPMENT COMPANY*s Notlee of Tden was not filvolons, was made whh ronsonable

aouse and e anount wis ot exeessive,
IT 18 THERBFORE ORDERBD that WRSTERN SURDTY COMPANY AND WEET

i EDNA. ASBOCIATES, LD, dbs MOTAVE BLECTRIC MOTION. TG BEXPUNGR OR
REDUCE MEOHANIO’S LIEN Js ) B0,
DATED this > day of

e 2 2013,

i | i i
Dlstriot Coust Fudge

ROB BARA
JUDGE, DISTRIGY GOURT, DEPARTMENT 32
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l Subrllied by
PHZZILO LLOYD

By N b P8/ frg

Jonnifer &, Lloyd, Beg.

Movada Bar No, 9617

G723 Vig Austl Packway, Sulio 290
1.a8 Vegas, Novada 80119
Atiorneys for Plemelff;

Cavlman Equipimeni Company
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SANTORQ, DRIGGS, WALCH,
KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
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MPSJT

BRIAN W, BOSCHEE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No, 7612

SHEMILLY A, BRISCOE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No, 9985

SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor
Las Vepas, Nevada 89101
Telephone:  702/791-0308
Facsimile:  702/791-1912
bboscheeinevadafirm.com
sbriscoe@nevadafirm.com

Attorneys for Defendants,
Counterclaimants and Crossclaimarnits

Electronically Fited

03/09/2012 11:27:57 AM i

A b Slssn

CLERK OF THE GOURT

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY, a
Nevada cosporation,
Plaintiff,

CAM CONSULTING, INC, a Nevada
corporation; ANGELQ CARVALHO, an
individual; JANEL RENNIE aka JANELD
CARVALIO, an individual; WEST FEDNA
ASSOCIATES, LTD. dba  MOJAVE
ELECTRIC, a Nevada corporation; WESTERN
SURETY COMPANY, a surety; THE WHITING
TURNER CONTRACTING COMPANY, 4
Matyland corporation; DOES 1-10, inclusive;
and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10 inclusive;

Defendants.

AND ALL RELATED MATTERS

Defendants, counterclaimants, and crossclaimants WEST EDNA ASSOCIATES, LTD.

A642583
32

Case No.:
Dept. No.:

Motion for Summary Judgment

d/b/a MOJAVE ELECTRIC, a Nevada corporation (“Mojave™); WESTERN SURETY

COMPANY, a surety (*Western”); THE WHITING TURNER CONTRACTING COMPANY, a

Maryland corporation, (“Whiting™) and FIDELTY AND DEPQOSIT COMPANY OF

i

19775-T2/824525.d00
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1 | MARYLAND (“Fidelity”)(collectively *Defendants’™) by and through their attorneys of record,

2 || the law firm of SANTORQ, DRIGGS, WALCH, KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON, move
3 for Summa'ry Judgiment (“Motion™) agatnst Plaintiff CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY
4

(“Cashman®) putsuant to NRCP 56 on the threshold issues of aceeptance of payment and release
5 .
¢ and frandulent transfor.
7 Summary Judgment is warranted because: (1) there are no genvine issues of material fact

8 Il vegarding PlaintifP’s acceptance of payment from Cam Consulting Inc. in the form of a

9 promissory tiote; and (2) Plaintiff provided an unconditional release 1o Mojave in exchange for

Z .
UO} 10 | that payment; (3) pursuant to Nevada law, Defendants are entitled to summary judgment as a
£t pay ‘ .
3% 11§ matter of law as the evidence in this matter demonsrates that payment was accepled and a |
g _ .
3}5 12 h release issued; and (4) Plaintiff cannot support a fraudulent transfer claim against Mojave with
)
89 13 || Mojave’s good faith defenses. Further, Cashman breached its contracts by failing lo perform
=
gg t4 1l work which Mojave was forced to obtain other contractors to continue work.
ggj 15 This Motion is based upon NRCP 356, the following memorandum of points and |
0Z .
E% 16 || authorities, all pleadings and papers on file in this case and oral argument allowed by the Court.
fﬁx 17 Dated this OI day of March, 2012, .
| 18 | . [ SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
v 19 ' KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
V) I | Ardtes
21 BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, BSQ.
Nevada Bar No. 7612
22 SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ESQ.
: Nevada Bar No, 9985
23 400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor
” Ias Vegas, Nevada 89101 ;
Attorneys for Defendants, Counterclaimants and ‘
25 Crossclaimants
26
27
A8

15775-12/824525.doc
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NOTICE OF MOTION
TO:  ALL INTERESTED PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD:

[y

YOU, and each of you, will please take notice that the undersigned will bring the above
and foregoing MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT on for hearing before the above-
entitled Court on the E]_‘m_gay of Apr il 2012 at9 : 0 0 am. in Department 32.

Dated this 0 Wy of Moeh, 2012. ' s

SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
KEARNLY, HOLLEY & THOMFSON

-

A Bt
BRIAN WYBOSCHEE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 7612
SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ESQ.
MNevada Bar No. 9985
400 South Yourth Street, Third Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

L= IR T T T I X

o e
[ N )

Attorneys for Defendants, Counterclaimants and
Crossclaimants

-
L% 2 R -

KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
Lo Pt
=29 [

SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,

-~

T
J

ST

15775-73/874525.doo
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
L INTRODUCTION

o

Mojave issued payment to Cam Consuliing Inc. (“CAM”) for equipment costs in
exchange for an Unconditional Release by Plaintiff Cashman Equipment. CAM failed to issue
the payment to Cashman, and instead issued a promissory note and later a sfop payment on the
note. Now Cashman seeks to be paid a second time by Mojave, and refuses to complete any
further work under its contract, The only issues for the Court to address here is that Plaintiff's

acceptance of payment from CAM in the form of a promissory note while providing an

A= s = R . R T ]

unconditional refease to Mojave entitles Mojave to sumomary judgment as a matter of law,

Particularly, Plaintiff has no defense to the fact that payment was accepted and a release issned.

—
o

&
i

é% 11 | The Release is a clear and unambipuous decument. Further, Plaintiff cannot support a fraudulent

‘éE 12 §i transfer claim against Mojave, who worked with CAM on muliiple projects, and had no reason to

gg 13 { know of CAM’s fraudulent putposes. Therefore, Defendants request surmmary judgment,

%é 14 || because thete are no issues of material fact remaining.

g oo 15 1. . STATEMENT O¥ FACTS

Eg 16 This action stems from the egregious conduct of CAM and involves a construction

%x 17 || project referred to as the New Las Vegas City Hall Project (the “Project”) located in Las Vegas,

g 18 | Nevada Mojave acted as an electrical subcontractor on the Project, and CAM Consulting, Inc.

Q 19 || (“*CAM”) acted as an equipm[ént supplier and agent to Cashman Equipment Company (Mofion, at

W 20 {| 3:12-23). The Project required a generator and related equipment to provide power for the -
21 || overall construction. Declaration of Bugni, attached as Exhibit “A.” 43 .
22 Mojave entered into a purchase order (“Purchase Order™) dated Apeil 23, 2010 with CAM
23 || cfo Cashman Equipment to purchase the necessary generator equipment, Bxhibit “A” Y 4. l
24 || Mojave made payment to CAM as agent for Cashman in the amount of $820,261.75 in ‘
25 || accordance with its Purchase Order and in exchange for the equipment. Id. §6. Cashinan entered |
26 || into Unconditional Release Upon Final Payment (the “Release™) and provided that release to g
27 || Mojave. Release aitached to Exhibit “A” as Exhibit A-1. The Release to Mojave represented the i
28 || full amount of payment. i

4.
L5775-T218245235.doc

JA 00007391




However, CAM issued a post dated check in the amount of $755,893.89 to Cashman for

—

the supplied equipment. (Motion, 4:9-12). Cashman accepted this promissory note, but CAM’s
promissory note failed to issne to Cashman duc to a subsequent stopped payment by CAM
{Motion, 4:13-19). Cam issued a second follow up payment which also failed. Id,

Cashman refused to complete its contract with Mojave for the Project which inchded
assistance with stact up of the equipment at issue on the project, and warranty of the existing
equipment, Exhibit “A” 1 9. Exhibit “*A-2.” Cashman further refused to provide the baftery -

power source in accordance with the Purchase Order. Id. § 10. As a result, Mojave was forced to |

T - T 7. T T SR N

employ outside licensed contractors to continue the contract work and start the equipment at an

additional current cost of $137,253.20. Exhibit “A” §11, and Exhibit “A-3.” A new contract was

—_—
=

entered with Gruber Technical, Inc. and Mojave has incurred costs of in the amount of

fa—y
—

$5,162.16, Hampion Tedder Technical Services for the amount of $39,179.73, Codale for the

Py
)

amount of $79,721.31 and Gen-Tech of Nevada for the amount of $13,190.00 to continue this

generator worl, and all paid for by Mojave. Id. There are no existing warranties proﬁded on the

et
wn

equipment, and final commission of the generator can not be completed because the software and

instructions from Cashinan are required to complete. Exhibit “A” § 17, Thus, costs are

SAMTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
ke S, —
<y S L

continuing and cannot be finally determined af this juncture.

—t
~J

: ? i8 Umeelated to Cashian, CAM issued two separate checks to Mojave related fo work
Ej 19 || performed by Mojave on another project called the Nevada Energy Data Center Complex.
N 20 || Exhibit “A” q 18. These checks were in the amounts of $139,367.70 and $136,269.00. Attached

21 || as Exhibit “A-4.” Mojave had a contract for this work and obtained payment pursnant to the

22 || coniract. Id. § 20. Mojave did not have knowledge of any issues ot problems with Cashman’s

23 | payment when it accepled these checks on the Nevada Energy Project. Id. § 21

24 Cashman now impropexly seeks the entire amount owed by CAM from Mojave who has

25 | alteady made full payment for the equipment and obtained its unconditional release.

26 NI. LEGAL STANDARD .

27 In order to defeat a motion for summary judgment, the nonmoving patty “must by E

3 I |
15775-12/824525.dog "3
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1 || affidavit or otherwise, sot forth specific facts demonstrating the existence of & genuine issue for

tiial” and “is not entitled to build a case on gossamer threads of whimsy, speculation, and

[t

3 | conjecture.” Wood v, Safeway, Inc. 121 Nev. Adv. Rep. 73, 212 P. 3d 1026, 1031 (2005)
4 | (quoting Bulbman, Inc, v, Nevada Bell, 108 Nev. 105, 110, 825 P. 2d 588, 591 (1992)). The |
5 | party opposing summary judgment may not rest on the pleadings, “but must set forth specific !
6 || facts showing that there {4 a genuine issne for trial.” Anderson v, Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.8.
7 || 242, 256-57 (1986). A fact is material if it is relevant to an element of a claim or defense and if
8 I its existence might effect the outcome of the suit.” T,W. Elec, Serv, V. Pacific Elec. Contractots
9 || Ass’n, 809 . 2d 626, 630 (9" Cir. 1987) (internal quotations omitted). Here the facts are not in !
é 10 | dispute. Plaintiff accepted payment in the form of a post dated check and issued an unconditional
5% 11 || release which Defendants relied on. Therefore, Plaintiff’s claims do not survive under Nevada
§E 12 || law. Further, Defendant Mojave has incurred costs in the amount of $137,253.20 to continue _
$§ 13 || Cashman’s contract work, because they refuse to fulfill their contractual obligations,
%é’j 14 1V. ARGUMENT
E{l)ih] 15 Defendants’ Motion should be granted because 1) payment issued on the Project in the
{iz—)é 16 | form of a post dated check; 2) Plaintiff accepted payment for the work in the form of a
%% 17 || promissory note; 3) Plaintiff issued an unconditional release precluding later claims against

18 || Defendants and limiting its claims to CAM Consulting, Inc; 4) CAM acted as an agent for,

19 || Cashman and 5) Mojave has good faith defenses fo any allegations of fraudulent transfer.

1%

20 - - L Payment in the form of a post dated check acts as a promissory nofe.

21 Cushman does not dispute that Mojave made full payment to CAM for the equipment at
22 || issue. (Motion, 4:3-19) Purther, Cashman then accepted a post dated check from CAM as
23 | payment for the same equipment. Jd, In Nevada, and other jurisdictions, a post dated check acts

24 | as a promissory note under the law. See, Lowe v. Si, of Nev.. Dept. of Commerce, 89 Nev. 488,

25 || 490 (1973)(5\ post dated check is in essence a promissory note); Freiberger v, St. of Tlorida, 343

26 || So.2d. 57 (-1977)(& was proved she wrote a post dated check which is a promissory note under
27 | the law); Walton v, Clark, 454 B.R. 537, 542 (2011)(a post dated check is the functional
28 |

15775-72/824523.doc

JA 00007393




:
t || equivalent of a promissory note). A post dated check is nothing more than a promise to pay a |
certain sum of money at the specified time, because ordinarily a check is payéble on demand.
Walton, 542, |

Cashman’s argument that all Dﬁfendants are liable for paymett fails, because Cashman
chose to enter a separate agreemént with CAM. A post dated check is akin to a separate contract ‘

for payment, because a post dated check is not immediately payable, but is 4 promise fo pay on

~ G th B W

the date shown. Sce Alvarez v. Alvarez, 800 So. 2d. 280, 284 (2001). When Cashman accepted
-8 || the post dated check from CAM, it agreed to payment at a later date. That promise never

9 || materialized, and unfortunately Cashman remains vnpaid. However, the liability rests solely on

Z
8 10 | CAM related to the stop payment or failure of final payment of the promissoty note. Mojave, on
-
;',r_}!g 11 || the other hand, fulfilled ifs obligations and should not be held liable for individual business
%“F- 12 || decisions made by Cashman at the time of the transaction.
-
%a 13 Accordingly, summary judgment is appropriate at this time.
0. ,
ﬁ:d 14 2. The Unconditional Lien Release was nor required by the circumsiances and is
U_I enforceable against Plaintiff upon receipt.
Om— 15
&
g% 16 At the time of Mojave’s payment, Cashman provided Mojave with an executed
< Isf
i

17 | Unconditional Waiver and Release. Exhibif “A«1.” The release was in the statutorily mandated
18 | form, which Nevada law mandates in order for a release to be effective. NRS § 108.2457,
19 { “Where a lien claimant has been paid in full or in part of the amount provided in the billing, the

20 { waiver and release of the amount paid must be in the following form...” NRS § 108.2457(4)(b).

:

21 || Further, the Release states in plain language on its face:

22 THIS DOCUMENT WAIVES RIGHTS UNCONDITIONALLY AND STATES
THAT YOU HAVE BEEN PAID FOR GIVING UP THOSE RIGHTS. THIS

23 DOCUMENT IS ENFORCEABLE AGAINST YOU IF YOU SIGN IT, EVEN IF
YOU HAVE NOT BEEN PAID, IF YOU HAVE NOT BEEN PAID, USE A

24 CONDITIONAL RELEASE FORM.

25 As written ahave, Nevada statute and practice provides that at the time payment is made, |

26 1| a conditional release is submitted untit it can be shown that the payment has finally cleared. See, |
27 | NRS § 108.2457. Once payment has cleared, an unconditional release should be submitted in

28 | 11

-7 ;
15775<12/824525 doc
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1 || place of the conditional document. Id. Tn accordance with these practices, a conditional release

2 || becomes effective only afer payment 18 recelved by the claimant, whereas an unconditional
3 || rclease is effective immediately even if the claimant has not been paid. See, Janas v. Endo
4 || SteelInc., 287 B.R. 501, 510 (9™ Cir. BAP 2002)(emphasis added). !
3 In this case, Cashman’s decision to issue an Unconditional Release to Mojave directly f
6 || correlates with its position to accept a promissory note from its own agent CAM. Cashman knew i
7 I that Mojave had tendered full payment for the equipment, By signing the unambiguous and
8 1 unconditional Releass, Cashman ixretrievably surrendered its claim for payment by Mojave. See,
9 || Hockelberg v. Farm Bureay Inswance Co. Ind. App., 407 N.E, 2d 1160 (1980)(“Execution of a
é 10 || full and unconditional release bars recovery.”). Cashman now finds itself in a disadvantageous
é% 11 |l situation because CAM has refused to honor its promissory note, but watved its right to collect
§E 12 || from Mojave by its own actions. Cashman can not now be permitted to avoid the clear and
@g 13 || unconditional language of the release, because ifs deals with CAM did not work out fo its
%é 14 || benefit. See, Houser v. Brent Towing Company, 610 So. 2d 36, 366 {1992).
g > 15 Moreover, Defendants properly relied wpon the Unconditional Release and should not be ;
EE‘ 16 || required to issue payment twice for the same services. CAM’s failure to acl appropriately as ;
{%é 17 || Cashman’s authorized agent is an unclean act, but does not create liability on behalf of Mojave. .

18 || Mojave fulfilled its obligations pursuant fo agreement and made full payment.

V

19 In summary, Cashman’s decision to issue"an Unconditional Release, against standard

)

20 || practice and procedure, extinguished all right of claim against Defendants outside of CAM and

21 || bars Cashman’s ability to recover from other Defendants. Therefore, summary judgment is

22 { appropriate as a matter of law.

23 3. Cashman’s refusal to start up equipment and warranly its work caused delay and
wunnecessary cost (o Mojave

24

25 Cashman demanded duplicate payment from Mojave atising out of Cashman’s failed

26 {| transaction with CAM. Demand Letter attached to Bugni Declaration as Exhibit “A-2.” When °
27 || Mojave responded that it would assist with tracking down CAM, but had completed ifs payment |
{

28 It Mf

1577512824525, dos
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obligations, Cashman responded that Cashman would not complele any start up for the project

S,

under contract or stand by its warranties. Essentially, the completion of the entite Project was

“held hostage” duc to Cashman’s failure to perform. See generally, Calloway v. City of Reno,

116 Nev. 250, 993 P. 2d 1259 (2000).

As a tesult, Mojave was forced to hire several contractors to continue the generator work
at an additional current cost of $137,253.20. Exhibit “A™ 9§ 11. A new confract was entered with
Gruber Technical, Inc. for the amount of $5,162.16, Hampton Tedder Technical Services for the

amount of $39,179.73, Codale for the amount of $79,721.31 and Gen-Tech of Nevada for the

L =B~ B = L D - R )

amount of $13,190.00 to complete this generator work, and all paid {or by Maojave. Invoices

aftached 1o Bugni Declaration as Exhibit “A-3.” Cashman breached its duty under the contract

s
<

z
§5 11 | when it fatled to start up the equipment, and should be held accountable for the unnecessary
ég 12 || costs incurred for the start up. See Reid v. Royal Insurance Company, 80 Nev. 137,390 P. 2d 45
gg 13 || (1964)(“A contractor’s duty to perform job for owner in workmanlile manner is non-
%% 14 || delegable.”); see also, Cheyenne Const, Inc. v. Hozz, 102 Nev. 308, 720 P. 2d 1224
g X 15 | (1986)(“Where there has been partial performance, a conttactor is entitied TOIIGCOVGI folal price
QE 16 || promised less the cost of completing petfofmance and other consequential damages.”). These
%é 17 || costs are currently $137,253.20 for the diagnosts of the equipment, start up, and additional
1 g 18 | materials, Id. Further, the equipment warranties are included as a part of the contract and were ! . |
C;) 19 I not honoted by Cashman, and the final commissioning of the generator cannot be completed. Id. | *
) 20 Therefore, total costs are not determinable at this time.
21 All parties had an obligation to complete the work under time of the essence clause and
99 || Mojave had to diligently work to find contractors to complete the work ina reasonable amount
73 | of time to comply with Project deadlines. See Spinella v. B-Neva, Inc,, 94 Nev. 373, 580 P. 2d
24 || 945(1978)(“Deluy will constitute a breach where time is of the essence.”); see also, Claudianos 2
95 | v, Friedhoff, 69 Nev. 41, 240 P, 2d 208 (1952)(“The law is clear that any tender of performance i
26 I is excused when performance has in faot been prevented by another party {o the contract.”).
270
28 | M
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1 Accordingly, Mojave should be awarded the amount of payment to the new contractors,

2 || the associated attorneys fees, and bond costs related to Cashman’s breach of contract.'
3 4. CAM acted as an Agent for Cashman when it Accepted Payment
4 An agency relationship is formed when one who hires anather retains a contractual right
5 || to control the other's manner of performance. Grand Hotel Gift Shop v. Granite State Ins. Co.
6 || 108 Nev. 811, 815, 839 P.2d 599, 602 (Nev.,1992) citing Sharp v, W.H, Moore, Inc., 118 Idaho
7 | 297, 796 P.2d 506 (1990). CAM’s confract with Mojave states that CAM is acting “cfo Cashman
8 || Equipment” at the top. Purther, Cashman does not dispute that CAM was acting as its agent for
S 9 || purposes of the contract at issue. In Nevada, a principal may be bound by the acts of its agent as
8 10 | to third parties “who have no reason to know of the agent's improper conduct. This is so even
ﬁ% 11 || when the agent acts for his own motives and without benefit to his principal.” Young v. Nevada
§§ 12 | Title Co. 103 Nev. 436, 439, 744 P.2d 902, 903 (Nev., 1987); Home Savings v. Genetal
353 13 || Electrie, 101 Nev. 595, 600, 708 P.2d 280; 283 (1985); Johnson v. Fong, 62 Nev. 249, 253, 147
%é 14 [| P.2d 884, 886 (Nev. 1944)(“As a matter of law, the principal is liable for a tort which an agent '
gh‘ 15 || commits in the course of his employment. This is so even though the principal be iguorant
g% 16 || thereof™). 1 _
ﬁx 17 When Mojave issued payment to CAM, the payment was for the benefit of Cashman, and
18 || Mojave had no reason to doubt that its payment to CAM was not akin to a direct payment qf ,
19 || Cashman. Clearly Cashman was operating under the same plan or Cashman would never hm;e

20 || issued the Unconditional Release to Mojave. As principal for CAM, Cashman incurs the burden

SDW

21 || of its agent’s acts, even if the acts were unexpected or improper. Thus, pursuant {0 Agency law

22 || in Nevada, Mojave is not liable for CAM’s decision not {o issue payment to Cashman,

23

5. Fraudulent Transfer Claims fuil against Defendant Mojave pursuant to NRS Chapter 112
24 and Mofave’s Good Faith Defenses Preclude Recovery
& Nevada has adopted and codified the Uniform. Fraudulent Transfer Act ("UFTA™) in

26 NRS Chapter 112, The UFTA is desipned to prevent a debtor from defrauding creditors by

27
! Mojave made payment to Harris Insurance in the amount of $11,33841 to acquire the bapd for release of the
18 mechanic’s lien on the project.

