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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Acceptance of Service filed on April 24, 2014 1 14 

3 Acceptance of Service Filed on November 6, 2015 2 394 

4 Amended Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 23, 2016 46 9032-9148 

5 Answer to Complaint for Divorce and Counterclaim 1 19-24 

6 
filed on November 24, 2014 

Case Appeal Statement filed on August 23, 2016 44 8590-8593 
7 

Case Appeal Statement, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9287-9290 
8 

Case Cross-Appeal Statement filed on September 21, 2016 46 9028-9031 
9 

Case Cross-Appeal Statement, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9298-9301 
10 

11 
Certificate of Service filed on March 2, 2015 1 66 

12 
Certificate of Service filed on June 2, 2015 1 85-86 

13 
Certificate of Service filed on January 25, 2016 4 712 

14 
Certificate of Service filed on June 21, 2016 42 8082 

15 
Certificate of Service filed on September 14, 2016 45 8704-8802 

I 

16 Certification of Copy of Exhibits Presented at the 2/23/16- 10 1876-1894 
2/26/16 Non-Jury Trial, dated December 8, 2016 

17 Certification of Copy Clerks List 41 7980-7983 

18 
Complaint for Divorce filed on December 13, 2013 1 1-6 

19 
Defendant's Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8415-8473 

20 
Defendant, Dennis Kogod's, Reply to Plaintiffs, Gabrielle 1 151-178 

21 Cioffi-Kogod's, Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 
Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition 

22 and for a Protective Order Prohibiting or Limiting the 
deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner and Opposition to 

23 Plaintiffs Countermotion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed on 
June 25, 2015 

24 
Defendant's Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum 1 87-110 

25 and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner filed on 

26 June 11, 2015 

27 Defendant's Exhibits Vol. I: 33 6161-7979 

28 I I II 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit D- Teichner Accounting Rebuttal Expert 33 6162-6209 

3 
Disclosure Dated: January 25, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit F- Teichner Accounting Sur-Rebuttal 33 6210-6215 
4 Report Dated: February 15, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit S- Bank of America Joint Checking 33 6216-6223 

6 
Account Ending 6446 Statement From December 1, 2015 to 
December 31, 2015 

7 Defendant's Exhibit T- Bank of America Checking Account 33 6224-6229 

8 
ending in O 129 Statement from December 1, 2015 to December 
31,2015 

9 Defendant's Exhibit U- Wells Fargo Complete Advantage 33 6230-6239 

10 
Checking Account Ending 5 3 97 Statement from January 9, 
2016 to February 5, 2016 

11 Defendant's Exhibit V- Wells Fargo PMA Account ending 8870 33 6240-6242 

12 
Statement from January 9, 2016 to February 5, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit W- UBS Trust- Fee Base ending 743 33 6243-6252 
Statement From January 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit X- UBS Checking ending 745 Statement 33 6253-6264 

15 
for January 2016 

16 
Defendant's Exhibit Y- UBS Trust-PWS/GAM ending 134 33 6265-6282 
Statement for January 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit Z- UBS Stock Option ending 999 Statement 33 6283-6290 

18 for January 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit AA- Merrill Lynch Ending 588 Statement 33 6291-6360 
from December O 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

20 
Defendant's Exhibit BB- UBS Trust-Fee Base ending 43 34 6361-6368 

21 Statement for January 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibit CC- Fidelity Dignity Health Statement 34 6369-6372 
from January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit DD- Davita Retirement Plan Statement 34 6373-6375 

24 from January 1, 2016 to January 31, 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit EE- Davita Retirement Savings Plan 
Statement from October 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

34 6376-6378 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit LL- UBS Premier Variable Credit Line 34 6379-6384 

27 ending 027 Statement for January 2016 

28 I II I 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit MM- American Express Centurion 34 6385-6396 

3 
Account ending 3005 

Defendant's Exhibit NN- American Express Platinum Account 34 6397-6401 
4 ending 2003 Statement from January 18, 2016 to February 6, 

2016 
5 

Defendant's Exhibit 00- American Express Platinum Account 34 6402-6406 
6 ending 9008 Statement from January 25, 2016 to February 23, 

2016 
7 

Defendant's Exhibit PP- Master Card Account ending 1588 34 6407-6412 
8 Statement From January 07, 2016 to February 06, 2016 

9 Defendant's Exhibit QQ- Wells Fargo Account ending 1032 34 6413-6419 

10 
Statement from December 16, 2015 to January 15, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit RR- Banana Republic Account ending 4713 34 6420-6423 
11 Statement from December 4, 2015 to January 4, 2016 

12 Defendant's Exhibit SS- Discover Account ending in 4205 34 6424-6427 

13 
Statement from November 12, 2015 to December 11, 2015 

14 
Defendant's Exhibit TT- Kohls Account ending in 557 Statement 34 6428 
from November 7, 2015 to December 7, 2015 

15 Defendant's Exhibit UU- Merrill Lynch Account ending 9677 34 6429-6431 

16 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 12, 2015 

17 Defendant's Exhibit VV- Nordstorm Account ending 992 34 6432-6436 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 13, 2015 

18 Defendant's Exhibit WW- TJX Rewards Account ending 6951 34 6437-6439 

19 Statement from December 1, 2015 to January 1, 2016 

20 Defendant's Exhibit XX- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form 34 6440-6456 
for Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod, Filed February 25, 2015 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit AAA- Email from Eugene to Dennis 34 6457-6459 

22 Dated: February 12, 2012 

23 Defendant's Exhibit BBB- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6460-6464 
Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: House 

24 
Defendant's Exhibit CCC- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6465-6467 

25 Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: Misc. 

26 Defendant's Exhibit DDD- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6468-6470 
Eugene Cioffi Re: Eugene's Birthday 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit EEE- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6471-6473 

28 Cassandra Cioffi Re: Cassandra's Birthday 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit FFF- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6474-6476 

3 
Stephanie CioffRe: Stephanie's Birthday 

Defendant's Exhibit GGG- Check from Dennis to Escrow of the 34 6477 
4 West Re: 128 N. Edinburch 

5 Defendant's Exhibit HHH- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6478-6496 
Cash 

6 
Defendant's Exhibit III- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6497-6507 

7 Deaner, Deaner, Scann, Malan & Larsen Re: Kogod v. 

8 
De Young #5504-0001 

Defendant's Exhibit KKK- Notice of Entry of Stipulation and 34 6508-6513 
9 Order Filed on August 12, 2015 

10 Defendant's Exhibit LLL- Email from Dennis to Gabrielle 34 6514-6515 

11 
Dated: December 8, 2011 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit NNN- Plaintiffs Sixteenth Supplemental 34 6516-656 
Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2, Served on 

13 
October 22, 2015 

14 
Defendant's Exhibit 000- Gabrielle Kogod's Resume 34 6561-6564 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit PPP- Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's 35 6565-6589 
First Set oflnterrogatories Dated May 18, 2015 

16 Defendant's Exhibit QQQ- Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 35 6590-6597 

17 Second Set oflnterrogatories Served on October 20, 2015 

18 Defendant's Exhibit RRR- Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 35 6598-6603 
Third Set oflnterrogatories Served on October 29, 2015 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit SSS- Confidential Memorandum Limited 35 6604-6683 

20 Partner Interests in New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. Dated: 
February 2012 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit TTT- New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. 35 6684-6706 

22 Supplemental Schedule of Changes in Individual Partner's 
Capital Accounts 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Plaintiff's Eleventh Supplemental 36 6707-6906 

24 Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 Dated: 
September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

25 
Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Continued Plaintiffs Eleventh 37 6907-7034 

26 Supplemental Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 
Dated: September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit VVV - Davita Power Point Regarding 2015 37 7035-7041 

28 Long Term Incentive Program 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit XXX- Davita Cash Performance Award 37 7042-7048 
Agreement, Exhibit B 

3 
Defendant's Exhibit YYY- Email from Radiology Partners 37 7049-7059 

4 regarding 2014 Tax Compliance 

5 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZ- Radiology Partners Member Equity 37 7060 

6 
Statement Dated: July 31, 2015 

Defendant's Exhibit AAAA- Radiology Partners Practice 37 7061-7067 
7 Update, Dated July 31, 2015 

8 Defendant's Exhibit FFFF- Kogod Equity Analysis of Dennis' 37 7068-7070 

9 
outstanding Long-term incentives (Equity Bases and Cash-Based) 
and Explanation 

10 Defendant's Exhibit GGGG- Thomasina Distribution Agreement 37 7071-7126 

11 Defendant's Exhibit HHHH- Pray for Ukraine Agreement 37 7127-7132 

12 
Dated: October 16, 2014 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit IIII- UBS Resource Management account 37 7133-7134 
Ending 899 Statement for February 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit JJJJ- 2015 W-2 issued to Dennis L. Kogod 37 7135-7137 

15 Defendant's Exhibit KKKK- Principle Life Insurance Company 37 7138-7139 

16 
Statement for February 18 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit LLLL- Email from Denise to Dennis Kogod 38 7140 

18 Defendant's Exhibit MMMM- Filing with US Security and 38 7141-7142 
Exchange Commission 

19 
Defendants Exhibit NNNN- Email 2/23/16 Re: Award of76,766 38 7143-7144 

20 Shares And Sale of $33,290 Shares for Tax Purposes 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 0000- Assets & Debt Chart 38 7145-7148 

22 Defendant's Exhibit PPPP- Martial Balance Sheet 38 7149-7151 

23 Defendant's Exhibit QQQQ- Costs & Fees Through 1/31/16 38 7152-7174 

24 Defendant's Exhibit RRRR- Jimmerson Fees 38 7175-7340 

25 Defendant's Exhibit SSSS- Depo of Eugene Cioffi February 39 7341-7450 
05,2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit TTTT- Depo of Stephanie Cioffi February 39 7451-7467 

27 05,2016 

28 Defendant's Exhibit UUUU- 9716 Oak Pass Appraisal 42 8042-8061 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit VVVV- Jennifer Bosco Resume 42 8062 

3 Defendant's Exhibit WWWW- Hollywood Hills Escrow 42 8063 

4 Defendant's Exhibit XXXX-_February 2016 UBS account 39 7468-7474 

5 
summary statement 

Defendant's Exhibit YYYY- February 2016 UBS account 39 7475-7484 
6 statement for Accounts ending 7 4 3 

7 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZZ- February 2016 UBS account 39 7485-7500 

8 
statement for Accounts ending 134 

Defendant's Exhibit 5A- February 2016 UBS account summary 39 7501-7508 
9 statement 

10 Defendant's Exhibit 5B- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7509-7522 

11 
for accounts Ending 745 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit 5C- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7523-7532 
for accounts Ending 899 

13 Defendant's Exhibit 5D- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7533-7540 

14 
for accounts Ending 7 46 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit 5E- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7541-7546 
for accounts Ending 02 7 

16 Defendant's Exhibit 5F- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7547-7552 

17 for accounts Ending 575 

18 Defendant's Exhibit 5G- UBS Account Summary for account 39 7553 
ending 17, Showing no value As of February 26, 2016 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit 5H- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7554-7559 

20 for accounts ending 7 5 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 51- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7560-7567 
accounts ending 7 6 

22 
Defendant's Exhibit 5J- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7568-7577 

23 accounts ending 4 3 

24 Defendant's Exhibit 5K- May 2016 UBS account statement for 
accounts ending 45 

39 757&-7587 

25 
Defendant's Exhibit 5L- May 2016 UBS account statement for 40 7588-7603 

26 accounts ending 34 

27 Defendant's Exhibit 5M- Wells Fargo PMA Package account 40 7604-7613 
ending 5397 Statement from February 1, 2016 through February 

28 29,2016 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit SN- Wells Fargo Checking account ending 40 7614-7616 

3 
8870 Statements from February 6, 2016 through March 7, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit 50- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7617-7620 
4 statements From January 16, 2016 through February 12, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit SP- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7621-7625 

6 
statements From February 13, 2016 through March 15, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SQ- American Express Platinum account 40 7626-7636 
7 ending 9008 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

8 
February 23, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SR- American Express Platinum account 40 7637-7645 
9 ending 9008 Statements from February 24, 2016 through 

10 
March 25, 2016 

11 
Defendant's Exhibit 5S- American Express Centurion account 40 7646-7659 
ending 3005 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

12 
February 14, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit ST- American Express Centurion account 40 7660-7668 
ending 3005 Statements from February 15, 2016 through 

14 
March 16, 2016 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit SU- American Express Optima account 40 7669-7680 
ending 2003 Statements from January 19, 2016 through 

16 
February 16, 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit 5V- American Express Optima account 40 7681-7685 
ending 2003 Statements from February 17, 2016 through 

18 March 18, 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit SW- Master Card Black Card account 40 7686-7691 
ending 1588 Statements from February of 2016 