-10-
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placing the subject property beyond the creditors' reach.” Three types of transfers may be set

Pt

aside under the UI'TA: (1) actual fraudulent transfers;’ (2) constructive fraudulent transfers;’ and
(3) cettain transfers by insolvent debtors.” Specifically, NRS 112.180(2) sets forth several '
factors that the district court may consider in determining o debtor's actual inteat.®

Here, Plaintiffs fail to prove that a fraudulent transfer occurred under NRS 112.180(1)(a),
which is a prerequisite to setting aside the transfer or imposing damages, and further fail to
demonstrate why Mojave did not act in good taith. White several of the above listed factors may

be relevant to other transferees, the application does not work with regard to Mojave, Fist, there

R R~ R = T =, T - N FL N

is no evidence to demonstrate that Mojave was an “insider” with any knowledge as to CAM’s

transactions. CAM was working as Cashman’s agent, and if a special relationship existed, it was

[
<

between those two parties. Mojave was paid pussuant to legitimate contracts. NRS 112.180(1)(a) |

[
[

2 See NRS 112.150: See also Herup v. First Boston Financial, 123 Nev, 228, 162 P, 3d 870, (Z007).
INRS § 112.180(1)a).

TNRS § 112.180(1)(b). A transfer is constructively fiaudulent if the deblor fransfers the property without receiving a
reasonably equivalent value in exchangs for the transfer, and the debtor (1) was engaged in a transaction for which
his remaining assets were unreasonably small in relation to the transaction or (2) reasonably should have believed
that he would incur debts beyond his ability w pay, NRS 112.180{1)(b).

S NRS § 112.190. A Traudulent transfer by an insolvent debior occus in two situations: {13 when the debtor makes
the transfer without receiving a reasonably cquivalent value in exchange for the transfer and the debtor was !
jnsolvent at that time or the debtor beeame insolvent as & result of the transfer or obligation, NRS 112.190(1); and

sk fuemad
o
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_ 'f - {2} when an insolvent deblor makes a transfer on an anteccdent debl to.an insider who had reason (o believe the
- 19 debtor was insolvent, NRS 112.190{2).
C J ® () The transfer or obligation was to an insider;
A 20 ' . _— .
(b) The debtor retained possession or controt of the property transferred after the fransfer;
21 (¢} The transfer or obligation was disclosed or concealed;
(d) Before the transfer was made or obligation was incurred, the debtor had been sued or
29 threatencd with sult;
(e) The transfer was of substantially all the debtor's assets;
7 (f) The debtor absconded;
(g) The debtor removed vr concealed assets;
24 {h) The value of the consideration received by the deblor was reasonably equivalent to the value of the
asset transferred ot the amonnt of the obligation incwred; .
25 (i) The debtor was insolvent or became insotvent shotly after the transfer was made or the obligation was |
incutred; :
26 (3) The transfer occurred shiortly before o shortly after a substantial debt was incurred; and
(k) The debtor transforred the essential assets of the business...,
27
28

w11 -
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et

plainly provides that, for the district court to enter jndgment in favor of a creditor under that
statute, it must first determine whether the debtor * actualfly] Intenfded] to hinder, delay or
defraud any creditor of the debtor.” (Emphasis added.) The facts at issue support no such
determination, Angelo Carvalho was approved for use under Mivority contracts and had no prior !
bad hisfory with any of the parties. Further, all transactions were completed with written .
agreements that contained specific terms. Therefore, Mojave had no “season to know of the

transferors fraudulent purposes.”

Next, becanse actual knowledge has no evidentiary support, the Complaint seeks fo

R =R - T = T ¥ e A UL )

nndermine the value received for the work between CAM and Mojave., To the contrary, Mojave

conducted lcgitimate business transactions with CAM on other projects including the Nevada

ey
o)

Energy Data Center Complex located on Lindell Road.” Indeed, the payments between the

—
[

parties referenced in the Complaint specifically relate to the scope and price of the contracted
work and the parties cannot demonsirate that Mojave hiad any intent to defraud,® However, even

if the Court were to assume some proof of intent to defraud was present here, the Court must:

N

propetly consider Mojave’s pood faith defenses. NRS [12.220(1) provides a complete defense

[a—
T

for an action for avoidance under NRS 112.180(1)(a) and states:

KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
b o,
o [ )

SANTORO, DRIGGES, WALCH,

—_
~1

[a] transfer ot obligatioﬁ is not voidable under paragraph (a) of subsection 1 of
NRS 112,180 against:a person who took in good faith and for a reasonably
equivalent value or against any subsequent transferee or obligee.

[

[
==}

-
.
—
o

NRS § 112.220(1).

Accordingly, the Court must determine if paymenut was made for reasonable value in

S

21
these instances, A majority of outside jurisdictions applying the UFTA hold that a transteree
22
must prove that be received the transfer in objective good faith.” In other words, good faith must
23
24 “ 7 See Contract for NV Energy project sttached as Exhibit A-5.
&
25 | M
9 In re Agriculiural Research and Technology Group, 916 F2d 328, 535-3¢ (9th Cir.1990) (concluding that in
26 || determining whether a transferes received an allegedly frandulent transfer in good faith under Hawaii law, courts
must look to what the transferee objectively knew or should have known, instead of examining what transferee
2T || achually knew from subjective standpolnt, and citing easly Supreme Court cases interpreting goodt faith defense
provisions within previous frandulent conveyance statufos (citing Harrell v. Beall, 17 Wall. 590, 84 1).S. 596, 21
28 | L.Ed. 692 (1873); Shauer v. Alterton, 151 U.8. 607, 621, 14 S.Ct. 442, 38 L.Ed. 286 (1894))); In re Tiger Pelrolewm

w12 -
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1 | be determined on a case-by-case basis by examining whether the facts would have caused a
2 || reasanable transferce to inquire into whether the transferor's purpose in cffectuating the transfer
3 || was to delay, hinder, or defraud the transferor's creditors.’” Importantly, NRS 112.250 directs
4 || this coutt to apply and construe the UFTA in Nevada “to effectuate its general purpose to make
5 || uniform the law with respect to the subject of this chapler among stafes enacting it.”
6 | The contracts and circumstances at issue demonstrate that Mojave acted in objective good faith
7 Il in its business transactions and that CAM paid reasonably equivalent value for the work."
8 There is no evidence in this natler of any questionable tactics by CAM or anything odd
I
9 || oceurring until the acts that gave rise to the Complaint by Cashman. In fact, by Cashman’s own
ra :
8 10 || admission, it accepted a second payment from CAM without accompanying CAM to the
H
3% 11 || financial institution or demanding another direct form of payment such as a cashier’s check, No
§E 12 | doubt Cashman was not alarmed, because there was no history of bad acts with CAM or Mr.
M
E’%g; 13 || Carvalho individually. Cashman likely assumed a misunderstanding oceusred. Similarly, Mojave
0
ﬂﬂfa' 14 || had no reason to suspect CAM’s financial transactions were frandulent and cannot now be held
T :
g X 15 || liable under NRS 112 for standard business transactions with CAM. Therefore, summary
A .
gg 16 || judgment should be granted.
AN
; 18 || /7
> -~ (continued) ; ;
: 19 || Co, 319 BIR. at 235-36 (stating that the good falih for value defense must be established using an objective -
i - stanclard under the Oklahoma Uniformn Frandulent Transfer Aot); In_rg. Jones, 184 B.R 377, 388 |
VAR 20 { (Bankr.DN.M.1995) {concluding that transferess coulel not make out a good faith defense under the New Mexico
Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act when the transferees had reason to know of pending litigation); Hall v. Warld Say.
21 i and Loan Asg'n, 189 Ariz. 495, 943 P.2d 855, §60 (Ct.App.1997) (providing that a transferes must take the asset
without notice, either actual or constructive, of any fiaud nnder the Arizona Uniform Fraudulent Transfor Act); yee
22 | also Inre M & L Business Machine Go., Inc., 84 F.3d 1330, 1338 (10th Cir.1996) (addressing good faith undor the
Banktuptey Code); In re Sherman, 67 F.3d 1348, 1355 (8th Cir.1995) (stating that “a transfevee does not act in good
23 || faith when he has sufficlent knowledge to place him on inquiry notice of the debtor's possible inselvency™ under the
Bankrupicy Code).
24| See, e.g. In re Asvicultural Research and Technology Gronp, 916 F.2d at 535-36; In ye Colien, 199 B.R. 709,719
25 {9th Cir. BAP 1996); .5, v. Romane, 757 F.Supp. 1331, 1338 (M.D.Fla.1989), aff'd, 918 F.2d 182 (1 1th Cir.1990); ¢
fi re Lake States Commuodities. Ine, 253 B.R, 866, 878 (Bankr.N.D.111.2000). !
|
26 | Herup v, First Boston Financial, LLC 123 Nev. 228, 231-237, 162 P.3d 870, 872 - 876 (Nev.,2007) !
27 | 3
28

-13 -
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1 V.  CONCLUSION
2 Based on the foregoing, summary judgment is appropriate in this case as a matter of law,
3 || Plaintiff canpot provide any evidence to dispuie the acceptance of a promissory note and
4 || issuance of an unconditional release, Therefore, Plaintiff does not have legitimate claims against
5 || Defendants in this matter, and instead have claims directly against CAM Consulting, Inc. and
6 || Angelo Carvalho based upon failwe of the promissory note. Further, Plaintiff neglected to
7 || complete its obligations under contract with Mojave which necessitated hiring new contractors to
8 || continue work on the Project. Plaintiff is responsible for these costs and should not be permitted
9 | to evade their contractual obligations. Last, CAM acted as agent for Cashman and Plaintiff fails
z
8 10 | to provide evidence to support fraudulent transfer claims against Mojave. Accordingly,
Tl
gg 11 || Defendants respectfully request the Court grant summary judgment for these reasons.
$E 1w Dated this. ) Biay of March, 2012.
M
oy 13 SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
0.4 KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
4
e Jg. 14
e 15 )
% Mwwu
g 16 BRIAN W, BOSCHEE, 1150 |
n ' Nevada Bar No, 7612
Y 17 SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ES{Q.
Nevada Bar No. 9985
18 |- .400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor
¢ Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 '
19 ‘
Attorneys for Defendants, Counterclaimants and
20 Crossclaimants i
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
-14 -
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CERTIFICATE OF MATLING

I HERERY CERTIFY that, on the é%l i 'day of March, 2012, and pursuant to NRCP |

5(b), 1 deposited for mailing in the U.S. Mail a true and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, postage prepaid and addressed to:

Jennifer R. Lloyd-Robinson, Esq.
Marisa L, Maskas, Esq.

6725 Via Austi Parkway, Suite 290
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Edward Coleman, Esq,

COLEMAN LAW ASSOCIATES
5615 S, Bastern Avenue, Suite 108
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

Attorneys for Defendant Janel Rennie
aka Janel Carvalho

Keen L. Ellsworth, Esq.

BLLSWORTH, BENNION & ERICSSON, CHTD.
7881 W, Charleston Blvd., #210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

Atiorneys for Element Iron and Design

Matthew Callister, Esq.

CALLISTER & ASSOCIATI:S

823 Las Vegas Blvd,, 5" Floor

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Attorneys for Commiltee fo Elect chhard Cherchio

1

A employde of Santorb, Driggs, Walch;

Kearney, Holley & Thompson
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1 || DECL
BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, ESQ.

2 | Nevada BarNo. 7612
SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ESQ.
3 || Nevada BarNo. 9985
SANTORO, DRIGGS, WALCH,
4 i KEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floos
5 || Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Telephone:  702/791-0308
6 || Facsimile: 702/791-1912
bboscheebnevadalfivo.com
7 i sbriscoe@nevadalivm.comn
8
Attarneys for Defendants, Cotniterclaimants and Crosselaimants
9
z
§ 10 DISTRICY COURT
T . . .
Gz 11 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
i
‘é = 12 || CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY, a
U W Nevada corporation,
o 13 CaseNo:  AG42S83
o Plaintiff, Dept. No.: 32
0 14
T V.
g 13
z CAM CONSULTING, INC,, a Nevada
E % 16 || corporation; ANGELO CARVALHG, an
. u{} 2, indrvidual; JANEL RENNIE aka JANRL
17 || CARVALHO, an individual, WEST EDNA,

ASSOCIATES, LTD. dba MOJAVE

18 || BLECTRIC, a Nevada corporation; WESTERN
SURETY COMPANY, a swety; THE WHITING,
19 | TURNER CONTRACTING COMPANY, a
Maryland corporation; FIDELITY AND

20 [| DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND, a
surety; DOES 1-10, inclusive; and ROE

21 | CORPORATIONS 1-10 inclusive;

22 Defendanis.
23 | AND RELATED MATIERS.

24 PECLARATION GF BRTAN BUGNI IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT

zz 1, BRIAN BUGNI of WEST EDNA. ASSOCIATES, LTD, a Nevada corporation, d/bfa

- MOJAVE ELECTRIC, INC., ("Mojave™, and authorizad representative theredf, and purstiant te

- NRS 53.045, hereby deglare the followin g are true and comredt to the best of my knowledge:

15775-72/833255 1
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1. I am the representative of Mojave most familiar with issues alleged in the

—

2 || Complaint in this matter and the relief that Defendant/Counterclaimants are entitled to.
3 2 This action revolves around a construction project referred 1o as the New Las
4 [ Vegas City Hajl Project (the “Project”) located in Las Vegas, Nevada.
5 3, The Project required a generator and related equipment to provide power for the
6 || overall construction.
7 4. Mojave sntered into a purchase order (“Purchase Ordes™) dated April 23, 2010
8 || with CAM c/o Cashman Equipment to prrehase the necessary genetator squipment.
9 5. Mojave made payment to CAM in the amount of $820,261.75 in accordance with
é 10 | its Pmchase Qrder and in exchange for the ¢quipment.
§% 11 6. Cashman entered into Uncohditional Release Upon Final 'Payme.ﬁt {the “Relense™)
§?5 12 | and provided thai release to Mojave. A true and vorrect copy of the Release atfached as Exhibit
$§ i3 || Al |
% g 14 7. ‘The Release provided to Mojave represented the full amount of payment.
g Y 15 i Upon information and belief, CAM issued a promissory note o Cashman which
BE 16 | uiled. '
2

9, Cuashman refused to demplete its contract with Mojave for the Project which

i
~X

18 || included assistance with start up of the equipment at issug on the projoct, and warrainty of the

19 || exisfing equipment. A frue ant correct cofiy: BTDema:nd Tetter ft‘ém’ Cashman attached as Exhibit { ' \ ?
20 || A2, |

21 16, Cashman further refused to provide the battery power source in accordince w;th

22 || the Purchase Oxder, ‘

23 11.  Mojave was forced to.employ outside Jicensed contractors to continue the contract

24 | work and start the equipment at an additional current cost of $137,253.20. A true and correct
25 | copy of Contracts with new contractors and related purchase orders and invoices attached as
26 || Exhibit A-3.

27 12.  The contract was entered with Grubar Technical, inc. and Mojave has incurred

28 I $5,162.16 for work to complete Cashman’s contract,

.
1577572531551 !
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1 13.  The coniract was enteyed with Hampton Tedder- for the amount of $39,179.73 w0

camplete Cashman’s work,

14, The contract was eniered with Cadale for the amount of § 79,721.31 to complete

Cashman's work,

15,  The contract was entered with Gen-Tech of Nevada for the amount of

$ 13,190.00 to complete Cashtman’s work.

- o tA B W b

16.  Mojave was forced to isgue these paymenté,to thie new contractors to complete the
8 || work in Cashman’s contract, because of Cashman’s failure to complete, but this work is ongoing.
9 17.  ‘There are no existing warranties provided on the equipment, and fthe final
10 commissioning'is yet to be completed, beeavse it requires Cashihan’s software, and Cashman
11 || refuses to release the software. The costs for Cashman’s work cannot be finally calenlated,
12 || because there are still otisténding issues with the programmable lopic controller and warranty to
13 | be determined.
14 18, Umnelated to Cashman, CAM issued two separate checks to Mojave related to
15 || work performed by Mojave on another project called the Nevada Bnetgy Dala Center Complex.
16 19.  These checks were in the amounts of $139,367.70 and $136,269.00. A true and

17 || coirect copy of checks attached as Exhibit A-4.

| HKEARNEY, HOLLEY & THOMPSON

§
g
3
0
0
0
i
0
d
g
:
g
0

18 20. - Mojave had a sepatate confrapt for the Nevada Encrgy work and obtained
19 || payment pursuant to the contraé_t,A true and correct copy aitached ag Exhibit A-5.

20 21.  Mojave did not have knowledge of atry issues with Cashman’s payment when it

21 || nccepted these cheeks from CAM related to the other Nevada Energy Project.
22 22, Pursuant to NRS 53,045, [ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is

23 || true and correct to the best-of my knowledge.

24 Dated this ﬁ ﬂﬁ" day of Marech, 2012.
254 . . .
| @?""RN‘ dﬁ‘%mﬁ [/}9 “’ﬁ phel L :

26 BRIAN BUGNU
27
28

w3
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UNCONDITIONAL WAIVER AND RELEASE UPON Fi MAL PAYMENT
(NRS 108.2487)

Propetty Name:.aé%gzaf %% M

Property Location: 486 5. Malh Stresf, Las \f.é/qas. NV 89101 .

Undersighed's Customen . L, Lt e

involcePaymetit Application Nuriber: Z/43S I E AT 7
Payment Amounf; ﬁ 75‘5 55 ?3 5 9 .
Payment Period: ok —~ é ‘““/-' / .

Amaunt of Disputed Clalm: /ﬁ/

The undersigned has been pald In full for all work, materdals and equipment fumlshed to ha Customer for

the above-tescritiéd Praperty and does hereby waive and refoase.any nofice of Heh, any private bond right,
ahy clalm for payment-and any rights under any similérordinance, rule-or stdtute related 1o payment Hghts

that the undersigned has on the above-desaribed Property, except for e payment of Disputed Claims, if any,
noled ahove, The undersigned warrants that he either has already paid or wifl uze the monhey ha meeﬁ;es from
this final payment prompily to pay in full all his laborers, subcontragtérs, materlalmen and suppliers forall
wark, materlals and equiprment that are the subfect ofthis walver and release. '

NOTIGE: THIS DOCUMENT WAIVES RIGHTS UNGONDITIONALLY AND. 8TATES THAT YOU BAVE BEEN PAID

FOR GIVING UP THOSE RIGHTS, ‘THIS DOGUMENT IS ENFORGEABLE AGAINST YOU IF YOU SIGN IT, EVEN
1F YOU HAVE'NOT BEEN PAID. IF YOU HAYE NOT BEEN PAID, USE A GONDITIONAL RELEASE FORY,

~ A/ﬁﬂ'@%v/ /éﬂjfw%
LA

{Compariy Naw}
By I A,
¥ ey / / , {Signotises)
e "7 L Monnert”

NOTARY"
Subseribed and sworn to hefore the undersigned, = Ratary Public for the State of NEVADA

Gounty o CLARK This 27H2 day of ﬂﬁ&( b , 2010,

,1"
Notary Pubfic Signaérg:/’ﬁzguuw& éﬁvﬂ,

bt 1 ot O S L O 8,
Nolary Fiihllo - State of Nevadsa
Commission Explres: — AALMiNGo? | 2002, A 3

County of Clark,
RALYNN K. COOPER
Myﬂppn[njmgm Exlllres
o Desembar 1, 2015

TTTTETEIE,
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Jun 210 WY 9:31AM ‘ No. 6704 £ 2

PEZZILLO ROBINSON

6750 Via Aued Parkway, Sulta 170

Bulan 1, Pepeillo o Lag Vegas, Nevada 69119
Jeanifer R, Lioyd-Tobinson ° ‘1%21: (702) 2334225
Geoxge B, Robingon % : Tax: (702) 255-4252
Mfatina 1, Mashas? . wirwperziiorobincon.com
Yznce D) Baoks” . ‘
June 20, 2011

VIA TS MAYL AND FACSIMILE

Shemiliy A. Briscoe, Bsq.

Santoro, Driggs, Walch, Kearnay, Holley & Thompson
400 S, Fourth 8¢, Third Floox

Las Vegas, Novada 89101

Re:  CAM Consulting Equipment Purchase

Deay Shemilly:

This firm represents Cashman Equipment Company ("Cashman™). I am in receipt of your
correspondence dated June 2, 2011, concerning the generators (“Equipment”) that Cam Consulting,
Ine. (“Cam”) purchased from Cashman and for which Cain has failed to pay Cashman, Cam
subsequently s0ld the Bquipment to Mojave Blecirie, Inc. (“Mojave”) sometime in Apeil, 2011, Prior
to Mojave's purchase, Cam agreed to provide Cashiman with a security interest In the Equipment and
evidence of that interest was filed with the Nevada Secvetary of State ony February 16, 2011,

: Mojave piicchased the Bquipment snbjeot to Cashman’s security interest, This renders
Mojavs responsible to pay Cashmen for the Equipment, ag Cam has failed to pay Cashiman, Cashman
is algo willing to accept the retorn of the Equipment. As Mojave Is sware, the totat amount due for
the Equipment is $755,893.89. Should arangements not be made to satisfy Cashwan's claims,
Cashman will be foreed to pursue legal action, which will inelude enforcing its right to payment to
the fullest extent allowed by law against all responsible parties including Mojave, Whiting-Tarer
and the owner of the City Hall Project,

It is important to note that the Eguipment cannot be started without Cashman’s assistance,
and should 1 be started otherwige, the warranty will be vaided. 1t would scem likely that Mojave
repiesotited that 8 warcanty would be inoluded with the Equipment it provided to the Project and
should be aware of actions that will void the warranty. This issue could have been evoided fiad
Mojave simply made payment for the Bquipment payable joinfly to Cam and Caghmean. Cashman
even Yequested that joint payment bs made, but Frances MeCombs of Mojave refused fo do so.