20 
Defendant's Exhibits 5X- Principle Life Insurance Company 40 7692-7693 

21 Statement of Coverage as of February 26, 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibits SY- Voja DaVita Retirement Savings 40 7694-7696 
Plan statement From 01/01/16 through 03/31/16 

23 
Defendant's Exhibits 5Z- DaVita Gambro Healthcare Executive 40 7697-7699 

24 Retirement Plan Benefit Statement from February of 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit 6A- Cigna Health Savings Plan account 40 7700-7703 
balance of April 24, 2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit 6B- DaVita Stock Award Grant Statement, 40 7704-7705 

27 exercisable as of 06/01/16 

28 Defendant's Exhibit 6C- Documents regarding sale of Ferrari 40 7706-7707 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 25, 2015 1 28-44 

3 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 27, 2015 1 45-65 

4 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on May 29, 2015 1 67-84 

5 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 16, 2016 4 721-738 

6 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 19, 2016 4 819-835 

7 Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations 2 421-424 

8 
filed on January 11, 2016 

Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations filed 4 707-711 
9 on January 22, 2016 

10 Discovery Commissioner's Supplemental Report and 4 843-846 

11 
Recommendations filed on February 22, 2016 

12 
Errata to Pre-Trial Memorandum filed on February 22, 2016 4 841-842 

13 
Errata to Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on 44 8603-8606 
August 30, 2016 

14 Ex-Parte Motion to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 7-11 

15 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 4, 2014 

16 
Ex-Parte Order to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 12-13 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 10, 2014 

17 Ex Parte Request for Leave of Court to File Supplemental 45 8914-8944 

18 Pleading (With Notice) Filed September 21, 2016 

19 Joint Preliminary Injunction filed on May 15, 2014 1 15-16 

20 Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle 2 207-274 
Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with the 

21 Discovery Commissioners Recommendation Regarding Service 
of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

22 on September 14, 2015 

23 Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's Fees and 2 407-420 
Costs filed on December 23, 2015 

24 
Motion in Limine to Exclude Updated Real Estate Appraisals 4 836-840 

25 and Newly Disclosed Rental Values Submitted by Plaintiff filed 
on February 19, 2016 

26 
Motion in Limine to Exclude Defendant's Witness Disclosed 4 847-858 

27 After Deadline to Disclose witnesses and Request for 
Attorney's Fees and Sanctions filed on February 22, 2016 

28 

8 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for 44 8594-8600 

3 
Other Related Relief filed on August 24, 2016 

Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 44 8607-8703 
4 September 13, 2016 

5 Notice of Appeal filed on August 23, 2016 44 8588-8589 

6 Notice of Appeal, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9280-9286 

7 Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 21, 2016 45 8823-8940 

8 Notice of Cross-Appeal, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9291-9297 

9 Notice of Entry of Order filed on August 12, 2015 1 205-206 

10 Notice of Entry filed on November 30, 2015 2 395-399 

11 Notice of Entry of Order filed on December 3, 2015 2 400-404 

12 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8064-8065 

13 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 11, 2016 42 8068-8069 

14 Notice of Entry of Order filed on June 29, 2016 42 8086-8089 

15 Notice of Entry of Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and 44 8474-8587 

16 
Decree of Divorce filed on August 22, 2016 

17 Notice of Entry of Order filed on October 24, 2016 47 9272-9275 

18 Notice of Entry of Order from October 18, 2016 Hearing filed 47 9276-9279 
on December 5, 2016 

19 
Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on August 29, 2016 44 8601-8602 

20 
Objections to Plaintiffs proposed deposition Testimony and 40 7721-7739 

21 Submission of Additional Deposition Testimony filed on 
March 25, 2016 

22 
Opposition to Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold 2 287-335 

23 Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

24 Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs and Countermotion for Sanctions and Attorney's Fees 

25 filed on October 6, 2015 

26 Opposition to Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces 1 111-150 
Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order 

27 Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 
Steiner, and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

28 on June 23, 2015 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Opposition to Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's 3 425-579 
Fees and Costs and Countermotion for Protective Order filed 

3 on January 11, 2016 

4 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for an Order to Show Cause 4 713-720 

5 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt of Court for 
His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction, for 

6 
an Order Limiting Access and Payments from Community 
Accounts, and for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs; and 

7 
Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 
February 8, 2016 

8 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for 42 8090-8153 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's fees and Costs; and Countermotion for 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 8, 2016 

10 Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 46 9167-9174 

11 
October 13, 2016 

12 
Order to Show Cause filed on February 24, 2016 4 859-860 

13 
Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8066-8067 

14 
Order from April 6, 2016 Hearing filed on May 11, 2016 42 8070-8071 

15 
Order filed on June 28, 2016 42 8083-8085 

16 
Order From October 18, 2016 Hearing, filed on December 5, 2016 47 9278-9279 

17 Plaintiffs Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8242-8414 

18 Plaintiffs Ex Parte Motion with Notice for Extension of Time 45 8803-8822 
to File Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 

19 September 15, 2016 

20 Plaintiffs Motion for the Issuance of an Order to Show Cause 4 647-706 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt for his Multiple 

21 Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction; Plaintiffs Motion 
for an Order Limiting the Access and Payments from 

22 Community Accounts filed on January 19, 2016 

23 Plaintiffs Pre Trial Memorandum filed on February 19, 2016 4 780-818 

24 Plaintiffs Exhibit 1- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1896-1912 
February 16, 2016 

25 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 2- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1913-1930 

26 February 16, 2016 

27 Plaintiffs Exhibit 3- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1931-1951 
on May 29, 2015 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 4- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1952-1972 
on February 27, 2015 

3 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 5- 2014 Individual Income Tax Return 10 1973-1980 

4 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 6- 2013 Individual Income Tax Return 11 1981-2241 

5 
Plaintiff Exhibit 7- 2012 Individual Income Tax Returns 12 2242-2378 

6 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 8- 2011 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2379-2427 

7 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 9- 2010 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2428-2456 

8 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 10- 2009 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2457-2489 

9 

10 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 11- 2008 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2490-2515 

11 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 12- 2007 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2516-2542 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 13- 2006 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2543-2572 

13 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 14- 2005 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2573-2595 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 15- 2004 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2596-2612 

15 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 16- 2003 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2613-2627 

16 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 18- Text messages between the parties 14 2629-2772 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 19- Emails between the parties 14 2773-2813 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 20- Text messages between the parties 15 2814-2921 

19 Plaintiff's Exhibit 21- Text messages between the parties 15 2922-2925 

20 Plaintiff's Exhibit 22- Emails between the parties 15 2926-2962 

21 Plaintiff's Exhibit 23- Emails between the parties 15 2963-3040 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 24- Text messages between the parties 15 3041-3048 

23 Plaintiff's Exhibit 25- Text messages between the parties 15 3049-3061 

24 Plaintiff's Exhibit 26- Proposed Community Property 
Distribution Worksheet 

15 3062-3063 

25 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 54- Jenny Allen's Curriculum Vitae and 16 3064-3066 

26 List of Cases 

27 Plaintiff's Exhibit 55- Index of documents in Support of 16 3067-3121 
Spreadsheets in Anthem Forensic's Reports 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 56 Anthem Forensics' Expert Witness Report 16 3122-3232 

3 Plaintiffs Exhibit 57- Anthem Forensics' Supplemental Expert 17 3233-3368 

4 
Witness Report 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 58- Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 17 3369-3402 
5 for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report 

6 Plaintiffs Exhibit 59- Email from Joe Leauanae to Daniel 17 3403-3404 

7 
Marks, Esq. 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 60- Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 17 3405-3409 
8 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 61- Transactions that comprise the "adjusted" 18 3410-3549 
9 column on Exhibit 6 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 62- Withdrawals and checks written to cash - 18 3550 

11 
Gabrielle Kogod 

12 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 63- Anthem Forenscics' Response to 18 3551-3578 
Rebuttal Report 

13 Plaintiffs Exhibit 65- Anthem Forensics' Supporting 19 3579-3640 

14 
Documentation for Facts set fourth in The February 5, 2016 
Report 

15 Plaintiffs Exhibit 69- Joint Preliminary Injunction Order 19 3641-3642 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 71- Settlement Statement for 1077 6 19 3643 

17 Wilshire Boulevard, Unit 604, California 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 72- Spreadsheet showing expenses for 19 3644-3674 
Khapsalis and children From May 2014 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 73- Spreadsheet showing updated Outflows 19 3675 

20 greater than $10,000 Since Anthem's December 15, 2015 Report 
based on updated statements provided by Dennis 

21 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 74- Spreadsheet showing Outflows more than 19 3676 

22 $10,000 Since May, 2014 

23 Plaintiffs Exhibit 75- Spreadsheet showing payments to or on 19 3677-3678 
behalf of Dennis' Family Members since May, 2014 

24 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 76- Spreadsheet showing payments to 19 3679-3682 

25 Jennifer Steiner since September, 2014 

26 Plaintiffs Exhibit 77- Email from Bob Gehlen dated November 19 3683-3685 
25,2015 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 78- Email from Dennis to Robert Gehlen 19 3686-3690 

28 dated December 8, 2015 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 79- Email from Ms. V arshney to Mr. Marks 19 3691-3696 

3 
and Ms. Young re: Dennis Not adding Gabrielle to the UBS 
Account dated December 2, 2015 

4 Plaintiffs Exhibit 80- Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena 19 3697-3720 

5 
Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective 
Order Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 

6 
Steiner filed on June 11, 2015 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 87- Letter from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3721-3725 
7 re: Deficiencies in documents From DaVita dated October 1, 

2015 
8 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 88- Letter from Mr. Jimmerson to Mr. Smith 19 3726 
9 re: Dennis' intent to sell stock Options dated June 12, 2015 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 89- Letter from Mr. Smith to Mr. Marks re: 19 3727-3729 

11 
Sale of Dennis' Stock Options Dated August 14, 2015 

12 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 90- Letter from Mr. Marks to Mr. Smith re: 19 3730-3731 
Subpoena to DaVita jeopardizing Dennis' position dated 

13 
September 2, 2015 

14 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 91- 2008 Annual Proxy Statement 19 3732-3807 

15 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 92- 2009 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3808-3873 

16 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 93- 2010 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3874-3959 

17 Plaintiffs Exhibit 94- 2011 Annual Proxy Statement 21 3960-4081 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 95- 2012 Annual Proxy Statement 21 4082-4202 

19 Plaintiffs Exhibit 96- 2013 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4203-4298 

20 Plaintiffs Exhibit 97- 2014 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4299-4432 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 98- 2015 Annual Proxy Statement 23 4433-4526 

22 Plaintiffs Exhibit 100- Radford J. Smith, Chartered's Billing 23 4527-4560 
Statements 

23 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 101- Marc Herman's Billing Statements 23 4561 

24 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 102- Anthem Forensic' s Billing Statements 23 4562-4627 

25 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 103- Clark Barthol's Billing Statements 23 4628 

26 
4629-4691 Plaintiffs Exhibit 107- Nadya Khapsalis' Facebook printout 24 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 111- Plaintiffs Third Set of Interrogatories 24 4692-4709 

28 to Defendant 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 113- Plaintiffs Fourth Set oflnterrogatories 24 4710-4717 
to Defendant 

3 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 116- Plaintiffs Sixth Set of Interrogatories 24 4718-4761 

4 to Defendant 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 118- Summary of emails prepared by Plaintiff 24 4762-4765 

6 Plaintiffs Exhibit 119- 2011 Tax Return 24 4766-4767 

7 Plaintiffs Exhibit 120- 2012 Tax Return 24 4768-4772 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 121- 2013 Tax Return 24 4773-4780 

9 Plaintiffs Exhibit 122- 2014 Tax Return 24 4781-4784 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 123- Kogod equity analysis 24 4785 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 124- Dist. Comm prop as of February 2016 24 4786-4788 

12 Plaintiffs Exhibit 125- 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts of 25 4789-5065 

13 
Deposition of Nadyane Khapsalis Ko god 

14 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 125- Continued 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts 26 5066-5170 
of Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

15 Plaintiffs Exhibit 126- 9/15/15 Deposition of Patricia Murphy 27 5171-5305 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 127- 9/26/15 Deposition of Mitchell Ko god 28 5306-5498 

17 Plaintiffs Exhibit 128- 9/25/15 Deposition of Marsha Kogod 29 5499-5592 

18 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 129- 9/25/15 Deposition of Sheldon Ko god 29 5593-5745 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 130- 9/26/15 Deposition of Dana Kogod 30 5746-5832 

20 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 131- 12/10/15 Deposition of Jennifer Crute 31 5833-6019 

21 Steiner 

22 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132- Gabrielle's Ann Taylor Loft X5363 32 6020-6023 
dated February 22, 2016 