[ feansed tn Nevads
Ticansed in Naw Madeo
Ficened in Califorly

JA 00007410
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PEZZILLO ROBINSON

Juns 8, 2011
Page 2

Given the cost of the Equipment and Cashman’s perfeoted security intorest, it is unclear why Mojave
chose to fssue payment to Cam only, instead of taking steps to ensure that Cashman recelved
payment for the Bquipment provided,

Nothing contained herein shall be conatrued as 2 waiver of any of Cashtnan’s rights, all of
which are sxpressly veserved. Please contact me within five days to artange payinent of the amonnt

owed or 1o arrange for the ratum of the Equipment,

Sincerely,

¢e:  Whiting Tuther Contracting Compauy, via U.8, Mait
FC/LW Las Vegas LLC and LWTIC Succassor LLC, 9ia U8, Mail
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Jua. 21 2011 9:31AM 7 No. 6704 P 1

PEZZILLO ROBINSON

6750 Vig Austt Parkowuy, Sults 170
Bian . Pezeille® Las Vegas, Mevada 89119
Jenntfer B, Loyt Rohinson * Tel: (T02) 2334225

Geotpe B, Rabinson® Paw: (707) 233-4282

Madya L. Masias®

Tance 12, Banks®
9] feenscd in Nevada
JLicenged in New Meadoo
feenged in California
FACSIVILE TRANSMITI‘AL SHEET
T FROM:
Shemilly A. Briscos, Bsq. JenanexR Lloyd-Robinson, Esq,
GOMPANY: DATE:
§.21.2001
FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO, OF PAGES INOLUDING COVER:
702.791.1912 .
PRONE HUMBER! CLIENY / MATTER NAME:
Cashman v, CAM
ATTAGHED: GOLIERY { MAYTER NUMBER!
Cottespondence

TJupeent CIrorrewisw L) PLEASE cOMMENT [ PLEASE RERLY [ PLEASE HANDLE

HOTES/GOMMENTS:

GAUTION; PRVILEGED ANDIOR GO‘NF(DEHTAIL IH[—‘OHMAT[ON

‘ha knformetlon; contdied tn Thia factinile pover sheel wﬂm If iy 4, Consdenllal and Intandad solely for the ndtviduid o eally
named abaya, 1 Usa raBda of LNk Mazdaps 1 nat 1hs Inland'sd tediplent, u'lhl mﬂm; truwﬁuwmslbh delverigt s mesango [v {w Jalended
fuollent of this 1 L heesat, 18 sliclly profidind, 8 you s

e, You ain 1 inal eny elsraminalion, disufidon of
edp IL; wmmx}wmy!.lm &1 bepod, avm !numrﬁﬂny raliy Pariis Foblikon by tasphons e Talieh IJW Mpu“ mwssaygo 1o {n wham eddasd vin e
unlladsmn Paatal #oriica
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Gruber Technical Inc.

dha Gruber Power Sarviges

21613 N. 2nd Avenue

Phoenix, AZ BE027-2018 USA

Tolephong: 602/063-26585
Fax: (602) 267-4313
Emait hal@gruber,com

Bill To!

Mojave Systems-
3758 Wesi Haclenda Avenue
Las Vegus, NV 88116

Ehip To:
Molave Electric

3756 Wast Haclenda Avenue

Atin; Chiis Melars

LAS VEGAS, NV 89118

invoice 119877

Invoice Date 014/34142

Gustomer ShipVia EO8, Tonns o
MO0 UPS Red AM Qrigin ANEX
Purchass Ordbr Number Salssperaon Ordat Date OurOrder Numbey
. 4024011-0008 [ VAN 01720112 A1rast
Quardity: Shippad Hiery Nufnber Unlt of Measure Lnit Prige
wianlly Ordered =0 "X Ordered [t Beseriplion Dlsgount %} Tax Extended Price
4 4(20-ABB-KT5US- EA 216170000 878,60
0|ACG - ABS - UVR fiald Instaltable for TSN4OU hreaker ¥
1 1182.8HIPCHARGE EA ’ 20468000 20488
0[GPS - VARIABLE - Bhipping Charge M
1 B2 FSCCFEE EA 0.00000 .00
BIGPS - VARIABLE - Cradit Card Fes N
Montaxable Sublatal 264,68
Texable Subltota] 878,80
Tax (8.100%) 71.18
Yolal Invoice Y T TR RANEGE
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Gruber Techmcal Ino

dha Gruber: Power Sewices
21613 N 2nt!_Av' :

Invoice 119878:A

lnvaice Pate 0131113 ~

.

raxf" (602) 267-A3tE ™
Fmait: ha!@g;uber am.

Bill To:

Mojave Systams .
3755 West Haclenda Av.gnL

‘1Ship T8 .
Mo}ava Elestric
2755 West Haclenda Avenue

LAS VEGAS, NV 88113 - Aﬂp Chris: MQ[{%TS
. Las Vegas,-.l'livi‘sg‘ti%
Cuslomer £ ~5 ’lﬁﬁ%ﬁé?ﬁﬁ Gk - F@ T’f’ ié‘@,af' S sr*. M
20001 )
R Puro!zas‘éj’ﬁﬁcte?"tgﬁmbar 13 . NS ":‘Saléé‘p’éfﬁvnﬁ alEOen bR, -
4024811 E’UOB VI;:‘N 0'5[?0/12 ) 1'17561
sty ShEPER BN Gmbars : ’§|3Unit3 N eaiean] L i

Quantdly Ordered,

¢ “Back-Qudefad: : R R A . b
11.6500 11.500 |82-FSLBR EA, 145.(}0000 1667.60
0.000{GPS - VARIABLE - OnsﬁeIOffsue FE Labor Rate N
1.000 1.000 A2.FSTRVL EA ‘ {1,00000 0,00
.00 JGPS - VARIABLE - Travel - Field Englneer Travel Rate N
i 1 |82-PERDIEM 0.00000 a.00
0 |GPE - YARIABLE - Offsite ~ Pardlem Charge N

[o3 CEEAYD
(NVOICEISFOR y@ba_,_neso DS g

nnhanuudn‘:h«jah

JA 00007415




Bil To:
Majave

" 3755 West Hackenda Avelis -
LAS VEGAS, NV 80140 ]\Oj \ “’

Gruber Teohrmcal l nc.

diia Gruber Power- Semces
21613 N 2nd: Avenua

i:mail' ha!@grub i _'

Syslems

.o
- . )

’ ﬁﬁig To:

. ,Invoice Date 01/31112"

Invoice 11 999;,14_&

Mojaie:Efectric
3766 West katiznda Avenye
LasVegas, NV:88118

Cusigmai

"'E “."r‘_\.{draama?f 'ﬁ:‘. ™

RN -'{"‘Aé 5-115.‘?“-. 1;:@:"' =

AMER

T

20M0J01

on | OWGERAler In - Our Order Nigher =

1 otiosnz” 117040
T e LN o

Quantily,rdered

Bauk.ﬂ?ii‘é,f@ Il?“ E??Emplrdﬁ

-

1.000 |

1.000 (B2:F&10R
[01/86/12 VAN |

Betvice: Starup durlng normal business

702120533110z 1027882970

NV (unit is in the basament)

82-FSCCFEE
GPS - VARIABLE - Gredit Card Fes

H
1

[ P

Equipment: Mitsublshi 9800AD 500 KVA

0.000 |GPS - Senvice - Miisubishi 6800AD 500 KVA Siartup

houss

Joh#; BES0OB (undar Clly of Las Vegas, Cliy Hall, Peler Fergen)
Cemaci Chrls Melers, Mojgve Electrig cmeiers@mcjavaelectﬁc com G

{Location of Uriit: Lds Vegas Clty Hall, 486 Sout h Ma!n Sledt, Las Vegas,

EA

2050 320013
N

0.90000
h

2050.32

0.00

JA 00007416




Gruber Technical Inc.

involce Date 01!31112

dba Grubsr Power Services.

21613 N. Znd Avenua

Pioenix, AZ asazwf’réf&sa%ﬁe-%
Telephane: 602/863-2686 . REGEVER:

Fa¢:(602) 257-4313] -

Emai} hal@gruber.chm )

Bl To:

Majave Systems

LAS VEGAS, NV 89110

3756 Wast Haciend'a AyenuE M‘ {} ,,! ;}w_: F i E-i-ﬁ—l—', 13

. FEB- 8o

' Majave Eisctric
3755 West Haceenda Avenue

Customier L ...

51]! Wff}xﬁ’?‘ SR

Iviodad

Invoice 1 19948-A

H3.OrdeE D |

- OECOREENmbEY

TEA|

. N Fumhaéefﬂiderﬂbm are P T st

5 - EelaGpoean 4 e
- HA02

11?8(8

Quanhly Ordered jrree

V'AN :
- Unil Bileg

».}. Disﬁoilﬁtleni' 'Té‘_)‘{\. .

A

s Extendad Pnue

2.000

0.00{}

© b

Service: Teeh ayailable.duting cily inspeclion

Jan e 702-?9&29?9

82.PSELBR | 145,00000
GPG - Service Call Dnsite for Clly Iiispaction N
01130112 VAN :

Equipment; Mitsubishi 9800AD 500 kVA

JobitBasads
Qontatk Chifls Meters: omerers@mo;a\reelecmn com C: 702-205.3

Location of Equipmen! Las Vegas Cily Halt 485 South Main Slreat, L.as
Vegas. NV {unitis in basement)

B2-FSCCFER EA 0.00040
(3PS - VARIABLE - Credlt Card Fee N

P

290.00

0.00

e

Do NOT Pmr TH!S”i
INVOICE 1 z—‘om'@lf

L T L L L T ey ¥ P

JA 00007417




Ha‘m'pton Tedder Technical Services, Inc.

., HiGH YOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE
(909) 626-1256 * Fax {909} 628-6375

LICENSE NO. 288589

INVOICENO. 77347

ey 1.
TO: MOJAVE ELECTRIC (rdLa I custoMER P.O. 4024941-0001
3755 W. Haclenda Avenug HTTS JOB NO. TN11469
Las Vegas, NV 88119 BATE October 10, 2011
Atti: Accounts Payable TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT
JoB: Las Vegas Cily Hall
485 Main Street REMIT TO: P.O. BOX 2338
Las Vegas, NV 89101 MONTCLAIR, CA 91783
QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRIGE TOTAL
‘ PROGRESS BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK
Diagnose Complete and Starlup for Caterpillar
Generator and Paralleling Switchgear.
Labor: 09/27/11 - 08/30/11
28 HRS | Journeyman Fareman ST $103.00 $2,884.00
26 HRS | Journeyman Wireman S{T $95.00 $2,660.00
56 HRS | Truck & Tools $30.00 $1,680,00
Subfqia! Labat: $7.224.00
Material;
& EA l.oop Clamp $1.83 $10.98
2 EA | Bleeve Wire, Pack 100 $12001)  $241.82
! ; $252.80
8.1% Sales Tax, Clark Gounty 5 $20.48
Subtotal Material & Tax; $273.28
invoice Subtotal: $7,497.28
Less 10% Retention ) ~$749.73
A ] ‘
TOTAL AMIOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE < $6,747 .55
/ 2
. L ¢
WD B s IS g
WA \m Sy ottt oot | Yo B s R
b : Vaiin g anlited ¥ recelve rengo 2 gilgine: 5. 8 €osts o .
\ o 1i(§gat§ﬂn.g The favoicar amount s due and pyable "NET U}grt‘:fg REGHIPT.® 1n the W Hope to Sorve Mou Hgaiv.
\\\‘) avent gayment 13 not reeeived, thet favoiced amoun] os sy unpaid part of-the Involsed
amount shall bear nforest at the rate of ten {10%) percant par annum.

WHITE - Orafnal / YELLOW - Duplicats (Please remit with pavimant) [ PINK &.G01 NEN RON - Nifira Oaee

JA 00007418




-

Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Inc, ¢ #"

TO:

JOB:

HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE -
(909) 628-1256 » Fax (900) 628-8375 ° '
LICENSE NO. 288580 0CT i1 2

l-&ﬁ}

MOJAVE ELECTRIC CUSTOMER P.O.

3755 W. Hacienda Avenus HTTS JOB NO.
L.as Vegas, NV 89118 DATE
Adtn: Accounts Payabile TERMS

Las Vegas Cily Hall

INVOICENG, 77943

4024911-0001

TN11469

Qctober 10, 20114

NET UPQN RECEIPT

P.O. BOX 2338

495 Main Sireet N REMIT TO:
Las Vegas, NV 89101 MONTCLAIR, CA 91763
QUANTITY DESGRIPTION UNIT PRICE TOTAL.
RETENTION BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK
Diagnose Complete and - Startup for Caterpillar
Generator and  Paralleling  Switchgear (Retention
Withheld on Invoice 77942).
Original Gontract Amount; $7,497.24
Less Previous Billing: -$6,747.54
Total Retention Withihald: $749.73
- TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE $749.73

N S

Ny Y &ﬁgﬂ?‘&

Shauld litfigatian be commanced b collect o' this eagount, or any pavlion thegeof, he
prevalliig party shall ba enflled to recoive reascpable allomey faes and cosls of
liigation, The involced enount fs due and payable "NET URPON RECEIFT a the
ovenl payment {3 aot received, the tavolced armolnt or any unpaid pail of the invoiosd
amaount shisll hear interast at the rata of tan (10%) percen! per anhum.

WHITE - Nrininal { YEH OW - Dunlinate (Pleagse ramit with pavmant § PINK& GOl NFN ROEY - Nffiea Cony

e Hope 1o

Thank You

Youe Businesells Appreciaied and
Berve Mouw Fgain

JA 00007419




HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE
{909) 628-1256 + Fax (808) 628-6375
LICENSE NO. 288589

To: MOJAVE ELECTRIC
3755 W, Hacienda Avenue
L.as Vegas, NV 88119

*
L

i ‘ I .'_.?/ - 5—,-‘49-/(
' Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Ing, el Gk g ) .
| INVOICE NO. 77977

CUSTOMER P.O. 4024911.06004
HTTS JOB NO, TN11469
DATE October 20, 2011

gET 21 2001 TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT

Attn: Accounts Payable

MRS

JoB: Las Vegas Cily Hall 7 N T

WHITF - Oirininal | YFLLOW - Dunficate fPlease remil with pavment) / PINK & GO DFEN ROD - Qffira Canu

495 Main Street REMIT TO: P-0. BOX 2338
Las Vegas, NV 89101 MONTCLAIR, CA 91763
QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRIGE TOTAL
PROGRESS BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK
Diagriose Complete and Startup for Caterpiliar
Generator and Paralleling Switchgear,
Labor: 10/03/11 - 10/07/11
24 HRS { Journsyman Foreman S/T $103.00 $2.472.00
72 HRS } Journeyman Wireman S/T $95.00 $6,840.00
96 HRS | Truck & Tools $30.00 $2,880.,00
Subtotal Labor: $12,192.00
| Matenal :
6 EA 1-1/4" Hale Loop Clamp $1.83 $10.98
1000 FT Belden 22/2C Low Gap Cable $1.11 $1,110.00
1 EA Data Port Connector $4.05 $4.05
1000 FT THHN #10 Black 19STR CU 5008/R Wire - $0.31 $310.00
BO0FT THHN #10 Blue 198TR CU-5005/R Wire $0.31 $155.00
500 FT THHN #10 Red 19STR CU 5008/R Wire $0.31 $155.00
3600 FT THHN #14 Orange 188TR CU 5008/R Wire $0.12 $420.00
500 FT THHN #14 Red 195TR CU 5008/R Wire $0.12 $60.00
1 EA Wire Marker Book $11.28 $11.28
' $2,236.31
8.1% Sales Tax, Clark County : $181.14
Subtotal Material & Tax: $2,417.45
Invaice Subtotal: $14,609.45
Less 10% Retention % 0 -$1.460.95
L) 1
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE ’.}/@g : $13,148.50
Should Tiigetion be commencled o nul!egl on this aecound, ar any portion fhereal, the l\ 7 ! .
i o enliiled to recelv 5 s )
:?;Z::Iclr:q ‘?:: yhffg?;:a: amouni s ‘due.andﬁ p:rfhc;ga‘mNE?t:?ggg gg;Ea;ﬁ'.“m’ﬁ:st; ghﬁﬁ yﬂu
T e o 58 .| Y Do § Ao
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Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Inc.

HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE
{809) 628-1256 * Fax (909) 826-6375

: 1O MOJAVE ELECTRIC

LICENSE NO. 288589

3755 W, Haclenda Avenue

Las Vegas, NV 89119 _OCT a2t

Atin: Accounts Payable . [,_'J

Jos: Las Vegas City Hall
495 Main Streot REMIT TO:
Las Vegas, NV 89101

INVOIGENO., 77378

GUSTOMER .0, 4024911-0001

HTTS JOB NO. TN11468

-DATE October 20, 2011

TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT

P.0. BOX 2338
MONTCLAIR, CA 91763

TOTAL

QUANTITY DESGRIPTION UNIT PRICE
' RETENTION BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK
Diagnose Complete and Startup for Caterpiliar
Generator and Paralleling  Switchgear (Relention
Withheld on invaice 77977).
Qriginal Contract Amount: $14,609.45
Less Previous Billing: -$13,148.50
Total Retentfon Withheld: $1,460.95
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE $1,460.98
pt- ) F 4
()Paa/ o o7
\M/
Fhadk You
Stwould Wigation be cammencad to eolect on this-aecount, of any porion theraaf, the Your Business bz ﬂppﬁd&tﬂa B
pravaling parly shall be enfited 1o recelve romsonable allornay fans ond casts of = 1. .
liligation. The invoicad smaunt is due end payzble *HET UPON RECEIPT In tha 123 _Ha;m to Sere Yar o
avenl payment is not resaivad, the bvelced amount of any unpald part of the inyoiced
draount wall bear Inferest at (ha rale of toh (10%) percent pef aanum.
WIITE  Fideinad § V] AU - Bundicate (Boaea romit with havmantl / BINK & GOI DEN T Offics
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Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Inc.

HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANGE
(909) 628-1256 * Fax (809} 628-5375

LICENSE NO. 288589 g}‘g

T0: MOJAVE ELECTRIC _
37565 W, Haclenda Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 88119
Aln: Accounts Payable

INVOICE NO.

I A%
il

CUSTOMER P.0. 4024911-0001

04

e et

HTTS JOB NO. TN11469

PATE Navember 15, 2011

.7t, TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT

JOB: Las Vegas Clly Hall R e C o
4895 Main Sireet : FiEMJT O .0, BOX 2338
Las Vegas, NV 89101 MONTCLAIR, CA 91763
QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRIGE TOTAL
RETENTION BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK ‘
Diaghtse Complete and Stadup for  Calerpillar
Generator and Paralleling Switctigear (Retontion
Withheld on lrvoice 78038).
Qriginal Contract Amount: $10,432.00
Lass Previous Billing: ~59,388.8(
Total Retention Withheld: $1,043.20
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE $1,043.20
et
{
Fhadh Mo

Shoutd liligelinn ba corvmanced I collact on this sceount, of y portion thereof, the
prevalling parly shall be enfiled lo receive reasonable aforney feos and costs of
Hiigation, The invoiced amount lg dise and payable "NET UPOM RECEIPT" i the
evenl payment I8 nol recelvid, the invalced amount or any yapald part of the Involeed
smant shall hearinterest al the rale of ter {10%) percent per annum.

IMIITTES . Mirdainat | VYEH CYA - Thainfinatn HHanms eeeede ol soniaen caeth b MU 0o o

Hour Business
We Fope 0 &

s Apprecialed o
erve Mow Agarin.

JA 00007422




Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Ine,

HIGH YOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE NVOICENO., fH{57
(909) 628-1256 * Fax (909) 628-6375..,
LIGENSE NO. 288589 ég@py
TO:  MOJAVE ELECTRIC T © _CUSTOMER P.0. 4024911-0001

L HTTS JOBNO. TN11469
BATE Nevember 15, 2011
TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT.

3756 W, Hacienda Avenue - & . oniit LD

'|A : y o s , 1::
Las Vegas, NV 88110 e B Lhgn bl ;
Attn: Accounts Payable R T P

Jog: Las Yegas City Half

485 Main Streat REMIT T =0, BOX 2338
Las Vegas, NV 89101 MONTCLAIR, CA 91763
QUANTITY . DESCRIPTION ] UNIT PRICE TQTAL
PROGRESS BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK

Diagnose Complete and Startup for Caterpifar
Generator and Paralleling Switchgear.

Labor: 10/17/11 - 10/21/11

32 HRS | Joumneyman Foreman S/T $103.00 $3,296.00
27 HRS | Journeyman Wireman S/T $95.001 $2.565.00
26 HRS | Truck & Teols $30.00 $780.00
Subtotal Labor: 36,641.00

invoice Subtotal: $6,641.00

-1 Less 10% Retention A ’ -56684 10

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE $5,976.90

c\-ﬁt"% <
_ SThadh You

should lligatioh o commenced fo collacl on this wecount, or any parllon thereof, the Your Business |is ,'?fppret:iﬂéeﬁ and
provaiing pardy shalt be eniitlad lo receive fensonable allornzy foes and costs of \ o :
lgation. ‘The Inveléed amount i dub. and paysbie "NET UPON REGEPT." 1n the We Hope to Serve Yo Again.
- event payment 13 Aol received, e invelced amount or ahy unpaid pad of the lvolced
amounl stull bear Interest at the rate of ten (10%) parcent per anmm,

VAT Myrinimnal 1 VO Paedlanbe 0 aa e o0 %0 e

JA 00007423




Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Ine.

HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANGCE INVOICE NO., FHD %K
(509) 628-1256 ¢ Fax (009) 626-6375
LICENSE NGB, 288580

T0: MOJAVE ELECTRIC Q@E}ﬁ{ GUSTOMER P.0. 4024911-0001

3755 W, Haclenda Avenue ) IR HTTSJOB NO. TN11469

Las Vegas, NV 89119 _ RATE November 15, 2011

Atin: Aceounts Payable L WM LY MR - . TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT
JoB: Las Vegas Cily Hall TR R

495 Mairi Street - REMITTD: PO BOX 2338

Las Viegas, NV 891071

MONTCLAIR, CA 81763

QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PF{!CE A TOTAL
RETENTION BILLING

SCOPE OF WORK

Diagnose Complete and Startlup for Caterplllar

Generalor and Paralleling  Switchgear (Retention

Withheid on Inveice 78037).

Criginal Contract Amount: $6,641.00

Less Previous Bilting: -$5,976.80

Total Refention Withheld: - $664.10

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE $664.10

el
o
Ty« N T
ﬁgj f@(ﬂ’h‘s o%ﬁgé
Should Higation be commenced lo tolleot oa this accauni, or any potlion thered, the Hove Bugfuess I :,"ﬁ‘_"gprgdﬂfg(j‘ ané
i hal b ltlest b } : ble aila 1 d wasts of 3 Zior
Figedan. e vl smount 1 dus and payoble MNET UPON REGEPT m e | We Hope tn Serve Yiow Fgain
avent paymeanl s not recelved, |be Involeed amount’ or any unpaid parl of the invoicad
ameunt shall bear intorasl at the raie of ler {10%) percent per prnum.
VAHSFTES  Fivimiael 0 WD OUET Paaliecde i00a o ee oo oo - P
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Hampton Tedder Technical Services, Ine.
HIGH VOLTAGE TESTING AND MAINTENANCE INVOICE NO, “8{13%
(909) 628-1256 = Fax (909) 626-6375
LICENSE NO, 288589

TO: MOJAVE ELECTRIC . ig;” Ef ~ CUSTOMER £.0. 4024911-0007

3756 W, Hacienda Avenue Vo HTTSJOB NO. TN11489

Las Veegas, NV 89119 il e DATE November 15, 2011

Attn; Accounts Payable e i i 2641 ;i[ TERMS NET UPON RECEIPT
JoB: Las Vegas Cily Hall ' it i

485 Main Street - - ﬁéMlTTO‘: P.C).ABOJ{ 2338

Las Yegas, NV 89101 A _ _ MONTCLAIR, CA 91763

GUANTITY .. DESCRIPHON | URIT PRIGE TOTAL
| PROGRESS BILLING
SCOPE OF WORK

Diagnose Complete and Stattup for  Caterpiltar
Generator and Paralleling Switchgear.

Labor. 10410411 - 10/14/11

44 HRS | Journeyman Foreman S/T $103.00 $4.532.00
40 HRS | Journeyman Wireman S/T $95.001 . $3,800.00
70 HRS | Truck & Tools $30.00 $2,100.00
, Subtotal Labor: $10,432.00
Invoice Subtoltal: $10,432.00
Less 10% Retention ‘ -$1,043.20
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOIGE $9,388.80
P
e 3
P ./‘ ] ,;; Iy
i

Theth You

Should litigation $e commencad to onlloct on this account, g any poriion Ihateot, tie Mour Pusiness Fs _,'Tdfﬂ.m;‘a{ga andt
praveiling parly shall ba enlitied to recslve reasonabla, alivrnay fees and cosls of Uk £ {ﬂ}w to Serve You Fgain
N LY i - 3

Hiilgation. The invoiced amount it due and payable "NET UPCN RECEIPTY tn lhe
svant paymont [s nof racelvad, the fnvolead antount er any urpald part of e Inveiced
ampu shatl bear nierast at Hie rale of {on (10%) parcent per anntim.

WALIFFE Mefpbael § WL A DPuoosclinnte e e e o aaanih atdd

JA 00007425




3755 W. Sunsal Rend Sle A
Las Yages, NV RONE
Phane {712) 384-B660

Fasx (702) 384-802¢

Your Green Source

Remit to:
CODALE BNERGY SERVICES & SUPPLY

PO BOX B43437
LOS ANGELES, CA 20084-3437

Tel:

Biil To:

MOJAVE ELECTRIC
3755 W HACILENDA AVE
AKA WEST EDIEA ASSOCIATES

B01-275-7300

ghip To:

3755 H.

Invoice §:
Invoice Date:
P/O 4

A Ivoice T

Rel #: PROJECTY
Fage {f: 1

NEW CXTY

HACTENDA AVED

HAL

S43R7942.001
/14713
40FMY L L~BAT- 10007,

MOJAVE ELE/ CITY OF LV CITY HALL
CITY QF LV -

LAS VEGAS, NV BI11E LAS VEEAS, NV B5118
[(ORDERDATE | SHIPDATE | WATER TERMS T sHp Vi TAX BR ORDERED BY §
'10/31/11 11/14/11 |ROWHOL, Sou Piscount Balow| DIRECT i PETE
ORDERGTY | SHIP QTY DESGRIPTION NET PRC EXT PRC
160¢a 160ea | CASAMAN FIAMM FLES500 BATTERIES G.000/BE8 0.00
LINE: 1
4ea dea |CASHMAN BATTERY CABINET 0.000/EA 0.00
LINE: 1
tea lea |MISC GEAR FPRICE TO510.000/EA 70510, 00
LIYR: 1
lea iega [NEVADA NONTAXABLE SHIPPING TO 3500.000/ea 3500. 00
FOLLOW
LINE: 2
¥ 1
WY g0 201
1
!
: - |
' Al sales subject to Codele ESS Terme ehd Net Amzn 74010, 040 !
' Conditions (FRC’2) Avalioble at wwy.godaloess. cam/terms i
: Sales Tax ie Mot intluded in any Bid Sales Tax 5911.21
i cesh Discount 34BG.20 1T Paid By 12/15/41 - 15H2Z5 45 Total 79721.31 ,
. Reprint Reprint Reprint Reprint

JA 00007426




GEN~THECH OF NEVADA

INVOICE 4785 Copper Sage St, Suite A
Las Vegas NV 89115

. Toll Free @ 866+633-6400

PoWar ﬁenemn’:m Bpécialist
wwvLgentsehusa.eany

BILL TO: 24

Moijave Electric Ingj
3755 W. Hacienda Avel
Las Vegas NV 89118F

(634
ve Rlectric Inc.
Y Hall Bulldlng

o e e e e e e e L e i P T T W R R B G Lt et etk Al Ak i g A o R T T oy 1 T R 54 157 e bt Pl ok g e o o T At Ak $78 St e e e e A ke St A e e A e

Tnvoice # | Order # | Customer$# |  Customer P.O, 1 Terms
azz2s8 | 19408 | 67 | 40249110002 ' Net 30 Days
Invoice Dt | Order Dt | Shlp Via' | 8lsPerson
11/16/11 11/16/11 ] L A4
QUANTITY u/M ITEM/DEQGRIETION UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

Performed service estimate pex

PHX(Q10238 34,000.00
Sales Tax S , 00
Shipping $ , 00
TOTAL DUR 54,000.00

5/0:02000032979 Date:1l/16/11
Yech! 450 Stumpf, Jchn
Equit: GENOIGOCALI013KK

Sexrd: JSIO1013

1.0 ) EA SERVICE ESTIMATE PHX(L0239 4,000.00 . 4,000,000
Bgu# : GENOS00CA1016XK
- Serf{:F5I01016
Total Due On 12/16/11 4,000.00
B5303

REMIT TO; GEN-TECH OF MEVADA 7901 N. 70th Ave. - Glendale BAZ
Late Charge of 1.5% on Past Due Amounts

JA 00007427




Ppwhr Gengration Spoclalist

i
i '\! 'E
e gnﬂtuthu'ra GO I ERT ) i
Mojave Electric Inc. }3 »*ix b
3755 W. Haclenda Ave.l pgrijav’- i*% i‘*‘d
Las Vegas NV 89118. L Ak 4
b L
e .
76 Y j/”/ {“;/ //f’*‘('_,; S k_,;’wiﬁ
Invoice # ) Order # | Customerf [, Custom
32259 | 19409 | 67 ||  Ppeter
Invoice Dt | Order Dt | Ship Vvia:
11/16/11 | 11/16/11 |
QUANTITY U/M TTEM/DESCRIPTION
Performed service estimate per
PHX{10338 59,190.00
Sales Tax 3 .00
Shipping & L Q0
TOTAL DUE $9,190.00
8/0:02000033021 Date:11/16/11
Tach: 450 Stumpf; John
BEquifts GENGOOOCALTO13XR
Ser$iJdsJ01013
1.0 BA SERVICE ESTIMATE PHXQ10338

Equi : GENQIONCALOL6XX
Sexr#:J5J01016

Total Due On 12/16/11

REMIT ©0: GEN-TECH OF NEVADA 7901 N. 70th Ave.
Late Charge of 1,5% on Past Due Amounts

GEN~-TECH OF NEVADA
4785 Copper Sage St, Suite A
Las Vegas NV BI115%

i Toll Free @ B866-633-6400

ve Electric Ingc.
1ty Hall Building
85 8§ Main

as Vegas NV 89106

U—

e A i U R e L e e e

er P.O, Tekms

Tergen

Rt B R i L. " vy Srpu—

| SlsPerson
e i PA¥

e A bR I S ey e A e e e A Bk o Ut i By e

UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

9,1%0.00 9,120.00

e
st

190.00

8
px

Glendale AZ 85303

JA 00007428




EXHIBIT A-4
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lectric  CONSULTANT AGREEMENT
Bubcontract # 768710 8YS

THIS CONSULTANT AGREEMENT ls entered Into betwren the parfies identifled halow and on
the terms and conditions set forth herein,

DATE OF AGREEMENT: August 1G; 2010

CONTRACTOR'S NAME ('Gontrastor); ‘Mojave Elactric
3756 West Haclenda Strent
Las Vagas, NV 89118

CONSULTANT'S NAME {"Subcontractor) CAM Consulting
3874 Civie Center Drive
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030

PROJECT NAME AND ADDRESS (“Project") NV Energy Data Genter Gomplex
7155 Lindell Road #5
Les Vegas Nevada 89118

PROJECT OWNER'S NAME ("Owner™) Gounty of Clark (Pept of Avlation)
7 NV Energy Company-Lease-
%Majestic Really Company
%R Mariin
47955°W Rugseli Road #C
Las Vegas Navads 80118-2348

PRIME CONTRAGTOR {"Prime"} Katb Construciion
6670 Wynn Raad
Las Vagas Nevada 38118.

RECITALS;

A Contractor Is under contract with Owner, or has-subgontracted with the prime or
a higher-fiered suboontractor;

B. Pait of the work required to be performed by Contractor on the Projact is that
which Subcontractor agrees to perform;

C. Subcontractor. dasires to perform the work and lo supply the materlal and equipment

as set forth in this Subeontract and fhe Subgcontract Documents using Subcontractor's
best skl and judgmant and to complets the Project on thne and on budgst.

NOW, THEREFORE, in congideration &7 ihe mutual beneflts arising therefrom, and for-dther
good and valuable considaration, it Is heraby agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Scope of Work, Confract Documents and Miscsliansous Glauses

Gontractor ) 1

16008
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11 Scope of Worl:

1.1.1 Subcontraotor shall perform the fallowing part of the work which Conptractor has
assumed toward Qwner, all In accordance with the prime confract for the projact
and any higher-tierad subcontrastor hereinafter referred to as the {"Work” or
“Subcantractar's Work'}:

Includes: Supply and install a turakey Telecommunications systam as called
for in the Gontract Doguments dated July 16, 2010 -CGopy.of the Contract and
Schedule batween Confractor and Kalb Gonstruction is Included and part of

this Confract. This is a BIN three dimensional ceordinated project,

Excludes: Bonds, Permits, Backboards, Grounding to Telephane Backboards,
Gondult, Flek, Cable Tray, Standard Boxes, Access Panels, and Bringing
existing installatlons upto Gode.

1.2 Entire Agreemant:. This Subcontract and Subcotitract Doctimants aonstituto
Lhe entire agreement hatween the partles. All negofiations, proposals, modifications
and agreements prior fo the dale heraof are merged into this Bubconlract and
supersedead hereby, There are no other ferms, conditions, promises, underatandings,
staternents or reprasantations, express or implied, concerning this Subcontract
unless set forth In writing and signed by buth parties hereto.

1.2 Modificatlon of Subgoniracl: This Subcontract-shall not'be altered, amended,
assigned, encumbared or hypathecated by elther party without the axpress wrilten
wrilten consent of both parfles.

14  Governing Law: The terms and conditions of this Subconiract shalt be consirued
in aceordance with and goveraed by tha laws of the State of Nevada,

1.5  MNoWaiver: No aclion or want of action on the parl of Contractor at any time to
- execute any rights Or remedies conferred upon it under this Agraemient shall be, or
shall be asserted {o be a walvar of any of ks rights or remedies hereundet.

t6  Assignment and Subgoitracting: Bubooniractoer shafl not asslgh endfor Iransfer
thls Subconfract nor any funds due hereunder, without the prior written cohsent of
Subcontractar's surely, If appllcable, and Gontractor.

ARTICLE 2

24 Insurange; Before Subeantractor prepara any Work under this Subcontract he shall
provide a Certlficate of Insurance evidencing coverage acceptabla to Contraclor in the
amgunis elther as raquired by attachment "A” or the Conlract Specifications whichever

Is greater: .

2.1.1 Workers Compensation: As requlrad by the laws in the State of Nevada, Including & Wavier
of Subrogation in faver of the Owner, General Contractor and Contractor,

2.1.2 Genaral Liahillly: Commercial Genaral Liability on a occurrence basls (Clalims Made covérage
not acceplable) insuring badity Injury and propery damags against the hazards of Premises
and Operafions, Producls and Complete Opearations, independent Cuntractor's and
Contractual Liabillly 1n (he following minimum iimits of iabfity:

Bodity Infury  $4,000,000 each ccourrence
and and

2 Conteaclor 2 M{Subneﬂu'acwr
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Properly Damage  $2,000,000 aggregata

2:1.3 Hazardous Operations: When the Work of this Subcontractor involves any subsurdface aclivifies,
the Subsoutractor shall provide Yability coverage for explosfon, collapse, and underground
hazards (XGU) with the manumit fimits listed above, Other hazardous operalions, as
determined by Conlractor, may require other coverage andfor higher fimits of liability.

No Subsldents exclusions accepted.

2.1.4 Automobile Liabllity: Comprehensive Automotive Liability covering owned, hired, and non-owned
autamoblle, with the mnleum linits of $1,000,000 combined.

2.4  The Subcaniractor's insurance afforded under 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 above shall include a Complated
Operations Addltional insured Endorsement naming Contractor, General Contractor and Owner
as Additional Insured's, subject to Nevada State Blalues, Addittonally, the following clause is
to be added: "The Insurance afforded to the Additlenal Insured's s primary Inaurance, If the
Additionat Insured's have othet Insurance which is applicable ko {He loss.on an excess or conlingent
basis, the amount of the company's Hlabiiify under this policy eannot be reduced by the existance
of such other surance.”

2.3 The Certificate evidencing the abova required coverage's shall previde that such coverage not
be vancelled or tnalerfally reduosd sxpact by written notice to Contractor and the owner at feast
thirty(30) days prior Lo the effective date of such canceltation or malerial reduetion In coverage.
MNaw ar renewal Certifloates shdil evidente all of the requirad:coversgg's. '

Subcontractor Reprasentations
By entering Into thls Subcontract, Subcontractor represents and warrants that:

3 Licensing of Subcontractor: Subecohiractor is properly icensed by the applicable
public agencies, fo parfor the services included In this Subcontract, as required
by faw.

32  Subcontract Price: The Subcondract price, as set forth hareln, Is the maximum
amount to be pald for all Work reqaired on.lhe Project, intluding all price Increases
for labor and materials relatlve to the Work; additional labor and materlals for.afl
detlzll and rofinement of the plans.and spaeifications, dll foieseeh ar foreseaable rlsk,
hézards, and difficalties In cannection therewith, exeept as-approved by wiltten
Change Orders as sel forih hereln,

3.3 Cordractor's and Subcontractor’s Authorized Representafives: Subconlractor shalf
at alf #imes durlng the progress ofits Work hava a representafive-at the Projoct who
ts authorized to receiva orders, to make dedelons regarding the wark to be performed
and be responsible for Subconiractor's total seape of Wod. Subgontractor further
understands that #ie only person empowerad by Confractor to Issue orders, make
dadistons and approve change orders Ig its-authotlzed representative. For the purpose
of this Project, Subcontractor and Contractor's authorized representatives shall be:

Consultant: Angelo Carvalho, President;
Cortrastor; Mark Foster, Project Manager,

34  Subcontraclor Employee Safely: The Suboontractor is rosponsible to work within alt the
paramelers of Federal or Nevada Sitate OSHA and all requiremants pertainio this Subcontractors

 Gonfractor 3 } ,_jﬁp_ Subeontradtor
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work. Subcontractor wlll indeminiiy the Contractor for &t expanses bore by the Contracler to
defend Rself regirding Fadaral or Nevada OSHA Fines and Penalties caused by Subcontractar.

ARTICLE 4
Suboeniractors Dulies and Responsibilities
4.4 Plans and Drawings: Subcontractor shall keep at the Project, a current sel of plans

ang drawlings updated with as-bullt conditions,

4.2 Permils and Licenses: in performing its work Subeontractor shall obtain and pay for
all permits and fees, and shall obtain all litenses as necessary for carrylng on is
Work.

43  Subcontracter Personnel: Subcondractor agrees to make available a sufficlent number
of trainad, skilled and qualified persennel, far the production of-ts Work as required for
the timely completion of its Work as-dirscted by Contractor. Suboontractor
aocknowledgas and agrees lime is of the essence,

4.4  Safely: Subcontractor agrees to comply wilh the requirements of the Gonlrastor's,
Prime Conlractor's, or the Owner's Safely Policy which ever Is more slingent for
this project. This Includes the Diug lesting requiremments.

ARTICLE 5

Suboceniractor Price and Paymsnt

5.9  Subconfractor Price: The lotal amount to be pald by Contractor for furnishing all labor,
materials, equipment and servioss of every kirid or nature, far {he proper and limely
gompletion of all Work {o be performed by Sitbcontractor.on the Project is:

Threa hundred fifty thousand four hundred seventy-doflars ($350,470.00)

5.2  Progress Payments: By no fater than the 20th day of each month, Subconkractor shall
subrait a Fayment Request to Contractor for payment, Payment shalf be remitted len
(10) days afler recelpt of paymant by Contractor from Owner: Receipt of paymeant from
Dwner i3 a coridilioh precadent to payment by Confracior to Subconivactar or
Contraclor shall pay to Sukconiractor ninely percent (80%) of the paymenf requast
ften peraent (10%) To be held as refalnags). No Pragress Payment shall be construed
to constitute accoptance of any part of Subcontractoi's Wark.

E.3  Final Completion and Finat Paymant:

5.,3.1 On receipt of Subcaniractor's Request for final payment.and-inspaction of work, Contractor
will process the Payment Reguost, FINAL PAYMENT SHALL BE MADE TO '
SUBCONTRACTOR THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE LAST OF THE FOLLOWING TO
OCCUR: {1} THE DATE ALL WORK TQO BE PERFORMED BY CONTRACTOR HAS BEEN
COMPLETED,; OR {2) ALL, CONDITIONS PREGCEDENT TO SUBCONTRACTOR'S RIGHT
TO PAYMENT HAVE BEEN SATISFIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO,
CONTRACTORS' REGEPT OF PAYMENT FROM OWNER,

5,3,2 The acceptance of final payment by Subcontractor-censtiiutes Subcantractor's walver of
any and all olelms including, but not liited to, claima for extra work or materlals, dispuption,
hindranoe, delay, suspensiof, acesleration, difering site conditions, changes In scops,
payment delay, termination or interruption that may exlst or may hereafler accrue against

£ Conlractor 4 ”LEL Subtontracter
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Contractor, Owher or the Proparly,

ARTICLE &

Changes In the Work ang Claims

6.1 Alteraffon to Pians or Scope of Wark: Owner and Contractor may make changes in the
drawings, specifications and the scope of Work. Subcontractor agrees fo make all changas
to the Waorl either as adtlilions or deletions, and to perform all changed work that Contractor
may requite pursuant to this Article, and the same shall net nblify this Subcontract.

6.2 Changas:

6.2 To-he valid, ail claims for changes, including but not imited to, elaims for exira work,
materlals and Work Schadule exiensinns, whether directsd by Cohltractor or Owner, shall
be evidence by a written "Change Order” In & form designated by Coniractor and signad by
the authorizéd representative of Contractor and Subcontractdr. Bubrohiactor agrees thal
if Subcentractar proceeds with any change {olher than those Invelving no Increase In the
Subrontract Price or Work Schedule) bafore recelving wriften:authorization to do so
{"Unapproved Changes"), regardiess of whether-the change was-ordered hy the Owner's
anthlor Contractor's authorized representative, Subconiracior shall be deéemed to have waived
any claim for additional compensation. Subcontractor's procurement of advance wiltten
authorzation from Contrattor's authorized representalivais a “cendition precedent” to
Contractor's ohligation to pay Subcentractor for any change or'to extend the Work Schedule.
Contractor’s payment of any change without execution of a written Change Order does not
constitute a continuing walver of the requirement that all changes be approved by Contractor
i writing.