23 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-2- Marc Herman's Curriculum Vitae 41 7984 

24 
41 7985-8021 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-5- Gabrielle's expert, Mr. Marc 

25 Herman's updated Appraisal dated January 30, 2016 

26 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-6- Dennis' expert, Ms. Jennifer L. 41 8022-8041 
Bosco's appraisal Dated March 7, 2016 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 133- Gabrielle's Banana Republic Luxe 32 6024-6026 

28 X4713 Dated March 4, 2016 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 134- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6027-6029 
dated February 11, 2016 

3 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 135- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6030-6033 

4 dated March 11, 2016 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 136- Gabrielle's Kohl's Card X2557 32 6034-6036 

6 
Dated January 7, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 137- Gabrielle's Kohl Statement X2557 32 6037-6039 
7 dated February 5, 2016 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 138- Gabrielle's American Express 32 6040-6042 

9 
Statement X9677 dated February 12, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 139- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6043-6048 
10 dated February 11, 2016 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 140- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6049-6052 

12 
dated March 13, 2016 

13 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 141- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X0129 32 6053-6058 
Statement dated March 1, 2016 through March 31, 2016 

14 Plaintiffs Exhibit 142- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X6446 32 6059-6066 

15 
Statement Dated February 29, 2016 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 143- Bank of America Merrill Lynch primary 32 6067-6124 
account 7GS-10588 dated February 29, 2016 (also includes 

17 secondary accounts 7GS-10637, 7GS-10588, 7GS-10093) 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 144- Gabrielle's UBS account FN-20329 GM 32 6125-6132 
Dated March, 2016 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 145- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 13134 GM 32 6133-6146 

20 Dated March, 2016 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 146- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 12743 GM 32 6147-6160 
Dated March, 2016 

22 
Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, For Sanctions, and 42 8072-8081 

23 Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on June 21, 2016 

24 Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 
Enforcement Of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related 

46 9149-9166 

25 Relief and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees filed on 
October 12, 2016 

26 
Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce filed on December 5, 2014 1 25-27 

27 

28 I II I 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Reply in Support of Motion for an Order to Cause to Hold 2 336-345 

3 
Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

4 
Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs; and Opposition to Countermotion for sanctions and 

5 
Attorney's Fees filed on October 12, 2015 

Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Compel Discovery 3 583-586 
6 and for Attorney's Fees and Costs, and Opposition to Plaintiffs 

7 
Countermotion for Protective Order filed on January 13, 2016 

Reply to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, 42 8154-8192 
8 Attorney's Fees and Costs and Opposition to Countermotion for 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 13, 2016 

10 
Reply in Support of Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of 46 9175-9180 
Divorce and For Other Related Relief; and Opposition to 

11 
Countermotion for Attorney's fees filed on October 14, 2016 

12 
Reply to Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 9181-9186 
filed on October 17, 2016 

13 Stipulation and Order filed on August 10, 2015 1 201-204 

14 Stipulation and Order filed on December 15, 2015 2 405-406 

15 Summons filed on May 15, 2014 1 17-18 

16 Supplemental Billing Statements of Attorney's Fees and 40 7708-7720 

17 Costs filed on March 11, 2016 

18 Supplement to Plaintiffs Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 8945-9027 
filed on September 21, 2016 

19 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions 1 179-200 

20 (Hearing on June 26, 2015) filed on July 9, 2015 

21 Transcript Re: Motion to Stay (Hearing on Wednesday 2 275-286 
September 21, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

22 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 2 346-393 

23 October 14, 2015) filed on December 29, 2016 

24 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Friday 
January 15, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

3 587-646 

25 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday, 4 739-779 

26 February 17, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

27 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Tuesday, February 23, 2016) 5 861-1037 
filed on April 28, 2016 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Wednesday, February 24, 2016) 6 1038-1222 

3 
filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Thursday, February 7 1223-1399 
4 25, 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

5 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Thursday, February 25, 8 1400-1592 

6 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Friday, February 26, 9 1593-1766 
7 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

8 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Friday, February 26, 10 1767- 1875 

9 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Status Check (Hearing on Wednesday 40 7740-7808 
10 April 6, 2016) Filed on April 28, 2016 

11 Transcript Re: Hearing (Hearing on Wednesday May 4, 2016) 41 7809-7979 

12 
Filed on December 29, 2016 

13 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 42 8193-8241 
July 13, 2016) Filed on December 29, 2016 

14 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Tuesday 47 9187-9271 

15 
October 18, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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1 LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 18, 2016 

PROCEEDINGS 

(THE PROCEEDINGS BEGAN AT 8:41:59) 

THE COURT: We are on the record in the Cioffi 

6 Kogod matter, case D-13-489442-D. Please confirm your 

7 appearances. 

8 MR. SMITH: Radford Smith, 28 -- 791, on behalf 

9 of Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod who is to my right, Your 

10 Honor. 

11 

12 

THE COURT: Good morning. 

MR. MARKS: Good morning, Your Honor. Daniel 

13 Marks and Nicole young for the Defendant. My bar number 

THE COURT: Good morning. 

MR. MARKS: -- is 002003. 

MS. YOUNG: And my bar number is 12659. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 THE COURT: Good morning. This is the time set 

19 for a hearing on Defendant's motion to stay enforcement 

20 and related relief. The opposition and countermotion 

21 filed by the Plaintiff and also on for Plaintiff's 

22 motion for attorney's fees and costs, Defendant's 

23 opposition and countermotion. 

24 Both sides submitted replies. I did just as I 
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1 walked in this morning there was a reply filed by the 

2 Plaintiff on the motion for attorney's fees. I've just 

3 had a chance briefly to glance at that, but I do have 

4 that. I don't know if it's dropped in Odyssey at this 

5 point, but it looked like it had also been served on Mr. 

6 Marks. 

7 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, I received -- it was 

8 served on us at about 5:30 I think a~ about, I don't 

9 know, 8:00, 9:00 o'clock. I checked my emails and saw 

10 it and I did read it. I'm 

11 THE COURT: Okay. 

12 MR. MARKS: I'm prepared to argue it or, you 

13 know, I don't know if you -- you -- knew if you need 

14 time to read it. 

15 

16 

17 it. 

18 

THE COURT: No. 

MR. MARKS: I want to make some comments about 

THE COURT: Well, yeah. And -- and we're --

19 we'll have -- we'll have some discussion. First of all, 

20 are there any -- any stipulations to be noted --

21 

22 

23 

MR. MARKS: Not right now. 

THE COURT: for the record? Okay. 

MR. MARKS: Do you want to argue the motions 

24 serially or together? That was my question. Or how do 
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1 you want to argue? 

2 THE COURT: Well, let -- I wanted to make a 

3 couple just preliminary observations on each motion and 

4 then -- and then I'll -- I'll start -- we'll with the 

5 motion for stay. I don't have a problem dealing with 

6 them separately or if you wanted to argue both. The --

7 because I've had a chance to read the papers and it's 

8 been fairly well briefed as -- as all issues have been 

9 in this case in terms of the writings that had been 

10 submitted to the Court, so really the discussion -- my 

11 -- my preliminary observations really hopefully will 

12 provide some direction of the type of discussion I'm 

13 looking for and the input on -- that I'm looking for 

14 from Counsel on both sides. 

15 The motion to stay that was filed by the 

16 Defendant, the -- the motion itself cited and -- and 

17 quoted and referenced NRAP Rule Number 8 which itself 

18 states that ordinarily the person seeking the relief 

19 should first seek the relief in district court. And 

20 but it is available on the appellate court level. I 

21 know that 

22 opposition. 

that rule was discussed and argued in the 

23 The reply indicated that really it's not 

24 governed by NRAP 8. It's governed by NRCP 16 -- 62. 
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1 And certainly I -- I -- when you look at NRAP 8, it 

2 talks about the standards that the that the appellate 

3 court is going to be looking at in terms of adjudicating 

4 whether or not a stay should be granted. 

5 One of the items under that appellate rule 

6 which makes sense that it's really from the appellate 

7 court's perspective because when I look at the fourth 

8 the fourth factor to be considered whether the appellant 

9 is likely to prevail, I -- I just make this general 

10 observation with respect to not just this appeal, but my 

11 approach to this type of issue that -- that has come 

12 before me previously when other appeals have been taken, 

13 because it -- it's almost part and parcel of any request 

14 to stay that you're essentially asking the district who 

15 made that decision to acknowledge that perhaps they 

16 committed error in in making that decision by -- by 

17 determining whether or not there's a likelihood of 

18 prevailing. 

19 Now again, that's under NRAP 8. I -- I agree. 

20 I think it's more -- NR -- NRCP 62 is more relevant to 

21 these determinations, but I still look at it from that 

22 standpoint that obviously if I didn't feel confident 

23 that my findings, conclusions and orders were 

24 appropriate, I wouldn't have issued those findings, 
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1 conclusions and orders. I -- I --

2 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, can I say something or 

3 do you 

4 THE COURT: Well, I'll -- I'll allow you to --

5 I just want --

6 MR. MARKS: Because I didn't mean it that way 

7 at all. 

8 THE COURT: Oh, no. No. No, I know, but I --

9 I just -- I -- I didn't necessarily receive it as 

10 necessarily that type of a challenge, but I think 

11 anytime you're asking a district court to say look, you 

12 need to stay this, for me receiving that is -- is my --

13 I -- I look at it from the standpoint that I -- I made 

14 those findings, conclusions and -- and orders and 

15 MR. MARKS: And I respect that. That's not how 

16 I took it. That's --

17 

18 

19 

THE COURT: Well 

MR. MARKS: -- one of the factors. 

THE COURT: Well, and -- and I want you to 

20 understand, I'm not taking offense to anything that was 

21 -- was stated, but I'm just generally reluctant to stay 

22 any and this case is no different in -- in terms of 

23 the findings, conclusions and orders. 

24 Now that being said, I note that both parties 
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1 have appealed the Court's findings, conclusions and 

2 orders in different respects. The Defendant filed the 

3 appeal, there was a cross appeal that was filed by the 

4 Plaintiff. And so that raises the question that if both 

5 parties essentially are asserting error to the Nevada 

6 Supreme Court, why not stay the judgment if both parties 

7 claim that there's error? 

8 So there's -- there are two real issues there 

9 for me as I look at this and determine whether or not I 

10 -- I enter an order staying that, understanding also 

11 that if I denied that request, that -- that relief is 

12 still available before the supreme court to make that 

13 determination. 

14 With respect to attorney's fees, I -- I did lay 

15 out in the decree some of my feelings in terms of the 

16 the findings I made with respect to those issues. I 

17 know there's some timing issues that -- that have been 

18 raised in the papers. 

19 The one day delay that was explained, and there 

20 was an ex parte request that was submitted to the Court 

21 that I didn't entertain, the one day delay that was --

22 was -- there was some transmission issues with respect 

23 to accounts. That I treat as excusable neglect. 

24 The -- the issue with respect to the costs 
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1 which was identified in the opposition is probably more 

2 paramount for me, although that was touched on in the 

3 reply that I just received this morning. So that's 

4 something obviously I've looked at and I've -- I've 

5 considered. 

6 That's the one item that I referenced in -- in 

7 my findings and conclusions in -- in the decree that I 

8 was really more open to entertain were the cost of 

9 Anthem Forensics. Now my -- the sense I get and the 

10 the Plaintiff indicated in her motion that the total 

11 amount of fees -- and -- and it was labeled as fees and 

12 cost incurred through August 31 was $418,511.04. Now it 

13 specifically referenced fees and costs, so one of my 

14 questions was does that include the Anthem cost, because 

15 it said fees and costs. And so I just need that 

16 clarification. 

17 And then also the -- my sense is that all --

18 all fees have been paid on each side, that no one has 

19 has any outstanding balances that are owed. And -- and 

20 one -- one question arises as to whether or not those 

21 were effectively paid with community funds or separate 

22 property allocations. That -- that becomes perhaps one 

23 -- one area of discussion. 

24 I don't view this necessarily as a -- as a 
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1 Sargeant type case. And I don't know that it -- that I 

2 would label either party as a prevailing party 

3 notwithstanding I direction I went and the findings, 

4 conclusions and orders I made, because I made it very 

5 clear throughout the process and this is something I 

6 bemoaned in my -- my decision about the offers to allow 

7 entry of decree. 

8 And I know that was discussed in the motion and 

9 I -- but I brought that up at -- at multiple hearings 

10 and I noted that in -- and and I get the -- some of 

11 the complexity of the issues that were before the Court, 

12 but the bottom line was I repeatedly brought that up and 

13 and I've indicated my reluctance to entertain an --

14 an award based on any prevailing party type analysis 

15 without having that as part and parcel of the 

16 consideration. 

17 So the source of the payment of the fees 

18 becomes important and -- and that -- that also is is 

19 relevant, because I -- I just received a decision 

20 yesterday in a case that -- that was on appeal with 

21 respect to Sargeant and I was -- and it was found that 

22 even though the decision was affirmed that I -- that it 

23 was an abuse of discretion to award fees using a 

24 Sargeant analysis and not instead relying on a on 
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1 another means. So I don't know that -- that where 

2 where those community funds have been available to make 

3 payments for fees that it's appropriate for the Court at 

4 -- at least from the direction that I'm reading. It 

5 wasn't crystal clear, but that -- that Sargeant would be 

6 an appropriate basis in this case. So 

7 

8 

9 

10 

MR. MARKS: Could we make 

THE COURT: although I'm still 

MR. MARKS: some comments? 

THE COURT: Yeah, I do -- I -- I am going to 

11 entertain some comments. 

12 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, I don't know if that's 

13 the case. Is that an unpublished opinion that we should 

14 read? 

15 

16 

17 

THE COURT: It's unpublished, yeah. 

MR. MARKS: What's the name of it? 

THE COURT: It just came. I just saw it 

18 yesterday. It's a case that Mr. Smith was involved in, 

19 so he --

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

MR. 

THE 

MARKS: What's the name of it? 

COURT: -- he may be aware of it. 

SMITH: Harrison vs. Harrison. 

MARKS: Okay. 

COURT: Yeah. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

I don't 

• 
MR. MARKS: 

think --

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

MR. SMITH: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

• 
I've read that. Okay. I don't --

It came out yesterday. 

I thought it has -

It's a second appeal. 

It's a second appeal. 

Oh, a second. 

It's a different issue. 

All right. 

Yeah. 

I'll take a look at that. Okay. 

12 First of all, I think community f~nds paid the fees. 

13 Okay. All the funds were community, essentially --

14 

15 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: -- most of the funds. 90 something 

16 percent, 99 percent. And they -- they all took money 

17 and they paid their fees. 

18 THE COURT: Would -- was there a -- and -- and 

19 this may have been discussed and it's -- certain things 

20 have been fleshed out of my mind 

21 

22 

23 

24 

MR. MARKS: Right. 

THE COURT: -- and I don't remember. 

MR. MARKS: No, I understand. 

THE COURT: Was there a protocol in place that 
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1 you had for the payment of fees? 

MR. MARKS: No, but everybody got paid and 

THE COURT: No, I -- and I I sensed and 

believed that everybody got paid --

MR. MARKS: Yeah. 

THE COURT: -- but was it 

MR. MARKS: And every --

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

B 

9 

THE COURT: -- a matter of submitting bills and 

it --

MR. MARKS: No. 

THE COURT: -- came out of -- of a certain 

account? 

10 

11 

12 

13 MR. MARKS: No. I mean, I think it came out of 

14 the joint account for awhile, but that was never 

15 briefed. And -- and again, I -- I -- let me start with 

16 the stay and then --

17 

18 

19 

20 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MARKS: -- go to the fees. 

THE COURT: That's fine. 

MR. MARKS: First of all, on the stay, Your 

21 Honor, I think the factors in 8 are a little different 

22 than 62. 

THE COURT: They are. 23 

24 MR. MARKS: They listed the factors in 8 not --
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1 I hope you -- we were not asking you to change your mind 

2 today or that you would make a decision that this would 

3 be reversed. The -- we put those factors, because it 

4 says in the -- in 8 that you have to look to the 

5 district court first. There's no doubt. You have to go 

6 to district court. If I had gone to supreme court, they 

7 would say you didn't exhaust district court. So I have 

8 to ask the district court for a stay. 

9 Under the rules, you have to use Rule 62. I 

10 think one of the problems in the case is when I read the 

11 reply last night, admittedly it was late, but they're 

12 essentially saying Nevada statutory case law and rules 

13 may not apply to Family Court and that is so far from 

14 the truth. If you read the Court of Appeals and the 

15 supreme court opinions and you go to any seminars, 

16 they're telling everyone all the rules apply. So I'll 

17 get to that when we talk about more in fees and costs. 

18 But in terms of a stay, they concede it's a 

19 case of first impression and it's a complex case. And 

20 they concede as to why they didn't do an offer of 

21 judgment. They were asking for 1.2 million in alimony 

22 per year. That's what they argued. They got like 1.6 

23 million total. But they were seriously asking for that 

24 and now appealing that. And they were asking for 
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1 6,000,000 in waste. Obviously we didn't agree there was 

2 any waste and you came up with your number 4,000,000, so 

3 we owe 2. 9. 

4 

5 

They said all along Gabby is a saver and 

investor and, you know, she's -- the UBS accounts. We 

6 heard that ad nauseam. This is a perfect case for a 

7 stay, because we're just saying keep everything in 

8 place, let it be at UBS, let it be invested as they 

9 historically invested it. 

10 That doesn't affect them at all negatively. 

11 It's there for them. If we prevail, it would just be a 

12 title transfer. If they prevail, it's there. So all 

13 we're saying is keep I guess 2,000,000 of the UBS money 

14 that you awarded to her at UBS where she can't just take 

15 it and it dissipates, but it's preserved and invested. 

16 So while it's a stay, it's not the classic stay 

17 where you can't invest as you historically invest it and 

18 you can't do anything. I just had a case, Anderson v. 

19 Sanchez, that's a reported opinion where I was on the 

20 side wanting the money and the district court and the 

21 supreme court actually affirmed the stay where it was 

22 40l(k) money and they let the husband, who owed my 

23 client the money, continue to invest at Vanguard as it 

24 would normally invest and at the end of the case, we 
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1 prevailed and then we would get that money out of the 

2 Vanguard account. 

3 So there is ample precedent. This isn't 

radical, especially you acknowledge it's a case of first 

5 impression. They argued~- we all agreed it was very 

4 

6 poss amount of Nevada law. They're seeking additional 

7 funds. They're doing a cross appeal. They argued and 

8 bragged about alimony re -- regardless of need that 

9 somehow they should get alimony regardless of need and 

10 that had never been established in Nevada. They're 

11 quoting, you know, the Judge Hardy article which 

12 certainly isn't Nevada Supreme Court. 

13 So while we're asking for a stay, we're saying 

14 since it's first impression, you don't know what the 

15 supreme court's going to do, preserve the status quo and 

16 the Nelson case which is the Nevada Supreme Court, 

17 that's kind of the one case, that says we're departing 

18 from the federal rule, we're doing a more liberal rule, 

19 keep in mind when you say success on the merit. 

20 So let's say we had a $2,000,000 jury verdict 

21 downtown. You normally get a stay with a supersedeas 

22 bond. And that's black letter law. There's -- there's 

23 going to be a stay. You're in a personal injury case, 

24 you get a verdict. You don't get the money from the 
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insurance company. It's going to be automatically 

stayed and they post a bond. In Nelson v. Heard, they 

3 went away from Nevada requirement and sent alternative 

4 security as long as you could be sure the money is 

5 there. 

The 2,000,000, there's no doubt. It's there. 6 

7 

8 

It would be in UBS and it's there. It's invested and 

she can invest it as they have historically invested it 

9 and it will be there for them. 

10 the Nelson factors to stay that. 

So it's clearly within 

11 On the alimony, there would·be some sort of 

12 lien on the real estate with like Oak Pass which you 

13 determined was worth 6.3 million is free and clear, the 

14 1.6 alimony, you know, lump sum alimony that you 

15 awarded, certainly you admit that's first impression. 

16 Certainly you admit that's a unique legal issue that we 

17 need some guidance from the supreme court. You don't 

18 have to say we're going to prevail, but the Plaintiff 

19 would be secured. There's a $6,000,000 real estate with 

20 no mortgage -- or 6.3 I think you ruled -- you through 

21 it was worth obviously more than we did, so you -- and 

22 you granted their version. 

23 So if there's 6.3 million, the Plaintiff would 

24 be reserved with 1.6. But I think -- I don't know if 
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• • 
1 Yes. outburst had cases downtown or normal civil cases. 

2 A stay is granted. We can get a stay. The issue is 

3 should we spend 350,000 getting a stay and posting a 

4 bond 10 percent or can the stay be with the assets these 

5 parties have. This is the one case the assets would be 

6 with the parties have and there's ample precedent for 

7 the stay with alternative security. 

8 I hope you understand, you don't have to reach 

9 the issue of are you wrong. It's just a preservation 

10 until the appellate court decides. It's Rule 62. It's 

11 -- you don't have to 

12 

13 

14 

15 

THE COURT: No, I 

MR. MARKS: -- go to 

THE COURT: No, I listen, I understand that. 

MR. MARKS: And under Rule 62, I don't know if 

16 you want more argument on the factors, but it's 

17 essentially can the status quo be preserved under 

18 Nelson. 

19 

20 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: And -- and this is the one case 

21 where you have no doubt the status quo's preserved. 

22 Both parties are protected because that's her investment 

23 money. They weren't living -- she wasn't living on that 

24 2,000,000, that other $2,00,000. Essentially, you gave 
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• • 
1 her with money that they had divided previoµsly and the 

2 money in the decree, you awarded her some $26,000,000. 

3 So we're saying two of that 26,000,000, okay, 

4 so like 10 percent of her money is frozen. That's not 

5 causing hardship if you go through the factors. It's 

6 not causing Plaintiff hardship. It's not a question of 

7 her not getting the money. It's preserved. It's not a 

8 question of she won't get it later. 

9 So all you're doing is saying these were the 

10 investments parties have, just preserve it. And in 

11 their opposition, they go on about how it's a complex 

12 case. At one point, they said they couldn't make an 

13 offer because they didn't know the numbers. All of 

14 those arguments in there to our benefit on a stay, 

15 because this is a case of first impression which we need 

16 some law. 

17 On -- on the issue of cost, Your Honor 

18 THE COURT: But before we get to that, let me 

19 ask you on -- o~ the stay issue, because you -- you have 

20 referenced this number of really what we're talking 

21 about is $2,000,000. 

22 

23 

MR. MARKS: On waste. 

THE COURT: That -- well, but there are --

24 there are four issues that you raise in -- in regards to 
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• • 
1 the stay. The -- the determination regarding waste and 

2 that allocation, the lump sum alimony, the issue on the 

3 sanctions that were imposed and the -- the vehicle 

4 issue. 

5 At -- at the end of the day, are you saying to 

6 -- to me as far as the stay is concerned what you're 

7 looking at is if -- if we took 2,000,000 of that amount 

8 in total and set that aside in a in an interest 

9 bearing account whether it's UBS or elsewhere and if I 

10 allowed Plaintiff to determine where that was invested, 

11 would that satisfy from Defendant's perspective, the 

12 what you're -- what you're looking for in terms of a 

13 stay? 

14 

15 

16 

MR. MARKS: Well, I think -

THE COURT: That overall --

MR. MARKS: We need an overall stay, so I was 

17 even going beyond that and saying my client would owe 

18 about 3.6 million if you're totally affirmed from his 

19 equation, but 2,000,000 you have already given to her 

20 looking at your marital 

21 

22 

23 

24 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: -~ balance sheet. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: It's a unique case, because 
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• • 
1 normally there's a judgment where the Defendant owes all 

2 the money to Plaintiff. You have already given her the 

3 waste money on her side. 

4 THE COURT: Btu -- but what -- are we 

5 accomplishing what you're seeking if the -- if the 

6 directive -- if I ultimately agreed at least to a 

7 limited extent to grant a stay, do -- do we accomplish 

8 that be effectively stating okay, I am going to stay 

9 execution on the judgment of $2,000,000 but allow that 

10 to be invested in an interest bearing account --

11 

12 

MR. MARKS: Correct. 

THE COURT: -- at at Plaintiff's direction 

13 not to be touched or spent during the pendency of the 

14 appeal. So in -- in effect, I've granted the stay as it 

15 relates to that part. Is that -- does that accomplish 

16 what the 

MR. MARKS: Well, I need a --

THE COURT: -- Defendant is asking me to do? 

17 

18 

19 MR. MARKS: No, because I need a stay okay, 

20 I think the sanctions are a small amount of money 

THE COURT: They -- they are --21 

22 MR. MARKS: -- in terms of ex -- we're -- if we 

23 got a stay, he's not going to execute on 20,000. I 

24 think you've already given that to her in the division. 
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• • 
1 What I'm saying is there's two parts to your decision. 

2 One is money my client owes her. That's the alimony. 

3 We're asking that to be stayed. Okay. 

4 THE COURT: Well, I -- I understand that and 

5 that's why I get back to -- there were really found 

6 components 

7 

8 

9 

10 

MR. MARKS: Right. 