Termingtion of the Subcontract
7.1 Termination of Subgoniract:
7.1.1 i In the opinion of Confractor, any of the following evenis OGour, bontracter may terminate
this Subeontracl, if Subuontractor has net cured the default within seventy two (72) hours
of Contraclor's wrillen notice to gure or correct:

(a)  Subcontractor refuses or falle to replace andfor repal defestive-material or Work;

(b)  Subcontraclor refuses-or fails o provide sufficient prapery skilsd workers,
adequate superyision or materials of the-proper qualily;

{c) Subcontracior causes, by any getions or omission, the stoppage br d"e‘léy of or
interference wilh the work of Gontraclor or any of its Subcontraclors;

{d} Subcontractor refuses.or falls to prosecule fhe Work required by this Subconiract
in & diligent, efficlent, timely, workrnaniiia, skiifful and careful menner;

(8)  Subcontractor tits to prosecute its Werk according fo Contractor's Work
Schedule;

{f) Subconiractor fails to make prompt payments to its Subconiraclors, suppliers or
taborers or falia to provide Lien Walvers and Releases,

z Contracior 5 L,_/,e _Subconlzactar
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{@)  Subcontractor violates or fails to comply with any covenant or condition contained
In this Subcontract;

(h}  Subcontraclor makes a general assignment ; for the benefit of its creditors, or
a receiver Is appainted for the beneflt of Subcontractor’s creditors or Subcontractor
files bankruptey; and .

£)] Subcontractor falls to maintain SHS; Public Babliity ar Properly Damage Insurance
as required hersin,

ARTICLE &

Settlement of Dispules

8.1  Dispute Resolution Procedure: 11 the évent a digpute arisas relating to Subcontractor's
Work, including change order Contractor shall issue a declsion which shall be followad
by Subconiiactor, without inferruplion, deflclency, or defay. If Subgontracfor does not agree
with such dacision, the matter shall be-submitted to binding arbliration adininlstered by thg
American Arbitration Association in acsordanoe with-the Construotion Industry-Arbitiation
Rules.

ARTIGLE 8

Sarvice of Notice

9.1 Any and all notices, demands or request requited or appropriate under this Subcoritract
shall be given in writing elther by personal delivery, ragistered or certiied mail {return
receipt recuasted) or by facsimile to the address as set forth in this agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Contractor and Subicantracter have sxscuted this Subcontract as
of the day and year first-above wiilten.

Contractor Subeontractor
HY!;.___Jézéz: : By: W
"~ e e . -
Title: Poler R, Fargen, VP Project Davelopment Tille: ﬂfé ‘,4% »
NV State Lisense Mo

2 Gonfractor 6 ﬁ# Subeontractor
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IMPORTANT

If the certificate holder is an ADBITIONAL INSURED, the polloy(les) must be endorsed. A statement on this
certifivate does not confer rights to the certifisale holder in fiew of such endorsement{s).

If SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subjecl fo the terms and condifions of the polioy, certain policies may requira
an endorsement. A statement on this certifioate does not confer rights to the cerllfisate holder-in lieu of such

andorsement(s),

DISCLAIMER

Thae Cerlificate of Insurance on the reverss side of this forni does not conslitule a coniract hetween the issuing
tnsurer(s), authorliZed representative or produger, and the cartificate holder, nor doas it affirmativaly er
negatively amend, ektend or aler the covarage afforded by the:palicles listed thereon,

Zﬁ)oﬂ!mumr 8 k Subcontrackor
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NON EXCLUSION CONFIRMATION FORM

ITIS ESSENTIAL THAT YOU HAVE YOUR AQENT COMPLETE THE ENCLOSED
FORM. THSURANCE WILY, NOT BE APPROVED UNTIHL THIS FORM HAS BEEN
RETURNED. ANV FUTIRE PROGRESS PAYMENTS WILL-HE HELD 1IMTIL
FROFER COVERAGE I$ RECBIVED.

As the ipsurmnce agent of record for this bolow stafed polloy, T oertity it said polisies do
NOT contain any of the following sxciusions:

SubesniractorPolley Owner:

Tnsuvahivs Carror;

Genepal Lisbility Yoloy-# —

Umbrelln Polley #;

INITIAL
Timeshare Operations: the poliay dots xiot.contain any excluslons or
Timdtations for Timeslyere eonstruction,
e Condominivm Operations: the poligy doss not contain any exelusions
or limitations for condondnivm, multi-family or other attached residential
consiruclion., ‘
. Subsidence Coverigo: No sxolusions or limilations for subsidence.
Broad Form Property Damage
Contracivnal Liability
ins Polution Coverage
B HIFS Exelusion.
Explain Exceplions: S
Jol Desarption #: i ; i .
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE: DATE:
Agency:
Addvosy!

City, State & Zip:

»~ _ Gontractor L) ﬁ Subcontraslor
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TRAN

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
* * % K *

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY,
CASE NO. A-11-642583-C

A-11-653029-C
DEPT NO. XXXII

Plaintiff,
VS.

CAM CONSULTING INC.,

TRANSCRIPT OF
PROCEEDINGS

Datfendant.

AND RELATED PARTIRSG

BEFORE. THE HONORABLE ROB BARE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

BENCH TRTAT, — DAY 4
FRIDAY, JANUARY 24, 2014

APPEARMANCES @

For the Plaintiff: JENNIFER LLOYD-ROBINSON, ESQ.
BRIAN J. PEZZILLO, ESG.

I'or the Defendant: BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, ESQ.

WITLLIAM MILLER, ESQ.

RECORDED BY CARRIE HANSEN, COURT RECCRDER
TRANSCRIBED BY: XARR Reporting, Inc.

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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| IAS VEGAS, CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA, JANUARY 24, 2014, 2:35 P.M.
* % * % &

THE COURT: Good afternoon, everybody.

M5. LEOYD-ROBINSCN: Good afternoocn.

MR. PEZZITLLO: Good afternoon.

MR. BOSCHEE: Good afterncon,

MR. MILLER: Good aflternoon.

THE CLFRK: Cashman Equipment Company versus CAM
Consulting, Inc., Case No. A-642583.

THE COURT: Do you all want to make your appearances,

I!pl@aSe, for our court record.

MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: Jennifer Lloyd on behalf of
Cashman Equipment Company. I have here with me Brian Pezzillo
from Pezzillo Lloyd as well, and we have here Joel Larson and
Lee Vanderpool from Cashman Equipment Company.

THE COURT: Ckay.

MR. BOSCHEE: Brian Boschee and Will Miller from
Cotton, Driggs, also here in the courtroom is Brian Bugnl from
Mojave.

THE COURT: Okay. I've arrived at a decision. It's
going to take a little while to let you all know about it. I'm
going to describe it to the absolute best of my ability, As it
turns out 7just as by way of overview of it or preview of it,
it's sort of a mized-bag decision. So there's golng to be

certain findings for the plaintiff. There's going to be

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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1 certain findings for Lhe defense side of it, and the order in

2 which I go through them is going to coincide with the order

3 that the plaintiff provided closing argument on. So that's the
4 way am going to do it.

5 | S0 here we go. The first claim that Cashman

6 Fquipment Company presented in argument that I'1ll address then
is the claim on the payment bond. In regard to that matter I'm

going to find for the defense. Here's why. Exhibit 49 is the

oo =

payment bond, and upon review of the payment bond of course you
10 can see that it identifies Mojave Electric as the principal and
11 Western Surety Company as the surety. All of that was required
12 of course by the contract with the general contractor, Whiting
13 Turner, the bond, the $11 million bond.

14 - There's a paragraph in there on the first page that
15 reads as follows: Now therefore the condition of this

16. || obligation is such that if the principal —- that's Mojave ——

17 shall promptly make payments to all persons supplying laborz,

18 material, rental equipment:, supplies or services in the

19 performance of said contract and any and all modifications of

20 sald contracl that may hereafter be made, then this obligation
21 shall be null and void; otherwise, 1t shall remain in full

22 Fforce and effect.

23 I appreciated the argument that was brought forth by
24 Cashman because a really good argument, the one that you made,

25 is thal a strict application of that paragraph would stand for

KARR Reporting, Inc.
3
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the proposition that, well, all payments to you certainly
weren't made; however, upon a lot of thought I'm going to make
the following legal finding. All right.

You'll hear me talk a lot about the actions of CAM,
Mr. Carvalho, but on the legal front there is a tentative law
that I found that I think inures a benefit to the defense in
this situation having to do with the bond, and it's the offense
of impossibility. There's a case called Nabocco [phonetic]
versus River View Realty. It's from 1971. Il's a Supreme
court of Nevada case, and it stands for the proposition that
there is such a thing in Nevada known as the defense of
impossibility.

That is available, and T find that it was available
to Mojave in this situation where a performance is made
impossible or highly impractical by the occurrence of an
unforeseen contingency; however, as you're going to see in my
analysis, I'm going to find that the majority of the fault for
the involvement of CAM and Mr. Carvalho falls with Cashman.

and that leads me to the rest of the legal standard
of impossibility which again from the Nabocco case continues on
like this. All right. If the unforeseen contingency is one
which the — in this case I will apply it to Mojave —— the
promisor should've foreseen, the defense is unavailable

basically.

T think there was a minimal amount of foreseeability

KARR Reporling, Inc.
4
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that Mojave had —- and I want to talk to you all about that and
describe it all in some detall as we go through it — but
esgentially I'm finding that the idea of the intervening -
actions, and that's —- Mr. Boschee I thought made a good
argument in that regard where he described CAM's actions as an
intervening cause.

That did lead me to last night and this morning to
further delve into the idea of what does thalt really mean
legally here in Nevada, and what I came up, again, with was the
idea that this intervening cause argument that you provided, it
translates Lo an impossibility defense in my opinion.

And again because I find that it was — it really
made your performance impossible to actually make Cashman
whole. Tt was an unforeseen contingency. That's what I think.

Now, vou would lose that defense again if it was

foregeeable on your parl or on Mojave'é part, and you're going

to see that I'm going to give you a little allowance in here of
faﬁlt, but my finding is it does not arise enough to where you
lose this defense that you presented of whalt I call
impossibility or intervening cause. S0 that's the main reason
why I find for you on the payment-bond issue.

I realiize of course that the payment bond on page 2
does indicate that the said principal and the said surety agree
this bond shall inure to the benefit of all persons supplying

labor, material, rental equipment, supplies or services in the
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performance of said contract and goes on from there. So just
for the record and also, you know, just to let Cashman know, I
mean, you certainly had standing to bring this bond claim.

It's just that in applying the contractual
language — because that's really what it is. It's a
contract — it became - I think it became impossible for
Mojave to follow it given that Mr. Carvalho did what he did,
and that's the way T think of it.

Another way maybe Lo conceptualiﬁe that is that
Mojave in my opinion in regard to the payment, they performed,
I mean, you did what you had to do. You sat thexe and did what
you had to do. You came forward with the payment, and so with
that in conjunction with the impossibility nature of what
Carvalho did I think leads me to say that Chat's a defense
finding having to do with the payment-bond issue.

Okay. In regard to- the second claim that the
plaintiffs brought, foreclosure of the mechanic's iien,
likewlse, I'm going to find for the defense on that, and here's
why. It starts with an analysis of the lien itself. That's
Exhibit 11. ITt's in the record, and it does stand for the
proposition that there is a lien in place.

The lien has been amended in the course of our
hearing and that's Exhibit 66. The lien amount then is for the
specific amount of six, eighty-three, seven, fwentyﬂsix and

eighty-nine cents. I'm going to find some of the argument that
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Cashman did give me was persuasive on some of the preliminary
matters having to do with this.

The notices that went out in my opinion were legally
sufficient. That is the preliminary notice procedure that was
used given that I believe it required certified mailing to the
owner. My review of a number of the exhibits and the testimony
is that there was in fact sufficient preliminary or legal
notice to the owner.

Further, there is in Nevada —-— it changed some time
ago, about 10 years ago -— but you do not have to specifically
list the value in the lien, and so that's not a shortcoming
given that you don't have to have the specific value in there.
So those are factors that inured in favor of Cashman at least
on the procedural front as far as giving notice and perfecting
the lien.

'‘Bub what leads me to the defense verdict on this
cause of action is a review of the unconditional waiver and
release upon final payment document which i1s Exhibit 4, and
then I'm going to talk a little bit about an application of
that tLo the other evidence, and so here's how it flows in my
view. If you look at this unconditional waiver and release
upon final payment document — again Exhibit 4 —— it basically
stands for the proposition on its face that the undersigned
which is éashman —— I mean, they say right in here —— they've

been paid in full for all work, and they release any notice of
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By the way, it does talk about private-bond right in
there is well. I dbn't know if you noticed that. But in any
event there is a pretty meaningful paragraph in here that
appears twice with the bold capital letters, and it starts with
the word, Notice. I know vou've all seen it, but this was very
persuagive in my view. It says, Hotice this document waives
rights unconditionally and states that you have been paid for
giving up those rights. This document is enforceable against
vou if you sign it even if you have not been paid. If vou have
not been paid, use a conditional release Lorm.

Well, maybe that's the lesson learned. If you
haven't been paid, if vou don't actually have the money in your
account or some sort of negotiable instrument that you have
better confidence in, well, use a conditiocnal release form, and
that language appears twice in the document that E could-see
there on April 26th of 2011, that Tuesday, the fateful Tuesday.

And so it was well brought up I thought by Cashman.
Wailt a second, lthere is this idea thal notwithstanding any
language in the walver and release, If Lthe payment given in
exchange for any waiver and release of a lien is made by check,
draft or other such negotiable instrument and the same fails to
clear the bank on which it is drawn for any reason, then the
waiver and release shall be deemed null and void and of no

legal effect whatsoever. Greal argument,
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I'm going to make a finding that Exhibit 13 is the
payment. Exhikit 13 is the $820,2§1.75 that Mojave furnished
to CAM consulting there on agaln April 26th. My view is in
applying the argument that Cashman presented —— more directly
I'11 just tell it you again like this. Notwithstanding any
language in the waiver and release set fiorth in this section,
if the payment given —— this is the payment. That's my
finding —— T think that's what Mojave was supposed to do. I
think they were supposed Lo make the payment, and they made the
payment. of 820 grand. So that is an effective waiver and
release.

Ckay. And that takes me to the third cause of action
that the plaintiffs have, and that one I'm going to find for
the plaintiffg, That ig foreclosure of security interest.

That analysis goes like this., We start with Exhibit 1, page 2.
Exhibit 1 is the application for credit that @ashman involved
themselves with Mr. Carvalho. This is a few months before the
problems really happened, but in any event I believe that —
well, vou kind of nsed a magnifying glass —- Section 8 stands
for the proposition that there ig a securlty interest that
Cashman from the inception of the arrangement with CAM intended
to perfect. Well, they perfecied it.

They perfected it in Exhibit 5. Well, exhibit 5 is a
UCC financing statement where in my opinion Cashman perfects a

security lnterest. Now, there was some criticism about the
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specificity of the document; however, I find that it's
adequately sufficient and specific. In Section 4, it
identifies two Caterpillar model —— I won't read the model
number —— but generators, three transwitches, and then one
Caterpillar switchgear., Those are ldentified with some
gpecificity.

To me Exhibit 5 is a legally binding security
instrument essentially establishing a security interest inuring
to the favor of Cashman in this — in these items and this
eguipment. How 1s that going to work? I think if you look at
area of law — it was an interesting one to spend some time on
for me — it's sort of the value or proceeds then that would be
derived from the equipment.

T did the best I could to figure out where the
evidence in our trial was of that, and ¥ think that is found in
Exhibit 40. If you loqh al Exhibit 40, page 1, that — you
know, Exhibit 40, it islthe subcontract, the Whiting Turner
Contracting Company subcontracting with Moja%e, and of most
relevance then for thig little —— this analysis, you look at
Exhibit 40, page 23, and there's a little chart in there which
identifies value, and the core and shell emergency generator is
a $957,433 item identified there, The UPS system is identified
at $297,559,

Angd this is a good time for me to seque and say

something to the attorneys here. At the end of this
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delivery —— I know you all are taking notes —— feel free to
talk to me about what L['ve done, not on the merits so much
becanse I don't want to hear arqument really having to do
regpectfully with changing my mind on the findings.

But on the money trail of things you're going to see
as I get through this there's still some fluld nature to this
that I would appreciate some input on as far as coming up with
the bottom-line dollar. I'm going to give you a number that's
real close to what I think the case ends up being in my whole
analysis, but this is a good seque.

I'm trying to do the best I can to figure out the
value of your security interest from the evidence, and so Ttm
gsaying to everybody I'll reopen argumént to allow the attorneys
to give me thelr thoughts as to — since T found for the
plaintiff on the foreclosure of security interest how that
really works and what it.really attaches to and where the money
comes -from, okay. 8o just keep that in mind. I think
Exhibit 40 is the right place to look though, and I have it all
here, and we can talk about it some more.

211 right. 8o in regard to the fourth cause of
action, the fraudulent transfer allegation I find for the
defense on that because I believe that Mojave had no real
inside complicity. Those were the words that Mr. Boschee used.
I thought that that was a good term of art to use with me, and

T think that carries the day for the defense on that one,
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I think that some sort of complicity — that’s your

" word — with CAM is necessary to have a fraudulent transfer

finding against your company, and I just don't see that it
happened that way. I felt as though you and Cashman were
equally innocent in regard te your, you know, intentional
actions if vyou will.

1 All right. As far as unjust enrichment is concerned,
Ms. Lloyd, as she has done from the moment she walked into this

court in the motion practice a lony time ago, she's always

straightforward, totally ethical, professiocnal and just a

pleasure.

MS. TLOYD-ROBINSON: Thank you.

THE COURT: She told me though, pursuant to the way
she conducts business — a way Cashman. should be darn proud
of —— that the unjust enrichment claim, really it's just
against the owner. It's sort of limited to this escrow
account. I mean, an argument could be made that it could have
been more than that from the pleadings, but I appreciate that
you've limited it to that, and so that's the way I've conducted
my analysis then is limiting the unjust enrichment c¢laim again
Just to the owner, limlted te the escrow, having to do with
these codes.

I am going to find in favor of the plaintiff having
to do with this unjust enrichment claim in that regard in that

I feel as though as long as Cashman — and I think they can —-
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1 they stand ready to actually put the codes in, provide them,
2 implement them, all that, well, then my finding is you prevail
3 qon that and you get the — whatever's in escrow, 86— or 87
4 grand. You get that. If you put the codes then, you get the
5 I‘B? grand. That's it. So you win on that.
6 As to the counterclaim, I'm going te find in favor of
7 the plaintiff. It's a defense counterclaim. It sort of
B Iibecomes moot if you see that I've already found for the defense
9 having to do with the foreclosure of mechanic's lien claim, but
10 in any event on its merits I likewise —— I just -— it was a
11 F fair argument, but T don't find that there's any
12 misrepresentation at any level having to do with what Cashman
13 || did, and that's essentially what that counterclaim was about.
14 And again I'11 reiterate that I think that both sides
15 I‘were bagically innocent as far as that goes. 1In fact — well,
16 we've said enough aboui that. :
17 All right. So what we @nd up with then as far as the
18 c¢laims that were in front of the Court, theré's a —— as far as
18 findings for the plaintiff, you have a foreclosure of security

20 interests finding, and you have the unjust enrichment finding.

21 Everything else I've found, as far as the plaintiff's claims,

22 in favor of the defense, and then the defense counterclaim goes

23 away. 1 flnd — T just dismissed it,
24 | All right. So that takes us Lo a part of the case
25 Ithat —— as you're going to see, it's my view — becomes
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1 important on the distribution of money. I mean, the case is

2 about money. It's a civil case, and, you know, Cashman

3 provided some pretty nice equipment. They'd like to be made
4 whole. Mojave, you know, put out a considerable chunk of

5 change in good faith as well, and so how do I figure this out.
o MR, BOSCHEE: Can I ask a quick guestion before you

7 get too far into this?

8 : THE COURT: Yes.

9 MR. BOSCHEE: Just a clarificatlon, when you're
10 talking about the unjust enrichment claim you talked about —— I
11 think you just said, if they stand right and provide the codes,
12 if they provide the codes, then they gelt the money. Is —- are

13 the codes tied to the unjust enrichment damage award?
14 THE, COURT: Yes.

15 MR. BOSCHEE: Okay. I just wasn't completely clear

16 onn Lhat in my notes, So thank you. . ‘

17 THE COURT: And yvou guys can ask me questions along
i8 the way, and I said there's going to be some room for some

19 digcussion on the — how we're going to handle this money stuff
20 anyway .

21 . So this is what T think though I need to do to give.
22 you gquys a good record as to how I think the money needs to be
23 distributed because Cashman has - I mean, they have prevailed
24 on the cause of action having to do with foreclosure of

25 gecurity interest. So that puts them in a position essentially
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to collect their lien which is $683,726.8%2. Of course I'd
subtract the money that they'd be paid out of the escrow
account for finalizing the codes. That still would be at about
a $600, 000 figure that conceivably they could be awarded since
they prevailed on one of their claims.

However, it is my finding that in this case and
especially because of what I've already talked about, this idea
of the impossibility defense, Lhe equily thought that has been
all over the case, I think it's important for me to distribute
an award, a financial award consistent wilth what I think 1s
some responsibility of faullt for what Mr. Carvalhe did, not
Fault as far as him stealing the money. I mean, you know, that
was his faull completely.

But as far as equitable fault having te do with
putting the situation in,place which did occur I'm going to
tell you that I'm finding that Cashman is about two thirds
responsible, and Mojave 1s a third responsible, and I used
numbers because we're going to have fTo use numbers Lo come up
with a judgment award.

I'm finding that Cashman is .67 percent responsible
and that Mojave is .33 responsible, and here's why. All right.
It starts off with what I'wve already said, but I'd like to
again sort of look at the principals from the companies that
are here and just tell you that, I mean, both of you really are

just innocenl victims, and that makes it really difficult for
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me in that —-

I mean, Cashman, you guys —— it seems to me you
really know what you're doing. You are a great company, and
vou supplied all this stuff just like you were supposed to, and
our City Hall has an operational benefit because of your
invelvement.