THE COURT: -- of the stay 

MR. MARKS: But the two --

THE COURT: But I'm -- I'm saying overall 

11 because part part of the argument is depending on how 

12 long the appeal takes, the -- if the supreme court 

13 reversed this Court's decision that the question becomes 

14 will there be sufficient funds 

15 Right. MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: available 

17 So MR. MARKS: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

THE COURT: to essentially to make the 

Defendant whole --

the 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

Right. 

-- to the extent there is any -

Right. 

-- reversal. And that's part of 

discussion. 
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• • 
1 MR. MARKS: And that's fine as long as we have 

2 a stay that they're not collecting anything additional. 

3 In other words, I want a total stay of any monies going 

4 from my client to the Plaintiff and if the Plaintiff 

5 doesn't dissipate the 2,000,000 in waste, because the 

6 way you wrote your opinion, you included the waste and 

7 the sanctions in the monies that she already got --

THE COURT: I -- I did. 

MR. MARKS: and the cost. 

8 

9 

10 THE COURT: So really what -- what I'm looking 

11 at is and 

12 

13 

MR. MARKS: Is 

THE COURT: As much as I know there are four 

14 independent issues --

15 

16 

MR. MARKS: It's really 

THE COURT: -- what I'm looking at is 

17 determining do I need -- is -- is it proper for me to 

18 stay the execution of a certainly amount that will be 

19 enough and basically instead of posting a supersedeas 

20 bond, I agree, I think the assets are there. Would it 

21 make sense for this Court -- that -- that would 

22 encompass issues --

23 

24 

MR. MARKS: And that's fine. 

THE COURT: -- because if it came back --
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1 

2 

• 
MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

• 
Right. 

and there's $2,000,000 sitting 

3 there and -- and let me be clear. 

4 MR. MARKS: Then she gets it and then we're 

5 done. 

6 THE COURT: Let me -- let me be clear. I don't 

7 -- based on my knowledge of the case and the testimony 

8 that was offered, I don't view the Plaintiff as someone 

9 that's going to go out and spend 

10 Right. MR. MARKS: 

11 

12 

THE COURT: -- spend this money away. I'm not 

-- I'm not really --

13 Right. MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 14 ~- concerned about that. 

MR. MARKS: But there's two components, Judge. 

I don't -- sometime I don't know if I'm not being 

17 clear or maybe I'm not understanding you, so let me take 

18 this for example. We're asking for a stay meaning 

19 Plaintiff cannot execute on Defendant and Plaintiff 

20 cannot dissipate the 2,000,000 in waste give or take. I 

21 don't think we have to quibble over pennies. It's 

22 essentially 2,000,000 which would encompass the waste 

23 let's say in the sanctions. But you're staying 

24 everything. 
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• • 
1 We're suggesting she has that money in a UBS 

2 account and there's some freezing of it, meaning she can 

3 invest it in whatever her investment strategy within 

4 reason. They history had a -- a -- you know, conserving 

5 investment strategy. I don't assume she's going to do 

6 day trading, that it's invest~d either at UBS or a place 

7 of her choosing with an investment advisor on the same 

8 reasonable terms and conditions, so it's there. The 

9 issue is just preservation. I -- knowing this case and 

10 knowing the parties she would have no reason to suddenly 

11 decide I'm going to do day trading and lose $2,000,000, 

12 but it would be secured just like normally for most 

13 middle class people you put it in an FDIC. For them it 

14 would be an investment account with --

15 THE COURT: Right. Well, and I get all that, 

16 but because of -- and you pointed this out. Here's the 

17 -- the nuance to that is because of the way I have 

18 divided the accounts, it's -- this is -- is not an issue 

19 really about the Defendant owing the Plaintiff money. I 

20 basically went through the accounts and stated these 

21 accounts are awarded and confirmed to the Plaintiff as 

22 her sole and separate property as part of the overall 

23 di vision. 

24 So at the end of the division, it's not as 
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• • 
1 though there is an -- there is an order that says okay, 

2 above and beyond that, Dennis, you need to pay Gabrielle 

3 $4,000,000 plus for the waste and -- and figure out 

4 where you're going to pay it from. No, I -- I made the 

5 -- the allocation, so really it's a matter of saying 

6 these accounts I've confirmed and these amounts from 

7 these accounts. And for the most part, I don't think 

8 -- and looking at my my sheet, it's not as though I 

9 even divided individual accounts. And -- and 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

MR. MARKS: Okay. So 

THE COURT: so 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor 

THE COURT: and so 

MR. MARKS: I have a question. 

THE COURT: so that's -- that's where --

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

THE COURT: -- I'm kind- of going backwards -

MR. MARKS: Okay. So --

THE COURT: -- and saying you know what, what 

20 if I -- what if I basically -- and -- and -- I'm not 

21 saying 

22 

23 

MR. MARKS: And what about the alimony? 

THE COURT: -- I'm not necessarily going down 

24 this path. I know Mr. Smith --
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• • 
1 MR. MARKS: Right. What about the alimony? 

2 You already gave the 1.6 

3 THE COURT: But I -- I did, but to me, it all 

4 becomes part of the same 

5 

6 

7 

MR. MARKS: So shouldn't 

THE COURT: discussion. 

MR. MARKS: 3.6 then be frozen? I thought 

8 you gave her everything she was entitled to and it's in 

9 her name. And it can stay in a name with a stay, just 

10 like we did on the 401(k) 

11 

12 

13 

THE COURT: Well 

MR. MARKS: -- and Sanchez. 

THE COURT: Well, and that's again, that 

14 gets to my point. First of all, let me just say, the 

15 vehicles, you know what 

16 MR. MARKS: We never heard from them, so I'm 

17 assuming it's in audit. 

18 We -- we didn't choose to take the MR. SMITH: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Bentley, Your Honor. 

THE 

MR. 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

SMITH: 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

So it's really a moot issue. 

It's a nonissue. 

It's a moot issue. 

Okay. 

The amount of sanctions --
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• • 
1 THE COURT: Well, and -- and my 

2 MR. SMITH: I didn't think you expected us to 

3 do anything with --

4 

5 

6 

7 way. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

You're 

what 

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

MR. SMITH: -- the Bentley. 

THE COURT: I -- I somewhat postured it that 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor, and the -- and this 

THE COURT: You could probably see that. I 

MR. MARKS: And the sanctions are de minimis. 

talking about one time 

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MR. MARKS: -- for one person. 

THE COURT: And -- and that's why -- that's 

my --

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

THE COURT: my point is, you know. 

MR. MARKS: So then it should be a 

19 approximately 3.6 of her UBS money, right? No, that --

20 THE COURT: Well, when -- no, it wouldn't be 

21 quite that. I mean, if you -- if you took -- because 

22 the waste was -- was just over $4,000,000. So in 

23 theory, 2,000,000 of that was already --

24 MR. MARKS: Right. And you gave 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

• 
THE 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

• 
the Plaintiff's 

that to --

to begin with. 

her. So I think in answer to 

S your question, if there's a total stay of any execution 

6 for using $2,000,000 is probably adequate security to 

7 answer your question. That's probably correct. 

8 THE COURT: But when you're again, let me make 

9 sure I understand where you're coming from. When you 

10 say a stay of execution, when I'm looking at the balance 

11 sheet, are I've -- I've allocated assets on both 

12 sides. It's -- and -- and maybe execution isn't the 

13 right terminology to be applied to this. I basically 

14 said these accounts are going to be confirmed to the 

15 Plaintiff and these accounts are confirmed to the 

16 Defendant. If I parcel out and say okay, I -- I accept 

17 your argument and I'm going to order that 2,000,000 or 

18 whatever the amount is is going to be -- and -- and 

19 there's going to be a stay on essentially being able to 

20 access that money and we're going to set that aside 

21 pending the results of the appeal. 

22 Are -- are you saying above and beyond that you 

23 want a stay on Plaintiff's ability to have those --

24 those remaining accounts --
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

• 
MR. 

THE 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

MARKS: 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

COURT: 

MARKS: 

No. 

-- confirmed 

No. 

-- as her --

No. Okay. 

But let --

When you --

• 
to her --

okay. 

I don't -- okay. 

I'm not even saying 

8 access. His access to the money it -- within reason 

9 that can -- she can decide how she wants to invest them. 

10 We're just saying have them dissipated out of UBS or 

11 known account such that if we prevail, it's there and we 

12 access it right --

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

understanding is you 

THE COURT: 

included as --

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

Right. 

-- back. That's all -- I --

Okay. All right. 

But on the alimony, my 

didn't include that. 

No, it -- you're right. It's not 

So we're asking --

part of the amount. 

for a stay on that -

Okay. 

MR. MARKS: -- and we're saying in exchange for 
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• • 
1 that stay, if they want security, we can have some sort 

2 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: -- of lien on Oak Pass. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

THE COURT: I -- I referenced the account which 

I indi -- earmarked that it should be paid 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor 

THE COURT: from --

MR. MARKS: maybe I 

THE COURT: But you're right. 

MR. MARKS: -- maybe I can simplify this. 

10 

11 

12 THE COURT: No, I -- I understand where you're 

13 at. 

14 MR. MARKS: She can get all her money. She can 

15 invest it reasonably however within reason on -- you 

16 know, in accordance with their investment strategy. All 

17 we're saying is it's designated -- UBS account 1234 is 

18 designated as that's not going to Brazil, that's not 

19 going somewhere that we don't know it's there. So if in 

20 two years we prevail, we can come back here and 

21 

22 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: -- you can order it back to him 

23 without a lot -- without searching for it, finding it, 

24 looking for it. That's what we're talking about. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

• 
THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

thing on the alimony. 

there would be a lien 

wanted to sell it, it 

• 
Okay. 

And we're willing to do the same 

If they prevail on the alimony, 

on some real estate or if you 

would be segregated so the money 

6 is there. We prevailed and the liens are removed. I'm 

7 trying to make this as simple 

8 

9 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MARKS: as possible and we're not even 

10 saying access. She can have all the access she wants. 

11 It's taking it out of the court system, so to speak. 

12 Everything else you can go and do whatever you want. 

13 You don't have to keep reporting back to the court. 

14 It's your money. 

15 

16 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MARKS: It's that it's segregated for 

17 security. So if we prevail and we get it and we do the 

18 same for her and she prevails on the alimony issue, she 

19 knows she gets it as opposed to posting a bond. We 

20 could get a stay with a bond automatically. No courts 

21 would I think the authority to deny that. Certainly the 

22 supreme court has approved a stay and a jury verdict. 

23 You would get a stay. If it's a verdict against a 

24 casino, they can segregate money if they want to save 
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• • 
1 the bond. That's the way it's done downtown. To --

2 it's clear black letter law that we be entitled to a 

3 stay, especially since it's a case of first impression. 

4 THE COURT: To that end though, say for example 

5 if I look at the marital balance sheet and I -- and I 

6 look at specifically the UBS trust account 34 that on 

7 the marital balance sheet I think it had a balance of 

8 2.252 million. If the Court ordered that that amount 

9 effectively is not to be dissipated, that it would still 

10 be under Plaintiff's control and could be invested at 

11 UBS or any other location --

12 Right. MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: -- but -- but it's -- it was not to 

be dissipated. 14 

15 

16 

MR. MARKS: Correct. It's got to be identified 

in part of --

17 And THE COURT: 

18 -- of a stay --MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 19 Well 

MR. MARKS: but it's under her name -

THE COURT: As -- as a -- as a technical or 

22 procedural mat -- matter, if I made those orders, do we 

23 even need a -- does it need to be styled even as a stay? 

24 If I'm basically saying --
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1 

2 

• 
MR. MARKS: I think --

THE COURT: I want to 

• 
because I think the 

3 bottom line is you want to make sure that there's money 

4 there available if the Court reverses -- reverses me, 

5 you want to make sure that there is --

6 

7 reason 

8 

9 

MR. MARKS: Money without execution. The 

THE COURT: So -- --

MR. MARKS: you're calling it a stay, hate 

10 to interrupt, I think it's because if you look at the 

11 post-judgment rules which we never deal with much as 

12 lawyers 

13 

14 

15 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: -- and judges in the NRCP -

THE COURT: Right. 

16 MR. MARKS: -- which do apply to family court. 

17 I think you would agree. If you look at those, I think 

18 by calling it a stay, it's a word of art as lawyers and 

19 judges. And it allows you jurisdiction post on 

20 remittitur. This thing goes up, we get the decision, it 

21 comes back on remittitur. We then file -- and remember 

22 a long time ago Mark Lane (ph) called it spread 

23 remittitur on the record which I had never heard of. We 

24 generally just file a motion entitled, you know, post 
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1 supreme 

2 

3 

• • 
THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MARKS: court relief. But you clearly 

4 have jurisdiction after remittitur. If you didn't use 

5 the magic words like everything else in law. I'm 

6 concerned you should have jurisdiction. You -- you 

7 THE COURT: Right. 

8 MR. MARKS: -- I would argue you do have 

9 jurisdiction. But I think you should use the word stay, 

10 because that's what we normally do. And if you didn't, 

11 some other attorney or some other judge, you know, if 

12 you weren't here and Mr. Smith wasn't here, it would be 

13 oh, the Court never stayed it, you don't have 

14 jurisdiction or it's not in front of you. It puts that 

15 asset sort of within this building. Everything else she 

16 can do what she wants with. And it's there to deal 

17 with. 

18 Now we think they would want that because 

19 they're cross appealing and they are not ending and it's 

20 not like they're saying hey, they're ending it. It's 

21 not like they're saying hey, they're ending it. They're 

22 saying they're cross appealing and want a lot more 

23 money. So I would think, you know, they would want this 

24 in place. But I think you have to use the word stay. 
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1 I think the practical effect doesn't affect 

2 what she would be doing since for investment just like 

3 if you had an IRA or a 40l(k) and that was the source of 

4 the dispute, it would continue to accrue at Vanguard or 

5 UBS or whatever it was, you use the word stay and just 

6 make -- to just put the institution on notice that she 

7 can't go ahead and dissipate it or God forbid if she 

8 passed away, her stay couldn't dissipate it, that the 

9 whole worlds knows. It's almost like a recording in 

10 real estate. You're recording it so the world, third 

11 parties that don't know this case know it can't be 

12 dissipated. 

13 THE COURT: Is -- isn't it -- isn't the 

14 Plaintiff in the same position however in terms of 

15 because of the cross appeal, it -- it -- it's the same 

16 discussion on -- on Defendant's side. 

17 

18 

MR. MARKS: Well, they didn't ask for a stay. 

THE COURT: And because of some of the spending 

19 issues that have been discussed --

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

MARKS: But they didn't ask for 

COURT: -- and debated. 

MARKS: They didn't --

COURT: I -- I get that. 

MARKS: -- ask for a stay. 
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• • 
1 THE COURT: But if the supreme court reverses 

2 me and says look, that -- that you looked at the wrong 

3 time frame, you were too limiting in your time which I 

4 believe is the nature of the cross appeal, that --

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

MR. MARKS: I don't think so. 

THE COURT: -- the more --

MR. MARKS: I think they're asking for 

additional alimony, but --

THE COURT: Well, I think it's --

MR. MARKS: -- they haven't filed 

THE COURT: I think it's that. I 

MR. MARKS: -- the document. I didn't see 

13 their document statement. 

14 

15 

16 

THE COURT: Well, I -- I 

MR. MARKS: I'm not sure they filed. 

THE COURT: I think there's something in 

17 reviewing for today. 

18 MR. MARKS: Okay, but they didn't ask for a 

19 stay. They haven't identified their appellate issues. 

20 I think that's for a different time and place, Judge. 

21 THE COURT: So -- all right, let's more on to 

22 the next issue. 

23 MR. MARKS: Okay. On the costs, they filed 

24 something last night that basically says --
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1 MR. SMITH: This is our motion, so we would ask 

2 to proceed as --

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. SMITH: -- my point. 

3 

4 

5 THE COURT: That's fine. Let's do one issue at 

6 a time. So you can address both the -- the stay and 

7 then start with the cost issue. 

8 MR. SMITH: The -- the Court has hit the issue 
• 

9 on the head. We have addressed what was argued in their 

10 motion and that was NRAP 8. It may not have been the 

11 right rule, but that's the basis for their present 

12 motion. 

13 The factors don't suggest that there is any 

14 danger that Mr. Kogod could be able to recover the 

15 monies if he were successful on appeal. As the Court 

16 indicated, it's difficult for the Court to enter a 

17 ruling of a hundred and fourteen well written pages and 

18 then argue or find that the finding was erroneous. I 

19 think there is no chance frankly of them undermining the 

20 Court's decision and we have not appealed the core of 

21 the Court's decision. 

22 Their position is that attorney's fees that 

23 have -- or excuse me, the amount of money that was paid 

24 for alimony and the waste issues are new issues under 
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1 Nevada law. It's preposterous. These are issues upon 

2 which you based your decisions on sound precedent in the 

3 state of Nevada that statutorily grants you broad 

4 discretion in these issues. 

5 You have the right to do your analysis and rely 

6 on that statutory structure and the case decisions that 

7 you've cited, all of which support the support the 

8 decision that you made. That was within your 

9 discretion. 

10 The cross appeal that's been referenced 

11 addresses really three main subjects. Whether the Court 

12 and we believe correcting grant -- correctly granting 

13 alimony should have considered the entirety of the 

14 income of Dennis Kogod. 

15 So for example, the parties just received and 

16 filed without signature of Mr. Kogod their 2015 tax 

17 return. That tax return shows that Dennis' income 

18 exceeded $10,000,000 in the tax year 2015, that means 

19 the entirety of the alimony award was earned by Mr. 

20 Kogod in slightly over two months of his post divorce 

21 career. 

22 We don't believe it's reasonable to exclude in 

23 an alimony award the largest portion of an individual's 

24 income. We do not believe the Court erred at all in its 

D-13-489442-D KOGOD 10/18/2016 TRANSCRIPT 

VERBATIM REPORTING & TRANSCRIPTION, LLC (520) 303-7356 

38 

9224 



• • 
1 analysis. We shared that analysis throughout this 

2 proceeding and the Court frankly -- brilliantly 

3 addressed it in its -- its decision. We believe that 

4 decision should form the core of the analysis of alimony 

5 in the state of Nevada. We hope very clearly that the 

6 supreme court adopts the Court's legal analysis. As 

7 stated, we simply believe that the amount the Court 

8 viewed in awarding the alimony should have included his 

9 bonuses. 

10 The second issue that is on cross appeal is the 

11 timing of the overall analysis of waste. This is the --

12 probably the only area in which the Court did not 

13 specifically rely on clearing Nevada precedent. We 

14 don't disagree with the notions that the Court set 

15 forward, but we don't know if that's going to be the 

16 adoption of the supreme court. It would be foolish, 

17 perhaps even malpractice on our part, knowing that we 

18 have the right to appeal, to preclude an appeal that on 

19 an issue that if decided differently than the Court 

20 awarded would mean additional funds to our client. 

21 So we have set forth that order, but the court 

22 on that issue, the supreme court, could simply agree 

23 with the Court's analysis of the law that should be 

24 applied to that issue and adopted as part of its rule. 
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1 Frankly in the scheme of things, I think it would be 

2 better for the supreme court to give us guidance as 

3 opposed to leave the type of issues that again, I think 

4 the Court very clearly and with good precedent from 

5 other states identify. 

6 And that guidance could mean that my client 

7 would receive more, not less money. There is no way 

8 under that cross appeal that Mr. Kogod could receive 

9 less in the form of damages associated or unequal 

10 division associated with waste. 

11 The third issue is the opportunity cost loss of 

12 the funds that the Court did we believe correctly find 

13 was community waste. Those opportunity costs are the 

14 amount of money that the community could have earned 

15 based upon its normal investment pattern of that monies 

16 instead of that money being granted to other parties in 

17 violation of statute, in violation of your precedent. 

18 That amount of money we believe should have 

19 been part of the overall analysis of waste. It's -- the 

20 analogy I think we gave more than once in this case that 

21 if the only penalty the bank robber pays is that he has 

22 to return the money, then there is no additional 

23 incentive other than getting caught for the bank robber 

24 to not rob the bank. So we believe there should be an 
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1 additional penalty for the amount of the money, interest 

2 or -- or traditional interest you've earned as a 

3 disincentive for this type of behavior. So those are 

4 the issues on appeal, none of which would result or 

5 could possibly result in my client receiving less money. 

6 The Court itself identified probably the most 

7 important factor here and that is there is nothing in 

8 the history of this case in the view of my client and 

9 the testimony and the way the parties utilized money 

10 during the course of their proceeding that suggests that 

11 of the approximately 24 or $5,000,000 that she'll 

12 receive under the Court's order that she would dissipate 

13 it to an amount where she would not have sufficient 

14 monies to repay a $2,000,000 judgment which is I 

,15 understand what they're asking. 

16 So we don't believe they meet that factor. We 

17 don't believe they meet the factor of any type of chance 

18 of success on appeal. We think that these decisions in 

19 regard to the granting of waste and the granting of 

20 alimony are clearly within the discretion of the Court 

21 and it -- it would be impossible to think that there is 

22 no substantial evidence in this record to support the --

23 the legal aspects of this Court's findings. So it's --

24 it's -- I think there's no chance on appeal. 
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1 In regard to the request for the stay, I'm 

2 still confused as to their request. You ordered that he 

3 pay 1.6 million dollars. There is no conceivable reason 

4 why based upon his receipt of $18,000,000 or so of 

5 property that that money should not be paid to Mr. 

6 Kogod. There is ample evidence in this record that 

7 Dennis Kogod may spend the entirety of his fortune 

8 before the two year period is done. Security in the 

9 form of a lien on a residence in California is not the 

10 same as a bond. At the end of a case involving a bond, 

11 the bond is then released in the absence of immediate 

12 payment. 

13 So there is nothing like that with the notion 

14 of she'll have a lien on a house that's occupied by Ms. 

15 Khapsalis and the children in Beverly Hills. That would 

16 be a very expensive and drawn out process and that's 

17 presuming that that property had been preserved in its 

18 current value and that the value of the property remains 

19 within the limits of the request. 

20 The proper notion could be I think along the 

21 lines of the Judge. I think reason tells us that if she 

22 is able to secure the 1.6 million dollars that you 

23 ordered from Dennis having paid that as ordered by the 

24 Court and to set aside or to identify that money in an 
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1 account if the Court feels that somehow Mr. Kogod is in 

2 danger of not being able to be repaid on these monies, 

3 identify those monies and be able to invest it in 

4 whatever way she sees fit. 

5 Then there is no reason not to -- to grant the 

6 request for that amount of money other than the fact 

7 that there is no danger to this Defendant that she will 

8 not have the money to pay him if there is the unlikely 

9 chance of a reversal. 

10 So we would think that the Court can fashion a 

11 remedy along the lines that it indicated or simply deny 

12 the motion, both would be well within the discretion of 

13 the Court based on the facts of this case. 

14 I'll now move into with your permission Your 

15 Honor the attorney's fees issue. 

16 MR. MARKS: Can I respond in -- on the stay and 

17 then we'll argue the fees 

MR. SMITH: That would be fine. 

MR. MARKS: -- and costs? 

THE COURT: Okay. 

18 

19 

20 

21 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, under FIC -- I did not 

22 want to interrupt, because I -- you know, some judges 

23 don't like that, but I am lodging an objection, a very 

24 strenuous objection. So it's -- I'm not waiving it, to 
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1 his comments about bank robbery, comparing my client to 

2 a bank robber, to be sanctioned. His whole argument on 

3 the cross appeal was disingenuous and it has nothing to 

4 do with this appeal and whether it should be a stay. 

5 You could have a judgment downtown that the 

6 Judge thinks is absolutely pristine and perfect and you 

7 get a stay under Rule 62. He's saying we didn't cite 

8 the right rule. I'm looking at a document I filed on 

9 8/24 and after citing Rule 8 saying you got to go to the 

10 district court, on Page 3, I went through the five 

11 factors under Rule 62. 

12 I'm not goign to bore you with them, but if you 

13 look at those factors, it talks about collection 

14 efforts, do you preserve the status quo, are you -- are 

15 you confident the person will get their money. 

16 There's an absolutely right under the Rules of 

17 Civil Procedure to get a stay. So I hope you understand 

18 that. Whether you think you're right or wrong, a party 

19 has an absolutely right under due process and our 

20 constitution to have an appellate court look at it. 

21 For Counsel to say he is essentially 

22 guaranteeing he's going to win on every issue on appeal 

23 is unheard of. There's plenty of decisions you -- you 

24 read every day and you shake your head. These are cases 
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1 of first impression. On the one hand, he said you wrote 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a brilliant hundred page decision. I don't think you 

need, you know, my or his, you know, solicitation of 

what a great decision or not a great decision, but then 

he's -- he's cross appealed on three other issues, you 

know, appealing. 

The point is what -- under Nelson v. Heard, 

8 it's only -- it's status quo. It's is there a 

9 preservation of status quo. The supreme court has never 

10 

11 

12 

said switch all the money and then after the appeal 

switch it back. That doesn't happen in a normal civil 

case. That doesn't happen in a divorce case ala 

13 Sanchez. 

14 We have met the Rule 62 by two things, preserve 

15 asking to preserve the 2,000,000 in UBS or a 

16 comparable institution that's there and on the money my 

17 client would owe to her by a lien on real estate which 

18 they said is worth four times the amount -- and I'm 

19 probably the only one in this courtroom that's actually 

20 gone through the whole bond process. A bond is posted. 