I think Mojave is a good company, toc. It seems like
anytime you are asked Lo do something, you do it, and you pay
for stuff but this time to vour detriment to some extent.

Both companies are just innocent victims in this

 mess, but you've already heard that I think as far as the

equitable sort of fault base for what got put in place that
could happen with CAM, again, I think that about two thirds of
that responsibility falls with Cashman. That's what our case
was aboult to some extent. It really was. There was a lot of
talk about that in here.

And so here's why I think that. Il sltarts with the
idea that I think both parties, both Mojave and Cashman in my
words were equally stuck with this DBE requirement, and that's
a horrible way probably for a Court to refer to an allowance
that the city has or a policy that the city has to deal with
disadvantaged business entities.

But in this situation T am troubled, and I would like
to make it part of the record that the Court;s troubled with

this idea of unsing a disadvantaged business entity just for
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some sort of political reason or some kind of feel-good reason.
I'd rather like to see the situation be what it's supposed to
be and that is that disadvantaged business entities are
utilized for legitimate purposes, do legitimate things on
legitimate construction projects as opposed to sort of being -—-—
as I called it before —— some sort of contractual placeholder.

Tt's aimost like in this situation — well, it was in
this situation that everybody Jjust sort of did it as a
feel-good placeholder, and the way it was of course designed to
work —— I mean, the process was Mojave would have Lo pay money
to CAM, and then CAM ostensibly was supposed to pay Cashman,
and I['m troubled as a Judge by the fact that I look at it and
it was just some kind of smoke and mirrors deal where CAM just
was supposed to touch it,

I mean, CAM just had to touch the money or be part of
the accounting trall, and we were then going to be able to
publicly proclaim, wow, this is great. We used a disadvantaged
business entity.

There is no fault in my opinion on Mojave or Cashman
in this regard. I think you both just got stuck in a bad spot,
but it's not in my purview to try and do something about it.

What I think was basically a sham arrangement just as
a matter of public policy though, I mean, the courts are about
the public, I would hope that somehow, someway this could serve

as a lezson specifically to the City of Las Vegas.
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T'm not fully aware of the whole certification
program having to do with disadvantaged business entities, but
this Court for whatever it's worth would find some satisfaction
if the sting associated to both sides of this could be conveyed
to the City of Las Vegas, to the City Council, to the mayor,
and I'd like to see some kind of a review of what's really
happened with this disadvantaged business entity program, and

my thought is if it's a great program, it makes sense, the

diverse city asgpect of thils is a very important paft of our

comnunity, it just should be legitimate in its application. Sa
that's my thought.

All right. Getting to the fault analysis then, this
is what I think. Peter Fergen of Mojave gave three options to
Cashman. It was CAM, NEDCO and Codale of potential

disadvantaged business entities that were certified, and it was

. Cashman — I have to say it was Cashman in my opinion —— that

when presented with those three options made the decision to go
Wiﬁh CAM, and so I think that's a factor that really does welgh
heavily in the equitable-fault analysis in my view.

In fact, if things would have gone great, well, 1
mean, there was some business benefit to it because you end up
wérking out a deal for a half a percent as oppesed to maybe
two percent or three percent that you might have with NEDCO or
Codale. WNonetheless, the fact of it is the actual

participation of CAM when it really comes down to it, there
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were options, and Cashman chose to go with CAM.

Mext, months before the theft occurred as we can see

from Exhibit 1, the credit application, there was an

O N SR

opportunity that Cashman had with Shane Norman —- who by the

5 way I was impressed by though, and he's a great employee it

6 gseems like at the time and did a great job. So this is not a
7 criticism of him -- but the fact of it is there was a

8 meaningful opportunity provided to identify credil problems

9 with CAM, and it was even true that there was —— you know, YOu

10 gave him a customer number, but you really didn't want to

11 extend him credit or do much else, and I think that's a bit of

12 a warning that I think inures some responsibility.

13 T will give you this though., There was argument back
14 and forth about, you know, should you hold the check For a few
15 days from the 26th until the 29th. I don't really find a lot
16 of fault with that because it sounds to me like that sort of

17 thing could happen in a business practice as a matter of

18 courtesy with people you're dealing with with large sums of

19 || money. So I don't find that that's an incredibly mollvating

20 factor as to fault.

21 Part of assigning a two thirds responsibility for

22 Cashman in addition to what I've are already said is looking at
23 what Mojave really did here. Mojave had dealt with CAM on a
24 couple of other projects, the Metro project, the Nevada Energy

25 {l project, and in my opinion it seemed like they should he able
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to reasonably conclude that CAM was, you know, doing what he's
supposed to do in those sort of scenarios with Metro and the
Nevada Energy project.

e even saw, you know, Exhibit 14 which was a couple
of congsiderable checks that look to be the type of thing that
you'd expect a disadvantaged business entity to do in those
kinds of spots.

Another thing is that Mojave arranged the meeting
with CAM and with Cashman, Mr. Lozeau. I mean, that meeting

was arranged, and the way I look at that is it's basically

almost a matter of courtesy. Mojave is saying, look, here's
the guy, meet with him, figure him out because, you know, at
the end of the day he's iﬁ the middle between us here.

And so I thought that actually was — I know there
was some argument. Well, this happened over at Mojave's place.
They should know better, you know, and all this kind of stuff,
but I just think that arranging that meeting was something that
really more inured benefit to Mojave than it hurt you. I mean,
it seems like it was a good faith way of going about doing‘
business with who everybody thought might be an ckay person but
was a devil.

Riéht now 1f you were Mojave, you might say, well,
what did we do wrong. How come you gave us a third of the
responsibility? Why not just say it was all Cashman's fault?

I mean, we got stuck with the DBE requirement. We arranged the
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meeting. Mr. Fergen gave them three options. They decided to
cheap out, and as Mr. Boschee sald, They decided to risk a
small amount of money for 800 grand.

Well, here's whore I think there is some fault for
Mojave respectfully. Cashman did request a joint check, and
Mojave in its wisdom said no to that. I don't think the joint.
check would have necessarily solved the preoblem. I mean, if
vou give a joint check te a guy llike Carvalheo who is on a
course to steal 600 grand or 800 grand or whatever he wants to
steal, he might just still find a way to do that by
countersignling, a forged signature or otherwise deoing something
to steal the money, but it was a good request, and Mojave in my
view takes some responslbility for basically saying no.

I mean, they could've gone to Whiting Turner and
said, we've got a request for a jointrcheck. We've done it in
the QED case or situation. . Why. don't we just do it here, and I
see the explanation that was given. 1 mean, 1t was a fair
explanation. Well, it's not — we don't have an agreement for
a joint check.

And then there's this concern which I find to be a
credible concern. I mean, it's like when the specter of the
DEE is there, it has cast this shadow on the whole thing, like
we don't want to do anything to mess with that. We don't want
to make anybody mad. We want to make it all lock above hoard,

you know, and it must be difficult to try Lo do business in

RARR Reporting, Inc.
21

JA 00007463




io
1l
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

that kind of a spot, really, but the fact of it is Mojave could
have in my opinion furthered that request and followed through
with it, and so I give you some fault with that.

And then the other thing that leads me to give you
some fault, Mojave, is it's your money. I mean it, it starts
with you. You're the cone handing this check over, you know,
the 5$820,000 check, and I've got-to give you some
responsibility when yvou're handing that check to anybody
including CAM, but as vou can see looking at the situation
mainly because again there were options given, Cashman did
decide to go with CAM. They did a little credit deal and had a
chance to look at them. I just think that they have about two
thirds of the responsibility for it.

S0 what that does then is it gets ug into an
ahalysis, a financial analysis. Again, Cashman has prevailed
on the foreclosure of gsecurity interest claim. So they have a
lien for six, eighty-three, seven, twenty-gix and eighty-nine
cents. I'm not sure exacltly what's in escrow. Thls is another
area where we may have to talk. In other words, I don't know
Lhe specific dollar amount. If I was presented it -- maybe
because locking at this all last night and all day today I just
didn't find -— lay my hands on that number, but I think it's
86— or 87,000.

So Cashman wogld be reguired to —— singe they

prevailed on an unjust enrichment claim they're going to be
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" required to finalize the deesf but then they get that
eighty-six or eighty-seven, and that's taken off their lien.
That takes it —— that'll probably take it to around $600,000,
and if I were to apply the percentages of fault on the
equitable analysis that I've come up with for all the reasons
T'ye stated, and I told you I put a .67 percent Fault on
Cashman, .33 on Mojave, that means roughly $189,b00 to the
plaintiff. If you take 600,000 you use those .67, .33 numbers,
it comes oul to be 189,000 to the plaintiff. So you have that,

All right. BAny proceeds from the criminal case, the
restitution that may come out of that is going to be split 50,
50 between Cashman and Mojave, and I know that that seems on
Ilits face —— of course that is — it's inconsistent with my .67,

.33, but I just think 50, 50 is the way to do that.

What wins the day in regards to that for me is that
this goes back to both of you being egually innocent victims of
this guy. By that, I mean Carvalho, and s¢ if the criminal
case results in restitution, vou guys just split that, and of
course, vou know, to the point of hopefully everybody gets
cloger Lo being made whole or made whole, I don't know if

that's possibleo.

Aand I don't have any authority to tell the DA's-
office what to do or whatever Judge presides over this criminal
case, but I would al least say as a matter of record that I

would like the DA's office to consider —— at least the DA's
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office to consider to the extent restitution can be had in the
criminal arena, I urge it to happen because we have in this
situation two good companies with good people running them,
good lawyers representing them who have been victimized by this
guy Carwvalho.

Tt's not -just the victimization of the lien amount of
the seven hundred or so thousand dollars or seven and a half or
whatever it was total. It's —— actually I'd say it's 10 times
that because it's the aggravation that both companies have to
go through. It's the dealing with all the court proceedings
that had to come about. It's attorney's fees that ave well
spent on good lawyers, but nonetheless attorney's fees are
probably considerable in this situation.

And maybe more than anything else it could lead to a
reluctance to deal with each other which in my view is a shame
because I think ‘that all vou need to do is look at what turned:
out to be a pretty beautiful City Hall and say that I think our
community was benefited by good,companies like you all, and I'd
like to see some other projects that you guys are involved with
that turned out as beautifully as that City Hall turned out,
but that's just my thought on it.

So I hope that the DA's office makes it a priority to
gain restitution from Carvalho and that gets split between you
guys. That's what I'd like to see.

In regards to the house, I'm rewarding that
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100 percent completely to the plaintiffs. So whatever you get
oﬁt of it, have at it. You guys have a house, and the reason
for that is because.l feel as though you've gone through
enough, and there's a lot of effort and time and energy legally
put forth to try to acquire it. It's a gpeculative interest.
it's as Mr. Pezzillo said better than anybody, it;s an
inchoate, an inchoate interest, and so in fairness to the whole
sitvation you guys have a house. Do with it what you can.

Anything I can do to further legal proceedings to let
you do asomething to get it, I will., I'd be inclined to — as
long as I afford due process to anybody clse who decides to
come and fight your efforts —— but my intention would be to
finalize some sort of financial resolution in that house.

A}l the defaults against Carvalho you have, anything
the Court can do to continue efforts in that regard, I stand
reacly to do it. B

All right. As far as the setoff situation. It
became evident to me that when Cashman decided to stop work
that of course Mojave and those invelved —— probably through
the owner even all the way down -— T mean, you had to do
everything yvou could to still finish the project and deal. with
the generators and the backup power and all that.

and so Exhibit 65 showed me the financilal
contribution you had to make for that. I have looked at the

situation in regard to this setoff area. I'm going to find for
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the plainliff on that. In other words I look at the Prompt Pay
Act, NRS 624.626 Section 9. Basically that area of law to me
stands for the proposition that there is a public policy in
favor of the lower—tiered subcontractors, and thal makes aense
bocause, you know, you depend upon a lot of things when you're
in a lower tier, and we want to encourage you to continue to
build up our community, and so I think that's why that law
exists.

Aind if vou look at the actual language of the
statute, it talks about having a reasonable basis in law or
fact, and well, when you bring in these generators and they're
craning them in and the backup systems and everything you stood
ready to do —— as I think a really good company —— and you have
that horrible moment probably in early May, I think you had the
right to stop because you did everything you were supposed to
do at that point, and so I think you had a reasonable Basis as
the statute allows for %o stop, and once you stop, well, then
it seems like YOU should not be held responsible legally then
for efforts that unfortunately the other side had to put tforth.

and T can see the wisdom of Lthat sort of law, and
since our legislature has it there all I can do is try to
respect it, and I think it inures a benefit to the plaintiffs,
What it really comes down to is it's a $75,000 or so setoff
that T'm not goling to allow, and where I get that is if you

lock at Exhibit 65, it's a hundred and forty—two grand that
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they put out, but there's this battery situation for about
67,000, You do the math, and that's a $75,000 al least c¢laim
setoff that Mojave could come forth with, but I'm denying that
again based upon this Prompt Pay Act wisdom and application of
the facts to it.

So what thalt leaves us with then is not a specific
dollar amount, and the reason we don't have a specific dollar
amount. is —— well, there's a lot of reasons. One, I don't know
what money is in escrow to take from the lien, and that Just
puts us in a —— right there. I don't know the exact amount in
escrow having to do with these codes, but anyway what we end up
with is about 5200,000 to the plaintiff, a house to the
plaintiff, no getoff. 8o basically Mojave has to basically get
stuck with about seventy-five grand that they put into having
to put the project together once you exercised your reasonable
right to stop work. g

So of course that’'s —— it really is kind of another
benefit to the plaintiff side of it, and the criminal case is
going to be split restitution 50, 50. So -that's it for me.

That's the best T can come vp with in this whole
case, and so now I'1l turn it over Lo the attorneys. I'll give
you a chance, You can say whatever you wanl. JYou can make
suggestions, talk about any legal details having to do with
anything I've said, but as I have sgaid, respectfully, as far as

the findings of my ability or defense, 1 appreciate if you
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don't revisit that unless you feel like you need to make a
record on something. I mean, those findings are what they are.
I'm just talking about any other legal concerns or anything
alae.

MR. BOSCHEE; Well, Nancy is here. The one thing I
would ask —— and she could probably get the answer to this
fairly quickly — would be we might be able to find out how
much money is in escrow fairly quickly.

T don't know if that's something we could find out
today or —-—

MS. RIVERA: Yeah, I can call the office énd find out
what it is.

THE COURT: Well, you don't need to do that for my
purpase.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay. I didn't know if you wanted —-

THE COURT: I mean, you'wve got the. order.

MR. BOSCHEE: Right,

THE COURT: 8o we should talk about who's going to
try to take the first shot of drafting it.

MR. BOSCHEE: And the only other guestion I had —
there were two questions I had T guess. I made reference to it
in my closing, and I don't know if you want me to file a formal
motion, but there is that interim attorney's fee award with
respect to the lien.

THE COURT: Yes, okay. I'm.gbing to interrupt you on

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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that. I've heard it a lot, and I respect it.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay.

THE COURT: But I want you to file a motion.

MR. BOSCHEE: Fine. And that's why I wanted to ask
if you wanted us to file a motion.

THE COURT: The reason being is, you know, you're
going to have to have your legal bhasis for it and your
argument. My guess is they're going to have opposition with
legal basis and arguments. _

MR. BOSCHEE: Which led to my second question which
is then in terms of fees and costs. It seems like we've got a
prevalling party as to a security interest claim. We've got a
prevailing party as to lien and bond claims;, both of which
allow attorney's fees to the prevailing party. 1 mean, do you
want to see motions —— I assume you want to see motions on
that?

THE COURT: I was intentionally silent. That's a
good point. I should've said. I was intentionally silent
having to do with attorney's fees.

MR. BOSCHEE: Okay,

THE COURT: I mean, I don't know what else 1s out

there. T don't know if there are offers of judgment ox

f anything in this case. I don't know, but iFf either side wants

to take a position that an award of attorney's fees and costs

are due, go right ahead.

KARR Reporting, Inc.
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MR. BOSCHEE: Okay.

THE COURT: I'11 see it if ?ou do, okay.

MR. BOSCHEE: I think that —— those were the only
other questions I had because you were actually silent on it
and that's why.

THE COURT: All right. Anything else?

MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: I have nothing.

THE COURY: Who's going to draft the order then?

MR. BOSCHEE: We can draft it.

THE COURT: And run it by her —

MR. BOSCHEE: Absolutely.

THE COURT: —— and send it on over.

If you don't agree, then submit competing orders, but
T hope you agree with the way you put it together.

aAnd by the way, when you're doing this, 1f you agree
on some subtle nuance that I did no£ taik about, if vou agree
on it, I'm good with it, TIn other words, if something comes
up, you think about Lthe house situation or one of the defaults
on Carvalho or the criminal thing, if you guys come up with
something, you don't need to call me or whatever. Tf you
mutually agree, I'll sign the order, okay.

MR. BOSCHEE: And if it's okay with counsel and Your

Honor, we'll get the exact numbers —— before we draft the order
and send it over —— on the escrow so we have an actual award
amount .
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MS. LLOYD-ROBINSON: That's fine.

MR. BOSCHER: And we'll do the hard math and all that

good stuff.
THE COURT: Well, good. I appreciate it.
Anything else? All right.

(Proceedings concluded 3:24 p.m.}
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CERTIFTICATION

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A CORRECT TRANSCRIPT FROM TIHE

AUDIO-VISUAL RECCORDING OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED

MATTER.

AFFIRMBRTTON
I AFFIRM THAT. THIS TRANSCRIPT DOES NOT CONTAIN THE SOCIAL SKCURITY OR

TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER OF ANY PERSON OR ENTITY.

KARR REPORTING, INC.
Aurcora, Colorado

Dl

KIMBERLY TAWSON
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BOND FOR RELEASE OF MECHANIC'S LIEN
BOND NUMBER: 38685404

KNOW ALY MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that we, _Mojave Eleetrle, 3755 W. Hacionda Avenue Las Vegas,
WV $9118, ne Principal, and Western Suroty Company, & torpotation ereated, organized, and existing under und
by virtue of the laws of the State of _South Dskota , as Surety, and licensed to do business in the State of

Nevads, are field and Armly bound winfo  Cashwnay, Equipment Company , as Obliges.

WHEREAS, . Mojave Bleotrio, as Frincipal, deslres 1o give a bond for releasing the following deseribed real
property owned by O Las Vegay, LLC from that cerlnin notive of lien in the sum of Seven Hundred Fifty Five
Thousand Bight Hundred Ninsty Three and 89/100 DOLLARS ($755,893.89%%) recoeded, Juno 22, 201§, in the

office of the recorder in Clark County:

See Atached Exhibil “A”

NOW, TEEREFORE, the vndersigned prineipal und surety do hereby obligate themselves to the Hen claimant
named o the natioe of lien, Caghinan Equipment Company, under the sonditions preseribed by NS 108.2413
to NRS 108.2425, inclusive, in the sum of _COne Million One Hundred Thitty Three Thousand Biaht Hundred

Forty and 84/00 DOLLARS (31,133,840.84%%) fram which sum they will pay the clalmant snoh amount a5 a
coiit of competent jurisdiotion may rdjudge to have baen secured by this lien, incleding the total amount

pwarded pursuant to NRS 108.237, bu the linhitily of the surefy may not exceed the penal sumn of this surety
bond,

[N TESTIMONY WHEREOCF, the Principal nud Surety have execuied this bontd at_Les Vegas, Wevada, on the
£ day of the month of _§eptember , 2011.

Mojave Bleetrle o™ .
By: ///é%/_//z;—?
7

By:

Stato of Nevada  }

]
Coundy of Clark  }

, 2011, before ma, the undersigaed, 4 notacy public of this county snd state, personally

wh@muwﬁdged lha?isﬂg;:d the Foregoing
\

On
appeared
{natrument as Princip

PP RES s Ua
e - Sfate of Heval

p, oty E:j"‘,Jggt;g\!y of Clark
CHARLOTTE TILLERY
By Appomument EXplos

[ o iald Delooer 12,2013

1
County of Clark  } S aaadd

Hotsry Public
vty Commission Expires:

Siate of Nevada  }

On _Seplember 8 . 2011, batore me, the undersigned, = rotary publle of this county aud state, personally appeared
Kelly M. Lamb _ Attorney-In-Fact, who acknowiedged that hiefshie executed the foregoing nstrument and
ackuowledged to mo fat Jie/she exacuted the same for the purposes stated t(h;reiu.

CAROLE ISONTELLD
HOYARY PUBLIG
i SYATE OFNEVADA

¥ My Cotrmlaaion By 9ag 02042012
Sonmnn’. 2R
i N R e

L
Notary Publie

My Commission Eﬁplcus:\f_.t,ei.mg%é' o el
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' Western Surety Company

POWER OF ATTORNEY APBOINTING INDIVIDUAL ATTORNEV-INFACT

Know AN Men By These Presenls, Tk WESTERN SERARTY COMPARY, 2 Soulh Eakola corporation, ¥ u duly prganlecd wod exisfing compantian
haviag s principul office b the ity of Siwax Polts, 3nd Smite of Senth Dakots, and Bt i tlocs by virue of dhe signatue mid senf herein affixed kecely

ke, renstitote and appeinl”

Wendy R Crowell, Jumes A Haxris, Gregory J Harris, Kelly M Lamb, Endividually

of Las Vegus, NV, lis tnig andd Tawfud Autnonay{spia-Fact with [ufl pawey ahd autiniy heaeby conferrod Lo sigo, seal and execue for md w b beladl

Bonds. undertakings and atherabligatosy fnsusiments of simifa nawes

« Ty Unlimited Amounts -

angt 10 biad It teeraly ns fully o o The 2ame axwemt as iF suek instromiencs were sfaaed by a duly uulhmmd olficer of the corporatian and 4k she ucis of said
Anpriey, pisvant (o the pulherity henoby piven, a0t horehy rutified and womliemed.

“Theig Fawar of Atterney Bt ntade sl execntid pursmt 1 and iy anthority of the By-Lav priried on iz ieverss hereut. duly ndopted, s jndioued, by
the slizcholders of flwe capunitic.

T Wilness Wherso!, WBSTERN SURETY COMPANY hs vaimed thess presents to ke sigaed by its Seaioe Vice President niad fts corpomte seal ta
e heeto itfixcd an ibis 2t diy of Taauary, 20101,

WESTERN SURETY COMPANY

e P 2

e e 5‘!
iy e
2L Panl ¥ Brufiar, Seatot Viee Proatlent

State of Seuth Bokola } s
County of Minnehaha

On This 28t dny BT Jonnary, 201 1, beforz e personstly eame Faut T Bruffac. (v me keovm, whis, being by aw duly swoen, did depose and suy: it )
i Tesids s the Gity of Sioux Flls. $isle of Soulh Dukotis thigt bz s tbe Silor Vie Presidem of WESTERH SURETY COMPANY destiibed bn und
whiuh 2xcrasted Mz abuvi: Jnstument: thal ke kowys the stol oF sald sorpentionsthil the seal ulfined to the sxid insiniment §s soclh cosporde seal; thie il was
sa affined pursuosl to mahority ghven by the Beaed of Directors of safd vorporstion and st b slgotd hls saine therel pursuant 4o like wutadiy, and
seksiowiedges same i he e el and deed of soid copardlon,

i-tc-v-:-v-a-ls-ﬁ'ﬁ‘u-.'whﬁs%%-ﬁ {

KRELL J
lltl‘l’ﬂl‘l‘! PG
SUUTH DAKOTA

l-.v.\,v.-m-a-.-mv.-ﬁ N b i

My eonondssinn expies

\.h‘v

Fovembur A6, 20§12

CERTIFICATE
1. §.. Molson, Asststanl Sceretary of WESTERN SURETY COMPANY do Rinly coztify that the Power o€ Attumey hereinghove set fouth is still Jn

Furce, i Surther certify shnt the By-Law ¢F the vorparating p;i%ni oyl 1he pevanse herzol g gl iln foree, U testinony Wheceok 1have heretine subsasibel
ry mamg and kfffxed the el of the saiy enrpocmion i _daynl ~ ;}f ]3,.;115_1..: w7l

WESTERN SURETY COMPANY

;?
Sy v

fuw’

““"‘!

& Nulsan, Asglsiam Secrcfary

MOJ00052
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INDEMNIFICATION AND BEFENSE AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, Mojave Electric ("Mojave"} entered into a Subeontract Agreement
{"Apgreement") with The Whiting-Tamer Contracting Company {"Whiting-Turner") an
Febmary' 11, 2010,

WHEREAS, Article 8 of that Agreement required Mojave {o bond any liens
placc& give the City of Las Vegas New City Hall project by Mojave's subcontractors of
vendors in circumstances where Mojave was paid for the work or equipment, which was
subject of the fien;

WHEREAS, Cashman Lquipment Company ("Cashman") recorded a lien on June
22, 2011, in Rook/Inst, 201106220002156, records of Clark Cowunly. Nevada Clerk and
Recorder in the amount of $755,893.89 for provision of gencrators for which Mojave has
been fully paid by Whiting-Turne;

] WHEREAS, pursuant to Article 8 of the Agrecment, Mojave has posted Western
Surety Company, Paymerit Bond No. 929490574 dated March 2, 2010 ("Western's
Payment Bond™), which requires the bonding cornpany to indemnify and defend Whiting-
Turner ffoii-a any failure to pay an obligation on the City of Las Vogas New"(liiy Hall
project by Mojave in circumstances where Whiting-Turner has paid Mojave for the work
or equipment in question;

WHEREAS, Whiting—’l‘urner placed the Westein's Payrvent Bond on notice of
Cashman's claim in Case No. AG42583, entitled Cashman Egrdpment Company,
plainilff, vs. CAM Consulting Inc., et af,, defendenty, Distiet Courd, Clark County,

Nevada and Hen foreciosure action;

Page lof5
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Electronically Filed
08/17/2012 03:57:00 PM

MOT *
BRIAN W, BOSCHEE, ESQ. Q@E« 8 W
Nevada Bar No. 7612

E-mail: bboschee@nevadafirm.com CLERK OF THE COURT
SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9985

E-mail: $Briscoe@nevadafirm.com

COTTON, DRIGGS, WALCIL,

HOLLEY, WOLOSON & THOMPSON

400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Telephone:  702/791-0308

Facsimile:  702/791-1912

Attorneys for Defendants West Edna, Lid., dba Mojave Electric, Western Surety Company, The
Whiting Turner Contracting Company and Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland,
Travelers Casually and Surety Company of America, Counterclaimant and Crossclaimant

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY, a

Nevada cotporation,
Case No.: AG42583

Plaintiff, Dept. No.: 32
V. {Consolidated with Case No. A653029)

CAM CONSULTING, INC., a Nevada
corporation; ANGELO CARVALHO, an
individual; JANEL RENNIE aka JANEL
CARVALHO, an individual;, WEST EDNA
ASSOCIATES, LTD. dba MOJAVE
ELECTRIC, a Nevada corporation, WESTERN
SURETY COMPANY, a surety; THE WHITING
TURNER CONTRACTING COMPANY, a
Maryland corporation; FIDELITY AND
DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND, a
surety; TRAVELERS CASUALTY AND
SURETY COMPANY OF AMERICA, a surety;
DOES 1-10, inclusive; and ROE
CORPORATIONS 1-10 inclusive;

Defendants.
AND RELATED MATTERS,
MOTION TO EXPUNGE OR REDUCE MECHANIC’S LIEN

COMES NOW, Defendant/Counterclaimant WESTERN SURETY COMPANY,
(“Westetn”), a surety, and WEST EDNA ASSOCIATES, LTD. dba MOJAVE ELECTRIC, a

15775-12/45694

JA 00007480




a0 W N

Noee 1 Oy Gh

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
2
27
28

Nevada corporation, (“I\zﬂ[aja:ve”)1 by and through their attorneys of record, Brian W. Boschee,
Esq. and Shemilly A. Briscoe, Hsq. of the law firm of COTT ON, DRIGGS, WALCH, HOLLEY,
WOLOSON & THOMPSON, move this Honorable Court to expunge, or drastically reduce, the
Notice of Lien recorded by Cashman Equipment Company (“Plaintiff” or “Cashman”) on June
22, 2011, as Instrament No, 201106220002156 of the Official Records of Clatk County, Nevada
(“the Lien”), attached as Exhibit “A.” In addition, pursuant to NRS 108.2275(6) () and (b),
Western seeks an award of attorney’s fees and costs incurred for bringing this Motion as the Lien
was tecorded without 1easonable canse and is excessive, This Application is based upon NRS
10§.2275, the Exhibits, the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, tﬁe papers
previously filed with the Court in this matter, and any oral argument the Court entertains during

the hearing on this matter,

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. Intreduction

Tn Nevada, 1o avoid the need for injunctive or declaratory relief, the legislature adopted
NRS 108.2275, praviding a statutory right to expunge or reduce a frivolous or excessive lien ata
hearing to be held no less than 15 and no more than 30 days after a motion is filed. In this matter,
Cashman recorded the Lien against the Property,. and Mojave obtained a Bond from Western
Surety to release the Property from said Lien. According to Cashman’s Lien, the amount due ig
$755,893.89 or fhe tolal amount of the contract. However, Cashman’s work has not been
comupleied on the project, and more importantly, a lien for this amount was not properly stated by
Cashman. Specifically, Cashman failed to timely serve a Notice of Right to Lien (“Pre-Lien”)
pursuant to NRS Chapter 108.245 in March of 2011 and instead served it in April of 2011, A
Pre-lien covars costs included in a proper lien for the preceding 31 days. Asa result, the only
costs documented by Cashman that are covered by the lien statute ocenrred in March of 2011, in
the amount of $329.00. Thercfore, the claim amount of Cashman’s Lien is completely

unsupported by the facts of this case and the lien should be expunged or reduced to reflect the

! Western Surety Company s seeking refief due to the Bond which has talcen the place of (he Owner’s rights to the
Property, Mojave is alsa a movant due to its payment ol the Tegal fees and the bond in this litigation.

-2
15775-T2R45694
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proper sum. Further, Defendants are entitled fo an award of fees and costs for bringing this action
and the fees and costs incurred to date based npon the Lien claim. Cashman has maintained this
action without proper support and made every step of the litigation costly to Defendants. The

Court musl preserve the parties® rights under the law and expunge Cashman’s Lien.

1.  Statcment of Facis

The facts are undisputed that FC/LW Vegas LLC and LWTIC Successor LLC, care of
Forest City Enterprises, is the ownet of cetlain real property {the “Property”) located at 518 S. &
St., Las Vegas, Nevada. Whiting Turner Contracting Company, Inc. is the prime contractor on
the City Hall Construction Project (the “Project”) that is located at the Property and the subject
of this action, Cashman entered into an agreement whereby Cashman was to provide electrical
generator equipment which Mojave Electric would install on the Project. Cashman delivered the
majority of the equipment and Mojave paid CAM Consulting, Co. (“CAM”) a minority
contractor, who was to i turn make immediate payment to Cashman. Instead of the traditional
transaction, CAM absconded with the funds, and Cashman has brought the pending action to
recover payment for the equipment,

According to its documents and testimony, Cashman delivered the materials in January
and February of 20117 Cashman then setved its Notice of Right to Lien or Pre-Lien notice on
April 20, 201 13 Cashman recorded a mechanic’s lien against the Property on June 22, 2011 in
the amount of 755,893.8% as Instrument No. 201106220002158." The Owner required that
Mojave obtain a Release Bond to release the Property from said Hen; becanse Mojave had
conlracted to keep the property fiee of encumbrances. Mojave did record a bond of release from
Western Surety for one and half times the amount of Cashman’s lien as NRS Chapter 108

requires.”

% Goe COD invoicss for the equipment dated January 31, 2011 and February 1, 2014 In the amount of $755,564.18
attached as Exitibit C. See also, deposition testimony of Kelth Lozeau attached as Exhibit D, p. 58-59.

3 See Exhibil B Pre-Licn Notice; see also Deposition of Cashman PMK Shane Norman attached as Exhibit K p.35,
and 86 LL. 1-8.

1 Soz Fxhibit A,
3 Sae Exhibit F.
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According to Cashman’s Lien, the amount due for work performed is $755,893.89 which
is equal to the total amount of Cashman’s comiract.? However, Cashman admitted in ifs
deposition, the Project work has not been completed as of date” and, more importantly, the Lien
was not properly secured by Cashman. Speciﬂéaﬂy, Cashman failed to timely serve a Notice of
Right to Lien pursuant to MRS Chapter 108. 245 to gover the vast majority of the cost included
in the Lien.? The total amount of $755,564.18 was incurred by Cashtnan on January 31, 2011 and
February 1, 2011, several months before the Pre-Lien notice was properly served.” Therefore, the
amount of Cashman’s Lien is completely unsuppotied by the facts of this case, and the Lien
shoutd be expunged or reduced to reflect the proper sum demonstrated of $329.71 for an invoice
in March of 2011.% Further, the Court must order the Bond be released by Western, becanse the
lien is not valid, and Cashman should be ordered to pay alt fees and costs incurred by Plaintiffs
in bringing this Motion.

ML Argument

A. Cashman’s Pre-Lien Notice Fails to Support its Lien

NRS Chapter 108 provides the statutory framework governing the recording and
enforeerment of mechanics liens. The statutes ate in dero gation of the common law and therefore,
must be strictly construed by the cowt:

“The mechanic’s Hen is a creature of statuie, wnknown to the
commmon law. Strict complidnce with the statufes creating the
romedy is therefore required before a party 1s entitled to any
benefits occasioned by its existence ...If one pusues his statutory

remedy...he implies full compliance with statutory prerequisites
giving rise to the cause of action.”

6 See Deposifion of Cashman PMK Shaoe Norman attached as Exhibit Tt p, 87, L. 25 through 9% L. 6; see aiso
Notige of Lien attached as Txhibit A.
T

8 goe NRS 108.245, “[a] lien claimant who is required by this section to give a notice of right to lien to ah owner and
who gives such a notice has a vight to lien for materials or equipment farnished or for worl or servicos performed in
the 31 days before the date the notice of right to lien is given and for the materials or equipment furnished or for
work or setvices performed anytime thersafter untit the completion of the work of improvement.” Caghman's Pre-
Lien wasn’t served untit April 20th or approximately 2 months later.

9 e COD slips attached as Exhihit C; see also testimony of Keith Lozeau admitting the timing of the work and
timing of the notice.

1 pxhibit C.

15775-72/945654
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Schofield v. Copeland Lumbar Yards, Inc., 101 Nev. 83, 84, 692 P. 2d 519, 520 (1985){quoting

ssher Bros., Inc. v. Harrah Realty Co., 92 Nev. 65, 545 P, 2d 203 (1976)). Furthermore, the

¥ 08,

claimant bears the burden of proving the amount of the lien claim. Sherman Gardens Co. V. '
Longley, 87 Nev. 558, 566, 491 P. 2d. 48, 54 (1971). Based on the fotegoing, Cashman bears the
busden of proving to the Court that the amount of its Lien is not excessive and liengbla under
Nevada law. Cashman canpot meet this burden.

First, the purpose of the Pre-Lich notice requirements provided by NRS 108.245 is to put
the owner on notice of work and inaterials furnished by third persons with whom the owner has

1o direct contact, Matter of Stanfield, 6 B.R. 265, 269 (Bankr,D.Nev.1980). chada Statutes

requires that all persons who desire to claim a lien in accordance with the statutes must provide a
Notice of Right to Lien to the owner at any {ime after the first delivery of material or first
performance of work. NRS 108.245. The lien claimant wust give such a notice for materials or

equipment furnished or for work or services performed in the 31 days before the date the

notice in order to include those amounts within its mechanic’s lien. Jd. Cashman did not serve ifs
Pre-Lien untii April 20, 2011 and the Owner Forrest City had no knowledge of Cashman’s work
on this project as a sub-subcontractor to Mojave.

Therefore, as a matter of law, Cashman’s failure to timely serve its Pre-Lien notice
invalidatcs the Lien and defoat its lien claims. Also, Cashman’s Lien is grossly exaggerated and
is not in good faith. The burden of establishing good faith in filing a lien olaim that is grossly

exagperated is upon the claimant, R&L Supply, LD v, Bvangelical Luthetan Good Samaritan

Society, 462 N.W. 2d 515, 518 (1990); See also Legge [ndustries v. Joseph Kusner Hebrew

Academy/JKHA 756 A. 24 608 (N.J. Supr, 2000} (fa willful overstatement connotes an mtent {0
recover that to which the claimant knows he is not entitled; in other words, a claim made in bad
fait”). NRS 108.2275(1) states the procedure for an owner (o challenge an oxcessive or
frivolous lien and anthorizes the Court to €Xpunge 4 lien i€ the Hen is frivolous or made without
reasonable cause,

Western asserls that the amount of work or aterials supplied by Cashman has & value of
considerably less then the approximate $755,893.89 claimed, in the approximate amount of

-5
1577512945694
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$329.17." Cashman has admitted that the work is incomplete and there have been mwltiple
motions filed related to that work,'”” Where there is a willful exaggeration in the amount of

the lien, the entire lien is forfeited. Goodman v. Del-Sa-Co Foods, Ing., 257 N.Y.8, 2d 142,

143 QN.Y. App. 1965). Cashman’s Lien is overstated. Sec also Wollers Village Manapement Co,

v. Metehants and Planters National Bank of Sherman, 223 F.2d 793, 801-802 (5th Cir, 1955)

(where lien claims included a substantial amount of work never performed it was invalid);

Wigham Excavating Co. v. Colorado Federal Savings and Loan Assn., 796 P.2d 23, 25 (1990) (a

lien slatement which included amounts not due to construction efforts was & fiaudulent lien
statement which required forfeiture).

In summary, Cashman has impropetly liened for work thal remains unperformed and for
amounts {hat fall outside of its allowable costs pursuant to the Pre-Lien notice that was untimely
served. As a result, Cashiman’s lien should be expunged and the Bond lien released.

B. Defendants ave entitled to an Awavd of Fees and Costs

NRS 1082275 governs the procedure by which the party secking the expungement or
reduction may obtain relief for fees if the lien is frivolous or excessive. NRS 108.2275(6) (a) and
(b) direct that the court will awerd “costs and reasonable aftorney fees to the applicant for
bringing a motion.” Because Cashman’s Lien should be expunged or in the least drastically
teduced, Defendants are entitled to an award of fees and costs for bringing this action and the
fees and costs incurred to date based upon the Tien claim. This entire lifigation has been
predicated upon the Lien, and Mojave has been forced to’ exhaust vast resources 10 bond the
Property and the work separately to the tunc of almost $1.5 million dollars when Cashman did
not fulfill the statutory requirements to form the basis of the Lien and has known that all along.

As a result, Mojave has been forced to fight this litigation brought in bad faith and
Cashman has continuously played on this Court’s heartstrings while conveniently ignoring ifs

failures to protect iself with common sense measures and compliance with statutory

11 §329.17 is the amount of the sole invoice disclosed that falls within the dates of the Pre-Lien service coverage by
taw in March 2011; Exhibit C.

2 Soe Doposition of Cashman PMI Shane Norman attached as Exhibit &, p. 87, 1., 25 thiough 91 L. 6.

oG-
{5775-72/045694
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requirements 1o secure it Lien. Aside from its failure to handle the Pre-Lien in accordance with
NRS 108.245, Cashman has also failed to handle its fransactions appropriately actoss the board
on this Project. Notably, the PMXKs for Cashman made admissions that Cashman did not
complete proper due diligence on CAM Consulting Inc. (“CAI\/I”).13 In faci, once they realized
that Angelo Carvalho had virtoally no eredit history whatsoever, Cashman did not open a credit
account with him ot complete any proper background checking."

Q. But now you got this third party intermediary, this disadvantaged business owner
kind of coming in the middle of that relationship, and you are going to be invoicing them. Did

you have any - did you run any kind of credit check on CAM?

A, Ldid

Q. And what did that turn up?

A. Limited credil information.

Q. T'm not a credit guy. You are going 10 have to tell me what that means.

Al Well, I'm - I'm likely not at liberty to discuss his credit -

Q. 1 understand, |

A. However, there was not much credit information whete with -- to make a good

credit decision based on that. [ would liken it to - his business credit was a fellow coming out of
college. You haveno tral history. ...

Q. But did you guys have any - were there any cxiteria that you had or that
Cashman had when looking at CAM as to, Okay, Yes, we'te comfortable using -- you know,
invoicing them and then getting paid ultimately by Mojave? Did you have any criteria that you
were looking at and said, Yes, they are okay. Or N, they ate not okay?

A, Yes, I do have criteria.

Q.  Whatarc they?

A. Well, they're written now, but before, it was just my experience. And again, it's -

- the criteria is that you have a reasonuble, acceptable set of eredit inforrzation on your

13 Se Exhibit E, p. 22-24.
Y.

15775-72/945684
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business that -- that would merit that type of transaction,

Q. Did CAM?

A No*

In other words, Cashman had 1o basis for the trust it provided CAM and left itself
completely vulnerable to this type of criminal act, Therefore, its repeated attempts to garner
sympathy and paint Mojave as the villain remain unsupported.

Mojave and the Owner handled business for this project just like they always do, Tl hey
did not issue joint checks as detailed in poultiple prior motions, because it was not their policy fo
do so, but Cashman fafled to withhold its equipment when a joint check was refused.'® Once a
payment issue arose with CAM, Cashman failed to take reasonable steps with Angelo tegarding
the follow up appoiniment to the financial facility. Cashman PMK Shane Norman admits that
Cashman simply waited to hear from Angelo rather than contacting authorities immediately or
taking further steps to protect jtself, By the time Cashman did contact Mojave, it could not stop
payment on its check:

Q. But as the eredit manager for Cashman, do you have something that you typically do
when a sitvation atises like this?

A, Well, this is not a typical situation, to be honest with you. We don't have checks of
this magnitude bounce that T can over secall, Orbounce, Iguess fhat's not the right word., Or
stop payment. Become nonsufﬁcicnt — or not ~ don't yiold funds, [Jow's that? That's probably
the best word, That's what we did is we went after - divectly after A;lgelﬁ Carvalho and {ried
to et Mojave to put a stop payment on their check to him,

Q. But by the time you did that, it was too late, wasn't i{?

A. Yeah, They said it wasn't possible.“T

Thus, Cashman consistently presents themselves as the pitiful aggrieved party, but nust

take some responsibility for its own failure Lo act al every stage of this transaction.

15 1d.
% 74, 1.51, LL. 1023,
17 14, P. 43, LL. 13-24.

13775-121945694
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Finaliy; upon information and belief, Cashman also falled to obtain property loss or a
criminal policy to protect ilself from any party absconding with its funds.'® Rather than seck out
the appropuiate relief fiom insurance or the perpetrator, Cashman conties to reach for
Mojave’s pockets and chase causes of action without any substantial evidence. Consequently,
Casliman should be held responsible for the attorney’s fees paid. Cashman perpetually holds the
entire project hostage, because it will mot complete the work agfeed to without additional
payment and without a supportable claim, Rather than work with the City to complete the City
Hall and keep its patrons safe, Cashman would rather hold ont for its money, despite the fact that
Mojave has bonded around the work to be performed, outside of the Lien.

Obviously, Cashman considets itself first and foremost and will stop at nothing to force
Mojave and the City’s hands.

I, CONCLUSION

Cashman’s Lien must be expunged as it has not completed the work and hias not properly
served its Pre-Lien pursuant to Nevada law. Alernatively, the Lien shonld be reduced to reflect
I
i
i
i

18 T date, this testimony has not yet been confitmed despite numerous attempis. Cashman has agreed to provide a
third FMK for this information.

.9
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108.2275(6)(a) and (0.

15T75-72/945694

actual and lienable work performed in the amount of $329.00. The current Lien is excessive and

Defendants ate entifled to attorney’s fees and costs incurred in bringing this motion wler NRS

Dated this 5{ ’z % day of September, 2012.