21 

22 

23 

If you prevail, you then have to either get paid by the 

Defendant, and I just went through this.in the Red Rock 

case down, Stevens v. Red Rock (ph), or you have to deal 

24 with the bonding company. And it's not -- and I tell 
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1 you that process will be longer than would be in this 

2 case where the money is there and the assets are there. 

3 That -- that process of dealing with bonding 

4 

5 

companies and going through the bond. But the point is 

that it's within the jurisdiction of the Court. You can 

6 do it through the Court. You don't have to do other 

7 activities. That real estate was an asset of the 

8 estate. The parties you have jurisdiction personal 

9 jurisdiction over the parties, through contempt and 

10 other means. 

11 So the money my client would owe her is 

12 

13 

absolutely secured. How -- however do you have an asset 

that's four times the amount? For them to say oh, it's 

14 not valuable after they argue to you during the trial, 

15 oh, it's worth 6.3 million, it's, you know, on it, 

16 Entertainer's Row or Actor's Row or Street of Dreams, 

17 whatever they called it, and brought in their expert and 

18 showed you to pictures to now to just say oh, we don't 

19 know anything about that real estate, that's not secure, 

20 it's just disingenuous, Your Honor. 

21 You don't have to go where he's asking you to 

22 go. You don't have to say that you think you're going 

23 to be reversed. We're not asking you to do that. 

24 That's not the standard under Rule 62. 
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1 

2 

The issue in Nelson is mere preservation. Keep 

that in mind. So we're proposing a stay has to be 

3 granted. It's we're entitled to it. The issue is 

4 what is his security. That's the only issue. And 

5 rather than wasting money on a bond of 360,000 or a 

6 hundred and sixty thousand which my client would be able 

7 to get and that money is gone. 

8 On a bond, you pay the premium. You would put 

9 up the same security and that 10 percent is gone. You 

10 never get it back even if you preserve on appeal, even 

11 if you win on appeal, it's not like bail. It's like a 

12 bail bond, it's not like the underlying money. 

13 So if you have the money, you put a hundred 

14 thousand up for bail because if the person went through 

15 the system, even if they are convicted, you get your 

16 bail money back. The actual money, the actual 10 

17 percent if you bought a bail bond, you never get back. 

18 So a supersedeas is essentially the same way. 

19 If someone had a $2,000,000 judgment against the casino, 

20 you could either post a bond or you could put some sort 

21 of money in an interest bearing account as security. 

22 It's merely that the Plaintiff will get their money if 

23 they prevail. That's all we're asking. They have made 

24 this way, way, way, way too complicated. 
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1 Litigants are entitled to stays as long as it's 

2 secure and this is more than secure. These parties 

3 the estate was over 40,000,000 bucks. You're talking 

4 about -- the dispute is eight percent. I don't know 

5 I -- I hope I'm clear. I -- I try to be as clear as I 

6 can. It's --

7 

8 

THE COURT: I -- I don't -- I don't need 

anything further. Let's move to the attorney's fees 

9 issue. 

10 

11 

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

MR. SMITH: So, Your Honor, let me start with 

12 the notion that the objections that are containing in 

13 the opposition of the attorney's fees motion are 

14 technical objections. There is no substantive 

15 objections to the amount of fees or really any 

16 meaningful discussion in regard to cost or the objection 

17 to the cost of being in the amount that is requested 

18 through Anthem Forensics. 

19 The only arguments are that there are two 

20 technical deficiencies to the motion. The Court has 

21 addressed one, so I -- I won't go there. I mean, this 

22 -- it was excusable, but we were prepared to file our 

23 opposition. I received a screen that said that or 

24 no, in our motion, a screen that says nothing. It 
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1 doesn't say that there is any problem with your payment 

2 method. It doesn't say anything. It just has an error 

3 message. 

4 So because it was after hours, we couldn't call 

5 the individuals that ran the problem. We did so, but 

6 the following day it said -- the answer is literally but 

7 we don't let you know that. We don't let you know the 

8 nature of the problem with the system. It turned out 

9 the problem was the credit card that is attached to the 

10 account had had a security alert. It wasn't overdrawn 

11 or anything along those lines. There was tens of 

12 thousands of dollars on that card. It was a security 

13 alert and so they just stopped the use of the card 

14 sometime that afternoon without advising us as well. 

15 The immediate following morning we made efforts 

16 and we have an affidavit on file as to that, so we think 

17 that the Court is correct in its initial comments that 

18 this was excusable neglect. The Court certainly has the 

19 power under that circumstance to expand the time by one 

20 day of the -- of the filing of the motion. It is not 

21 for example a jurisdictional type of defect like an 

22 appeal. 

23 The -- the irony is that the motion that 

24 contains these allegations and technical defects was 
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1 filed almost 20 days late and filed on 4/20 of the 

2 Friday preceding the hearing of this hearing. So the no 

3 -- the Court can under that circumstance find that the 

4 opposition's failure to be filed timely was an admission 

5 of the merits of the motion and grand the motion. That 

6 would be the technical aspect of this opposition. 

7 So -- but the other aspect that the Court 

8 indicated was concerned about, we again had since last 

9 Friday to address this and yesterday I was made busy in 

10 another case in which a hearing was expedited from the 

11 date that we thought that we were going to have a brief 

12 -- we would have some time on a brief and we can talk to 

13 opposing Counsel about that, but then the case was 

14 expedited. And so I worked until about 3:00 last 

15 morning preparing that brief. So I didn't have an 

16 opportunity to prepare this brief. That was prepared by 

17 Ms. Varshney. 

18 There is a case that was not cited in the brief 

19 time that she had to put this together and that's the 

20 Dylan vs. Dylan case, 64 Nevada 428. It's a 1950 case 

21 admittedly addressing a slightly different statutory 

22 scheme. But in that case, the issue is whether or not 

23 the appeal had run as a result of certain costs that 

24 were -- a cost judgment that was entered and whether or 
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1 not that was a final order. 

2 But addressing the issues of costs in a divorce 

3 case, the Court said, and I'm going to try to quote the 

4 right section Your Honor on my phone here. It says that 

5 -- Respondent also relies on Faulk vs. Fox cited on the 

6 forgoing tax which indeed hold that certain limitations 

7 on the general statute entitling -- oh, excuse me, Your 

8 Honor. I have the wrong part. So let me read from the 

9 -- the correct section. In talking about the section of 

10 Nevada law at that time that granted the right to cost, 

11 the Court said the entire so far as applicable reads as 

12 follows, costs in divorce suits aside from attorney's 

13 fees for the wife may be govern by special rule or 

14 statute are usually left in the discretion of the Court. 

15 The general rule by statute in most states with 

16 respect to actions generally is to award cost to the 

17 successful party and against the unsuccessful one, there 

18 is no common law right to cost; however, which are 

19 entirely a creature of statute and general cost statutes 

20 are not necessarily deemed applicable to divorce suits. 

21 Sometimes it is deemed just improper to apportion the 

22 cost. In proper proper case, cost may be awarded 

23 against the wife or any community property estates 

24 against community property. At that point, the Court 
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1 was citing with approval Your Honor Nelson on divorce 

2 and annulment. 

3 8 -- the statute has been cited for the cost 

4 filing of -- five day cost filing is a statute that 

5 relies on the notion of a prevailing party. In divorce 

6 actions, it is unique in that the goal is to divide 

7 

8 

things equally. The goal is to receive equitable 

alimony. The notion of prevailing party only comes at 

9 the time of the decision of the Court as to the merits 

10 of the positions taken by the parties in the action. 

11 But our Court has said that at least in viewing 

12 attorney's fees there are certain factors. Our statute, 

13 125.150, suggests that suit money even if not requested 

14 at the time of the preliminary proceedings can be 

15 granted by the Court, although using the words 

16 attorney's fees toward the end of that statutory 

17 statement. 

18 I believe that in divorce cases until the Court 

19 identifies a prevailing party, it is impossible for us 

20 to know whether a cost bond would be appropriate in a 

21 particular circumstance. In the cases that I've handled 

22 in the course of my career, almost always cost and the 

23 fees are handled by post trial motions in the filing of 

24 a memorandum of fees and costs that is usually done 
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1 within a specified time period by the Court, not by 

2 statute or rule. In this court -- in this case, the 

3 Court did not find a prevailing party and now has 

4 indicated that it may not find a prevailing party. The 

5 Court designated the right to fees and costs through 

6 post-divorce filings without designating the nature of 

7 those filings. 

8 So Your Honor, we believe that it was 

9 appropriate for us to file the motion that we filed that 

10 included both attorney's fees and costs. And unlike a 

11 jury trial, the costs that had been addressed on the 

12 post-trial motion were costs that were in the record of 

13 the court. You would not have a section of a civil case 

14 other than a divorce action in which the parties would 

15 submit the amount of fees that they incurred in a 

16 particular case. 

17 So for example, in a -- in a jury verdict 

18 arising from a personal injury action, the individual 

19 would submit a -- a bill of cost as part of the record 

20 in the case because of the statutory scheme associated 

21 with those civil actions. 

22 In this case, we did provide the costs of Mr. 

23 -- of Anthem Forensics in the form of a -- an exhibit in 

24 the trial. Even without that, even if you ignore the 
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1 fact that the exhibits supported the -- the costs 

2 requested, the costs were -- were -- the ideal that the 

3 bill would cost is so that the opposing party knows the 

4 bill of cost, there is no question as a result of the 

5 fact that it was in the record of the Court that they 

6 were aware of the cost associated and had the 

7 opportunity to fairly address or seek a retaxing of 

8 those costs. 

9 So in in our view, Your Honor, until there's 

10 a prevailing statement or prevailing party, there is no 

11 duty to file a memorandum. And frankly, you don't think 

12 a divorce action's -- the memorandum is applicable based 

13 upon the Dylan case and the nature of divorce actions in 

14 general. So for example, motion for summary judgment 

15 aren't necessarily available to a party. We can't have 

16 contingent fees. There are differences in the way that 

17 divorce actions are handled and should be handled 

18 differently in the form of cost in all cases and in this 

19 instance. 

20 The -- let me address the notion --

21 

22 then get 

23 

24 

MR. MARKS: May I respond to cost first and 

THE COURT: Well, no. 

MR. MARKS: -- to fees? 
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1 

2 

THE COURT: Let's -- let's finish with the -

MR. SMITH: Let me address the -- the notion of 

3 fees associated with an offer to allow Judge Duckworth 

4 to be t~ken. As we expressed in our -- our motion, the 

5 case involved literally millions of dollars of waste. 

6 So being wrong about an offer of to allow judgment 

7 could have been in the form of hundreds of thousands, if 

8 not, millions of dollars. 

9 So our duty to our client was to ensure that 

10 the numbers we would request or -- or recommend to her 

11 for such an offer were consistent with the facts as we 

12 understood them in the case. We did not understand the 

13 position of the opposing party in regard to the -- the 

14 primary source of the judgment, the waste issue, until 

15 roughly 10 days before the trial. We had the 

16 opportunity at that point to finally depose their expert 

17 after he completed his report. 

18 Your order -- your findings include the notion 

19 that there was a failure upon the Defendant to provide 

20 the accounting he promised repeatedly and that the Court 

21 admonished that we prevent -- present to the Court. 

22 We followed the Court's orders. When the Court 

23 said I want family to be dealt with differently, the 

24 costs associated with family, we did that. You said you 
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1 wanted the -- the experts at every hearing. We did 

2 that. You indicated that you wanted an outline of -- of 

3 how we calculated the costs and wanted it to be clear. 

4 We did that. And we did that in a method that is not 

5 typically used in some of these matters. For example, 

6 the Court had cited that it anticipated perhaps a 

7 threshold amount to be paid and that -- those would be 

8 the entries that were viewed. 

9 That didn't work in this case. And frankly, 

10 between Anthem and our office, we developed a method in 

11 which we could account for all of the spending that was 

12 done surreptitiously and without Gabrielle's knowledge 

13 and as the Court put it, not for the benefit of the 

14 family. 

15 That was an arduous and long process that 

16 didn't get completed a few months before the -- the 

17 filing of the action. And then it wasn't for a few 

18 months that we received the report that didn't really 

19 address that notion. 

20 All of that required the taking of multiple 

21 depositions of individuals in California that were 

22 promised originally in the case when Mr. Jimmerson was 

23 involved 

24 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, I'm going to object. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

This is 
• 

so farfield, 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

• 
we're talking about why --

Yeah. 

-- the cost. 

Listen I -- and I --

This is so farfield. 

And -- and I'm running out of time. 

7 So I want to -- I want to get -- what -- what was the 

8 source of the -- I -- is it fair to characterize the 

9 source of payment as cormnunity in nature in terms of 

10 both the -- the attorney's fees and the cost? 