COTTON DRIGGS, WALCH,
HOLLEY, WOLOSON & THOMPSON

Mpage

BRIAN W. BOSCHEL, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 7612
SHEMILLY A. BRISCOE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9985

400 South Fourth Street, Third ¥loor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

e ——

Attorneys for Defendants West Edna, Ltd., dba
Mojave Eleciric, Western Surely Company, The
Whiting Turner Contracting Company and
Fideltiy and Deposit Company of Maryland,
Travelers Casually and Surety Company of
America, Counterclaimant and Crossclaimant

-10-
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that, on the / 4 day of September, 2012 and pursuant {0
NRCP 5(b), I deposited for mailing in the U.S. Mail a true and correct copy of the foregoing
MOTION TO EXPUNGE OR REDUCE MECHANIC’S LIEN, postage prepaid and addressed

10

Jennifer R, Lloyd-Robinson, Esq.

Marisa L. Maskas, Esq.
PEZZILLO ROBINSON

6725 Via Austi Pakway, Suite 290

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Atiorneys for Plaintiff

Fdward Coleman, Esq.

COLEMAN LAW ASSOCIATES

8275 S. Bastern, Suite 200
1as Vegas, Nevada 89123

Attorneys for Defendatt Janel Rennie aka Janel Carvalho

Keen L. Fllsworth, Esq.

FLLSWORTH & BENNION, CHTD.
777 N. Rainbow Blvd,, Snite 270

Ias Vegas, Nevada 891047

Attorneys for Element Iron and Design

15715-720945694

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

m,ploycé of Cofton, Driggs, Walel,
olley, Woloson & Thompson
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Puen: $16.00

{6 Fea: $0.00

0pf22/2014 10:62:02 AM
APDR 139343110210 ' 2::?5:&;5 e
Recording Reguested Byt PEZZILLD ROBINSON
Tennifor B Tloyd-Rablusen, Bsg. Recorded By: MBH Pge:2
Pezzillo Rebinson N DEBBIE CONWAY

§150 Via Ausl Pralowny, Sulte, 170

imat i 201106220002156

“Las Vesnns, Nevada 89119

{TICE OF L . '

Thonndoxsigned, Cashman Banipment Compaay (“Lien Clalmant”), elaims & Hen wpon.

{hw propeity deseribed in i sioilos for watk, Fratertals, or equipment furlshed or to be

fumished for fe lmprovement of the property:

1,  The amountoffhe origlual confract 18} $755,§93.89.
5. 7Thetoal amount of all additional or oban ged wark, materiale and equipion if
. anyde 30 : ‘
M2 " ho total aoount of a1l pymonte vecelved fo daie Is: 50,
4, Theamounof the Hten, afier deduoting all just oredits and offsets, is
-§755,893.89, '
5, 'Fie namo of the owmex, Hkoown, ofthe property Is: RO/LW Vegas LLC and
LWTIC Suceessor LLC, cat of Forest City Baterpiises,
6. Thenaue ofthe pxson by whom the Lien Clafmantwas employed of to whom
: 1ho Yden Cigimant farnighed ot agvend to farnioh work, matednls or equipment is:
Cem Consulfing, fne, S
7, A blostatemont of fhe torms of paymont of the L Claimnnt’s contract bs: Lien
. Claiment wee 1o be pald ypon delivery. oo .
8. A desorlption of the properly to bo oharged with fhe Hen ist 5188, 1* 5, Los
Vogas, Movada, A nscesoi’s Peree] Number 139-34-311-021.
Datedd; Jane 21,2011 Caghmdn Bquiprent Company

By:

8 31%7?4{, Credit Manages

CLARK COUNTY RECORDER

CASHO2T
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STATE CENEVADA g

COUNTY OF CLARK, )
T, Shane Nomman, bulng first duly swora on path, accordlng to law, deposcs and eays:

55:

T havo read the forogoing Notioo of Lien, Kknow the contents thereof and state that fhe

satne Je fue of my owi personst knowledpge, oxcept irope matters stated vpon information and
helief, and, 28 to those matiors, 1 beleve them ip i tue, / . :

: ?ﬁnﬁﬁ&

.

BURSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me

thisc Q4 dny of “Sané.. o200

N"“;oz-rg'ﬁv' PUBm;. iLn am%d i oty wishis : N

3 TGRRE
$ GO ol il

Ry

GASHDZS
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CRSHNAN  RQUITHEHT COMRINY

i msl'.’gmeli:l CAl CONSTICENG
3 k [
H I?::f’:‘jéar.; pITY OF LAG VEGAS NEN LY HALL
i Beo I AB306643-BHR2- 1ZER-ABG-10608B G 42010
i dop 1 BL23§701

aaph &b, tose Fhwy
Covl Hood

RENDEROOH, BV 4DR52
) © NOETCH OF RISHT L0 LTEN (PRIVATE WORK}
. [(Navads Reviesd Htubues}
o1 DHNDR O BERUTER QRHER

- ©93 GEHERM, UQHPRACTOR
HOUAVE BLRCGIRYD IHOC P IR VEGAS BLC -

ATEE W HACIENDA AVE 50 PUBLIG M-wm FLalg
LAS VIoAs, Y BOLLD-ZBOY . OUEYETRND, DY 441%3-AR02

ghe undersigned noblfity you that he hag supplied me.tenin‘ls op parformed work ox eexvioes "gon

Anprovenent of your keal propaxhy ez follovs) Ryulpment Rentil. The proddot  is  ooxmonky  known
agl CYEY (F LRE VEGR HEN JEmX M. The projest 1s located ats 483 TMAXN STHERR, &h

VEGAE, NV BI1OL.

The pexson contracking for sald Iukor ow watexlals lor
xag VEGhS, NV 09030-1823,

said labox, waterisls or sewvioes Wors Lirst faend

QY COMPUNTERG, 2674 CIVIU DENIER BBy L

shad or warked pexforned on o /etf 2014,

mhis b not § nobica dhab dhe wmdataigasd hmg nob or domn nek expouk  to be pald, huk @ notlas
waruized by luw bhat the undexeigned muy, 8% & fntpra dats, claim B lien as providad by lad  againsh
the proporty &f the underaignad o nob pald,

REPURST 14 HEHERY MADE thal the Opser of Fubiic Enidty, pur:auan!t: 4o Hevada's Mechapla's Blon
Beatitos gonve on e Undereipgned, by conbitiod meil, & qapy o coplod off Any pnd &%) Holdess of
Compiletlon thy Opnex oy pubide Enbdty, ibs agenbs on iko spelgne, SRS % bhs wooordnd wAth Ehe
Oounty Neotidan's (#£ink where the proparty Lo logntsd wilh sohpash to the imprevanante to ko medas,

T deglaze thet T & ankherlzed Lo £13¢ thls lalm op behalf of the oladmont. T have woad  ihe
Forsgolng doswnent and knoy the oontents theraef; vhe sams is Lxue of my own  knowledie. T dealara
under pehatiy of pexjury that the foregoing is trua and oomrack. Breouted et HENDERAOW, Neyada of

D4750/2b11 fox cgﬁ;ﬁ:&‘;ﬁé‘ﬁfﬁg %\:%!GE‘.

Propasad byl - .
il GALLRGOH, MECRESENTATIVE FOR; COREOLE HANRGEMENT Mﬂgémnou Bhoney {702} 258-2622 Faxs (10;1

2559808

. PROOY OF SERVIQR BY MBIL AFFIDAVLT

T doolare-thut I geresd x copy of the above dooument, apd zny xelated documents, by certifled or
yawkatared mafl, Sosbage prepald, o other eociified doliveny, addrosssd to the abuya nened

- paxtles, al the addresges 1isted abuve, on 04/20/2011, T deckare undex ponuliy of perjury that the

¥pragoing 15 txue and corveal, Broouted al’ HERDEROON, Hevadi on 0422072081,

i s
Prepaxed: byl 1 & PLING GEFN]GE ‘
TUPE GRUKEGGS, ERTARIVE TOR, CHRDLY HANACSHERT ASBOUERXON o

Aty MO LERmEE, BURRYY OB HORDENG €O, ’ ]

CASHO13
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

CASHMAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY,
a Nevada corporation,

Appellant,
VS.

WEST EDNA ASSOCIATES, LTD., dba
MOJAVE ELECTRIC, a Nevada
corporation; WESTERN SURETY
COMPANY, a surety; THE WHITING
TURNER CONTRACTING
COMPANY, a Maryland corporation;
FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY
OF MARYLAND, a surety;
TRAVELERS CASUALTY AND
SURETY COMPANY OF AMERICA, a
surety; QH LAS VEGAS LLC, a foreign
limited liability company; PQ LAS
VEGAS, LLC, a foreign limited liability
company; LW T 1 C SUCCESSOR LLC,
an unknown limited liability company;
FC/LW VEGAS, a foreign limited
liability company;

Respondents.

_ Electronically Filed
Case No: 664523, 17 2015 01:09 p.m.
Case No: 61715Tracie K. Lindeman
Case No: 65819Clerk of Supreme Court

A642583 &
A653029

District Court Case Nos.:

TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR JOINT APPENDIX

- CHRONOLOGICAL & ALPHABETICAL -

Volume 30 of 32

Docket 61715 Document 2015-18549
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Nevada Bar No. 10928
Pezzillo Lloyd

6725 Via Austi Pkwy., Suite 290

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attorneys for Appellant

Brian W. Boschee, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7612

William N. Miller, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 11658

Holley, Driggs, Walch, Puzey & Thompson

400 S. Fourth St., 3" FI.
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112

Case Appeal 09/11/2014 32
Statement

JA0007830-33

29

Cashman’s Answer 07/20/2012 2
to Counterclaim

JA000359-63

80

Cashman’s Motion 05/31/2013 10
for Award of
Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS 108.2275

JA0002414-40

37

Cashman’s Motion 08/29/2012 2
for
Reconsideration of
Order Granting in
Part
Counterclaimants’
Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes or

JA000439-66
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Alternatively
Motion for
Clarification and
Request for OST

67

Cashman’s Motion 02/25/2013
for Summary
Judgment on the
Payment Bond

Claim

JA0001356-
1520

45

Cashman’s Motion 09/28/2012
to Stay or Suspend
Order Granting in
Part
Counterclaimants’
Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes or
Alternatively
Motion for
Clarification and
Request for OST

JA000858-84

43

Cashman’s 09/19/2012
Opposition to
Defendants’
Motion for
Summary
Judgment of Surety
Payment and
License Bond

Claims

3-4

JA000704-853

49

Cashman’s 10/25/2012
Opposition to

Defendants’

JA000905-1039
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Motion to Expunge
or Reduce
Mechanic’s Lien

30

Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion for
Injunctive Relief or
Writ of Possession

07/26/2012

JA000364-97

21

Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion for
Summary
Judgment

04/23/2012

JA000204-61

68

Cashman’s
Opposition to QH
Las Vegas, LLC,
PQ Las Vegas,
LLC, LWTIC
Successor, LLC,
and FC/LW Vegas
Motion to Dismiss,
or in the
alternative, Motion
for Summary
Judgment

03/06/2013

JA0001521-
1664

83

Cashman’s Reply
in Motion for
Award of
Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS 108.2275

07/02/2013

10

JA0002475-87

55

Cashman’s Reply
in support of
Countermotion for
Summary

11/02/2012

JA0001088-
1101
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Judgment

98

Cashman’s Reply
in Support of
Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees

05/05/2014

31

JA0007708-13

72

Cashman’s Reply
to its Motion for
Summary
Judgment on the
Payment Bond
Claim

04/05/2013

JA0002066-94

48

Cashman’s Reply
to its Motion to
Stay or Suspend
Order Granting in
Part
Counterclaimants’
Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes or
Alternatively
Motion for
Clarification and
Request for OST

10/22/2012

JA000891-904

10

Cashman’s
Response to
Mojave’s
Counterclaim

11/21/2011

JA000100-03

85

Cashman’s
Response to
Mojave’s
Counterclaim
(Filed in A653029)

09/12/2013

10

JA0002491-95
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70

Cashman’s 03/18/2013
Supplement to its
Countermotion for
Summary
Judgment on its
Payment Bond and
Mechanic’s Lien

Claims

JA0001783-
1893

63

Certificate of 01/17/2013
Service for Fourth
Amended

Complaint

JA0001204-05

Complaint 06/03/2011

JA00001- 9

11

Complaint (Filed 12/09/2011

in A653029)

JA000104-11

28

Counterclaimants’ 07/18/2012
Motion for
Mandatory
Injunction to
Procure Codes on
OST or in the
Alternative
Application for

Writ of Possession

JA000332-58

104

Decision and Order 08/04/2014

32

JA00O0/777-81

27

Defendants’ 06/28/2012
Answer to Third
Amended

Complaint,

JA000305-31

-XXVii-




PEZZILLO LLOYD

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Counterclaim, and
Cross Claim

20

Defendants’
Motion for
Summary
Judgment

03/09/2012

JA000150-203

38

Defendants’
Motion for
Summary
Judgment of Surety
Payment and
License Bond
Claims

08/30/2012

JA000467-98

41

Defendants’
Motion to Expunge
or Reduce
Mechanic’s Lien

09/17/2012

JA000620-700

69

Defendants’
Opposition to
Cashman’s Motion
for Summary
Judgment on the
Payment Bond
Claim

03/15/2013

7-8

JA0001665-
1782

46

Defendants’
Opposition to
Cashman’s Motion
to Stay or Suspend
Order Granting in
Part
Counterclaimants’
Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes or
Alternatively

10/01/2012

JA000885-89
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Clarification and
Request for OST

23

Defendants’ Reply
to Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion for
Summary
Judgment

05/02/2012

JA000266-75

71

Defendants’
Supplement to
Motion to Expunge
Lien and
Opposition to
Motion for
Summary
Judgment as to
Lien and Bond
Claims

04/02/2012

8-9

JA0001894-
2065

89

Defendants’ Trial
Brief

01/16/2014

11

JA0002506-33

Errata to Amended
Answer to Second
Amended
Complaint,
Counterclaim and
Crossclaim

11/10/2011

JA00098-99

110

Errata to Notice of
Entry of Order
Denying
Cashman’s
Request for Costs
Pursuant to NRS
18.020

09/02/2014

32

JA0007804-12
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Complaint

99 Findings of Fact 05/05/2014 31 JA0007714-29
and Conclusions of
Law
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Law Based upon
Counterclaimants
Motion to Procure
Codes
Complaint
Memorandum

92 Joint Trial Exhibit 01/21/2014 11 JA0002580-82
Index

92 .J01 Joint Trial Exhibits 01/21/2014 11- JA0002583-
27 6552
to
92.J65

Costs and
Disbursements

94 Motion for Relief 03/20/2014 29 JA0007099-
Pursuant to NRCP 7112
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60(b) and Motion
for Attorneys’ Fees
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to NRS Ch. 108
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Motion to Amend
Complaint

10/31/2012

JA0001040-76

12

Motion to
Consolidate
(re: Case
A653029)

01/11/2012

JA000112-18

93

Non-Jury Trial
Transcripts (for
January 21, 2014
through January
24, 2014)

01/31/2014

21-
29

JA0006553-
7098

40

Notice of Appeal

09/13/2012

JA00610-19

102

Notice of Appeal

05/30/2014

32

JA0007751-72

111

Notice of Appeal

09/02/2014

32

JA0007813-29

105

Notice of Entry of
Decision and Order

08/13/2014

32

JA0007782-88

76

Notice of Entry of
Defendants’
Motion for
Summary
Judgment of Surety
Payment and
License Bond
Claims and
Cashman’s
Countermotion for

05/06/2013

10

JA0002390-95
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Judgment

100

Notice of Entry of
Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of
Law

05/06/2014

31

JA0007730-47

35

Notice of Entry of
Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of
Law Based upon
Counterclaimants
Motion to Procure
Codes

08/13/2012

JA000417-22

107

Notice of Entry of
Judgment

08/21/2014

32

JA0007792-96

77

Notice of Entry of
Order Denying
Cashman’s Motion
for Summary
Judgment on
Defendants’
Payment Bond
Claim

05/06/2013

10

JA0002396-
2401

109

Notice of Entry of
Order Denying
Cashman’s
Request for Costs
Pursuant to NRS
18.020

09/02/2014

32

JA0007799-
7804

26

Notice of Entry of
Order Denying
Defendants’

05/25/2012

JA000300-04
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Motion for
Summary
Judgment without
Prejudice

78

Notice of Entry of
Order Denying
Mojave’s Motion
to Expunge or
Reduce
Mechanic’s Lien

05/06/2013

10

JA0002402-07

79

Notice of Entry of
Order Denying QH
Las Vegas, LLC,
PQ Las Vegas,
LLC, LWTIC
Successor, LLC,
and FC/LW Vegas
Motion to Dismiss,
or in the
alternative, Motion
for Summary
Judgment

05/06/2013

10

JA0002408-13

87

Notice of Entry of
Order Granting
Cashman’s Motion
for Award of
Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS 108.2275

09/24/2013

10-
11

JA0002498-
2502

25

Notice of Entry of
Order Granting
Cashman’s Motion
to Amend
Complaint

05/25/2012

JA000295-99
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52

Notice of Entry of 11/02/2012
Order Granting
Cashman’s Motion
to Stay or Suspend
Order Granting in
Part Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to

Procure Codes

JA0001079-83

60

Notice of Entry of 01/09/2013
Order Granting
Motion to Amend

Complaint

JA0001149-53

16

Notice of Entry of 02/02/2012
Order Granting
Motion to
Consolidate (Filed

in A653029)

JA000129-34

114

Notice of Entry of 05/11/2015
Stipulation and
Order for
Dismissal of
Defendants
Fidelity and
Deposit Company
of Maryland and
Travelers Casualty
and Surety
Company of
America with
Prejudice

32

JA0007837-42

S7

Notice of Posting
Bond

11/07/2012

JAO001112-16
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44

Notice of Posting
Cost Bond

09/19/2012

JA000854-57

33

Notice of Posting
Security Bond

08/09/2012

JA000407-13

82

Opposition to
Cashman’s Motion
for Award of
Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS 108.2275

06/20/2013

10

JA0002462-74

39

Opposition to
Cashman’s Motion
for
Reconsideration of
Order Granting in
Part Counter-
claimants’ Motion
for Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes or
Alternatively
Motion for
Clarification and
Request for OST

09/07/2012

2-3

JA000499-609

96

Opposition to
Motion for Relief
Pursuant to NRCP
60(b) and Motion
for Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS Ch. 108

04/15/2014

30-
31

JA0007360-
7693

58

Opposition to
Motion to Amend
Complaint

11/19/2012

JAO001117-26
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108

Order Denying
Cashman’s
Request for Costs
Pursuant to NRS
18.020

09/02/2014

32

JA0007797-98

86

Order Granting
Cashman’s Motion
for Award of
Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS 108.2275

09/20/2013

10

JA0002496-97

o1

Order Granting
Cashman’s Motion
to Stay or Suspend
Order Granting in
Part Motion for
Preliminary
Injunction to
Procure Codes

11/02/2012

JA0001077-78

75

Order
Rescheduling
Pretrial/Calendar
Call

04/17/2013

10

JA0002388-89

18

Order Setting Civil
Non-Jury Trial,
Pre-Trial/Calendar
Call

02/21/2012

JA000145-46

32

Order Setting Civil
Non-Jury Trial,
Pre-Trial/Calendar
Call

08/06/2012

JA000405-06
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23
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25
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28

84

Order Setting Civil 09/06/2013
Non-Jury Trial,
Pre-Trial/Calendar

Call

10

JA0002488-90

88

Order Setting Civil 10/1/2013
Non-Jury Trial,
Pre-Trial/Calendar
Call

11

JA0002503-05

90

Plaintiff’s Trial 01/16/2014

Brief

11

JA0002534-59

66

QH Las Vegas, 02/07/2013
LLC, PQ Las
Vegas, LLC,
LWTIC Successor,
LLC, and FC/LW
Vegas Motion to
Dismiss, or in the
alternative, Motion
for Summary

Judgment

5-6

JA0001241-
1355

74

QH Las Vegas, 04/05/2013
LLC, PQ Las
Vegas, LLC,
LWTIC Successor,
LLC, and FC/LW
Vegas Reply to
their Motion to
Dismiss, or in the
alternative, Motion
for Summary

Judgment

10

JA0002102-
2387

81

QH Las Vegas, PQ 06/11/2013
Las Vegas, LWITC
Successor and

FC/LW Vegas’

10

JA0002441-61
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23
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25
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28

Answer to Fourth
Amended
Complaint

59

Reply in Support
of Motion to
Amend Complaint

12/17/2012

JA0001127-48

31

Reply to
Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion for
Injunctive Relief or
Writ of Possession

07/31/2012

JA000398-404

97

Reply to
Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion for Relief
Pursuant to NRCP
60(b) and Motion
for Attorneys’ Fees
and Costs Pursuant
to NRS Ch. 108

04/23/2014

31

JA0007694-
7707

56

Reply to
Cashman’s
Opposition to
Motion to Expunge
or Reduce
Mechanic’s Lien

11/02/2012

JA0001102-11

15

Scheduling Order

01/31/2012

JA000126-28

Second Amended
Complaint

09/30/2011

JA00034-50

113

Stipulation and
Order for

05/08/2015

32

JA0007834-36

-XXXVili-




PEZZILLO LLOYD

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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27

28

Dismissal of
Defendants
Fidelity and
Deposit Company
of Maryland and
Travelers Casualty
and Surety
Company of
America with
Prejudice

73 Supplement to 04/05/2013
Cashman’s
Supplement to its
Countermotion for
Summary
Judgment on its
Payment Bond and
Mechanic’s Lien

JA0002095-
2101

Claims

24 Third A_mended 05/24/2012 JA000276-94
Complaint

36 Transcript of 08/22/2012 JA000423-38

Proceedings for
August 3, 2012

62 Transcript of 01/11/2013
Proceedings for
November 9, 2012

JA0001173-
1203
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