11 

12 

13 

MR. SMITH: Yes. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. SMITH: Yes. I agree with Mr. Marks. It 

14 was paid out of I believe a cormnunity account up to the 

15 26th of February. 

16 

17 

THE COURT: February. Okay. 

MR. SMITH: So up until that time, all fees 

18 were paid out of a cormnunity source. But Your Honor, 

19 under the criteria 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

THE 

MR. 

MARKS: Can I have some time to respond? 

COURT: Yeah, I'll give you 

SMITH: Okay. I'll just --

COURT: a few minutes. 

SMITH: 30 seconds. Under the criteria, 
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1 there's no question that we're the prevailing party. I 

2 mean, their position on waste was zero. Their position 

3 on alimony was zero. I mean, how we did not prevail, I 

4 don't understand. But the -- and the other thing is --

5 is if you look at the result, the result is so far field 

6 of what they -- they had requested. If you look at the 

7 work that was done, there is question we did the work. 

8 I would -- I would fairly say that we handled 

9 this case in a manner that unless we were charging the 

10 rates that were charging, we wouldn't have been able to 

11 understand this case without the experience and the --

12 and the -- the way that we approached the case working 

13 with the experts. 

14 This was not a normal divorce case by any 

15 stretch of the imagination. And to say because Mr. 

16 Kogod who really caused these fees to be incurred, had 

17 

18 

this been a normal divorce case and I I've made this 

argument before. I don't know if it's going to work 

19 again, but in a normal divorce case, if this were a 

20 normal divorce case, this case would have been over. We 

21 would have spent 20 

22 

23 

24 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor 

MR. SMITH: $20,000 

MR. MARKS: this is not a fair argument. 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 Honor. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• • 
MR. SMITH: It is a fair -

MR. MARKS: It's not a -

THE COURT: One at a 

MR. MARKS: -- legitimate 

THE COURT: One at a time. 

MR. MARKS: -- basis for fees. 

THE COURT: Don't -- don't interrupt. 

MR. SMITH: I -- I think the sign says 

MR. MARKS: I have to object to that, Your 

MR. SMITH: The -

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MR. SMITH: sign says don't --

THE COURT: No 

MR. SMITH: interrupt. 

THE COURT: basis to object. 

MR. SMITH: So in regard to the the amount 

18 of money, this would have not been anything close to the 

19 way this case was conducted, not anything within the 

20 ballpark. We would have had this case done, resolved 

21 20, $30,000. 

22 But Mr. Kogod deceived everyone. He deceived 

23 this Court. He deceived every single aspect of this 

24 case and that was the hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
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1 not the 20 or $30,000. And that's why I indicated in 

2 our motion some reasonable portion of the fees, because 

3 I truly believe what you're finding and that -- or what 

4 you're thinking and that is that the notion is that 

5 these are community costs and each party should have the 

6 cost and one party spent a little bit more. That's no 

7 basis for a division of attorney fees or granting 

8 attorney's fees. 

9 This is different. This is a case that never 

10 should have happened in the absence of his fraud. 

11 That's why we think in a -- a attorney's fees award here 

12 is equitable and we don't think it's fair to say that 

13 you should have filed an offer of judgment essentially 

14 when you didn't even know the facts and we're supposed 

15 to turn to Gabby and say well, you know, we're going to 

16 ballpark it and say you should accept a million. Could 

17 have been a million dollars off the final judgment and 

18 was -- and we didn't have a clear way of determining 

19 without an expert report on their side of what really a 

20 reasonable basis for that award was. 

21 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, he's just blaming us. 

22 I think we all agree under the American system normally 

23 everybody pays their fees and costs. I know people come 

24 down here and beg you for fees and ask you for fees and 
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1 go to bench bar and try to jawbone fees, but there has 

2 to be a statute or a case that supports it. All right? 

3 I think we all agree to that. 

4 You determined there was no prevailing party 

5 because they argued at closing for 6,000,000, we said 

6 arguably there's 1.8 he spent. So there was 6, 1.8, you 

7 came at 4. So to some extent, you split it in the 

8 middle. That might have not been your mind set. 

9 But it doesn't work that in divorce. The 

10 prevailing party doesn't automatically get fees. You 

11 have the Sargeant analysis. You have other analysis. I 

12 went back last night to look at what was their analysis, 

13 because you don't get to Brunzell unless you have a 

14 legitimate basis for fees. He's arguing all the stuff 

15 in Brunzell, but what's his basis? Do you know what his 

16 basis that he cited was at EDCR 7.60 that we elongated 

17 these proceedings. 

18 That can't be true, because they never made the 

19 offer of judgment. They -- if they made an offer of 

20 judgment for 2,000,000 in waste and they beat it, they 

21 would get fees obviously under the offer of judgment. 

22 And that's what you told them and that's what you wrote 

23 in their decision that therefore you were not going to 

24 award fees. 
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1 His argument is now bad boy, bad boy, bad boy. 

2 There's clearly no Sargeant analysis here when she's 

3 walking away with 25,000,000. There's clearly no offer 

4 of judgment analysis. It's a case of first impression 

5 in terms of how much waste and the waste and we argued 

6 in closing there was money that obviously he spent that 

7 arguably you could have awarded back, but it was a 

8 smaller amount. So there is no basis for fees. There 

9 just is no basis. You don't get to Brunzell. 

10 On costs, it -- they cited in their motion the 

11 same statute they're now saying doesn't apply. They're 

12 citing 18 for them getting costs and that has the five 

13 days. You don't get to just ignore one part of a rule. 

14 They're citing the same rule we're citing saying cost 

15 could be given under 18. And now they're trying to say 

16 oh, but there is no prevailing party in the divorce but 

17 we should still get cost. You don't get cost first of 

18 all unless you're the prevailing party. You just don't 

19 get costs. If you're the prevailing party, then you can 

20 do your bill of cost. If he thought he was the 

21 prevailing party. He had five days to do his bill of 

22 cost and then there are the Frazier factors that the 

23 the Court of Appeals added last year. You need the 

24 affidavits in the community that this expert was 
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1 reasonable and there's a whole line of factors if you 

2 want to go over 1500 and the Nevada Supreme Court just 

3 reversed Judge Wiese, there's a whole line of factors on 

4 cost in the Corey decision that came out in 2016 which 

5 you may have read. Those rules apply to bench trials 

6 too. There's nothing in 18 that says asterisk, it's a 

7 jury trial, there have been trials downtown. There's no 

8 asterisk. It doesn't apply to family court. Obviously 

9 there are other factors like Sargeant that may apply to 

10 family court that wouldn't apply downtown, but downtown 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

you have issues of contract that allows fees. You have 

other issues. But the rules can remain the same. 

So Your Honor, they the -- we're objecting 

-- he said it's all technical. We're objecting under 

Frazier, that they didn't comply with the Frazier 

16 decision in terms of the cost. We're saying absolutely 

17 it's limited to 1500 if you do it within that five days 

18 unless you comply with Frazier which they didn't do and 

19 in fact, there was a lecture I think last year in family 

20 law seminar where Judge Harter said Frazier clearly 

21 would apply. There's nothing in Frazier that says oh, 

22 

23 

24 

it only applies to jurisdiction trials. It's the law 

regarding expert costs. 

So there should be no costs here at all under 
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1 fees. This isn't a fri -- frivolous case. This wasn't 

2 tried frivolously. There was a disagreement on how much 

3 waste if any should be given or how -- how much alimony 

4 should be given. It was not frivolous. There was no 

5 Sargeant factor when there's 20,000,000 bucks. It's not 

6 a fee shifting case. Fees are not automatic in America. 

7 Even on prevailing party they are not automatic. 

8 So we are objecting to it on timeliness and on 

9 substance and on -- in your decision you determine you 

10 were not awarding fees. You -- if at that point you 

11 said I'm awarding fees and costs, then they would have 

12 had time to file it. You specifically said I'm not 

13 awarding fees. They had to file -- follow the rules for 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

a cost which they clearly didn't do. You just can't 

ignore those statutes. 

THE COURT: All right. I make the following 

findings and orders on the issues that are before the 

Court. Let -- let me just start from a jurisdictional 

19 standpoint, because noting for the record as has been 

20 discussed today there has been a -- there has been an 

21 appeal and a cross appeal filed and the motion for stay 

22 relates to the fact that the case is now on appeal. And 

23 I find that the motion relating to fees and costs even 

24 though that really -- it hasn't been argued or -- or 
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1 debated about the -- the Court's jurisdiction to 

2 entertain that request. 

3 I -- I think it's important for the record to 

4 make the finding that -- that the issue of fees and 

5 costs is ancillary to the issues that are on appeal and 

6 it was expressly contemplated in the findings and 

7 conclusions and decree of divorce that this would be 

8 addressed by post adjudicatory motion. I stated that in 

9 the decree. 

10 And so the issue -- even though I had made my 

11 feelings known in terms of how I -- how I believe 

12 believed I would approach the issues, I made no specific 

13 findings with the understanding that there would be 

14 motions filed and I expected that to occur. 

15 So I do find that -- that they are ancillary to 

16 the issues on appeal. This case from -- from the first 

17 hearing -- hearing when we had our -- our opening case 

18 management conference, we've talked about some of that 

19 'history that's relayed in -- in my decision in terms of 

20 some of the discussions that we've had from the very 

21 beginning of the process. I I laid out in the decree 

22 the -- the representations that the Defendant albeit 

23 through prior Counsel had made in terms of what he 

24 intended to provide the Court as far as an accounting 
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1 was concerned and the process that this case has gone 

2 through. 

3 There are unique aspects to this case. We have 

4 had discussions before about the fact that now that it 

5 is on appeal, we should welcome the guidance that we 

6 received from the supreme court regardless of how this 

7 comes out in terms of both the appeal and the cross 

8 appeal. 

9 The decision that I -- that I issued in -- in 

10 terms of the decree of divorce cited in reference the 

11 Nevada statutory law and Nevada case law. There is 

12 quite a bit of case law precedent in terms of the issue 

13 of alimony; however, there is a -- what appears to be a 

14 more modern approach to the issue of alimony. Not that 

15 these equitable factors have not been part and parcel to 

16 prior decisions. 

17 But I will say it is unique and -- and I 

18 recognize that there are unique approaches and 

19 discussions about the issue of alimony in a case where 

20 perhaps it's not just need based alone, but there are 

21 equitable factors that support the Court's consideration 

22 of -- of spousal support. 

23 The issue of -- of dividing assets unequally is 

24 governed by statute and case law and -- and the language 
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1 used of community waste has been discussed in in 

2 prior -- in Nevada case law precedent. So there is some 

3 discussion in -- in Nevada law regarding the issues that 

4 were addressed in the Court's decision. 

5 That being said, these are unique issues. And 

6 certainly there -- we would benefit from greater 

7 guidance from the Nevada Supreme Court on the issue of 

8 marital waste and the compelling reasons for an unequal 

9 division which is really what -- what it boils down to 

10 and -- and the issue of lump sum alimony and -- and the 

11 -- the alimony issue overall. So I -- I think certainly 

12 there -- it -- it's an area that ripe for additional 

13 guidance and input from the -- the Nevada Supreme Court. 

14 With respect to the motion to stay, I have 

15 invited some discussion. I posed questions at the 

16 beginning to let you know what my feelings were after 

17 I've had a chance to -- to read the papers and a lot of 

18 this boils down to how the division the assets were 

19 divided in the -- the various accounts apportioned and 

20 whether or not I -- I do feel that there is a risk that 

21 the money is going to be spent or disappear once that 

22 division is -- is put in play. 

23 And given my history with these parties and 

24 and just the spending practice, this particularly of the 
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1 the Plaintiff who I've noted in my decisions appear 

2 to be very frugal and I don't envision a risk that --

3 that money is going to be lost of dissipated or there 

4 wouldn't be a source available to the extent the -- the 

5 Nevada Supreme Court reversed my decision and found that 

6 the -- the monies should be returned. 

7 I don't find ultimately -- and -- and looking 

8 at NRCP 62 which is the rule that governs -- although we 

9 have had some discussion about NRAP 8, which was the 

10 discussed in both parties' papers to be clear, and I 

11 recognize that that relief is available from the supreme 

12 court. A motion can be filed there. I'm not inclined 

13 to grant a stay of the judgment, so that motion's denied 

14 with the understanding that -- that it certainly can be 

15 pursued as part of the appeal. 

16 With respect to the issue of fees and costs, 

17 the -- the American Rule does apply and -- and the issue 

18 of fees and -- and this particular issue has been 

19 something that -- this isn't the first case where I've 

20 had some very in depth briefing and discussion on the 

21 issue of fees. And I -- and I appreciate that 

22 discussion and ultimately as it relates to both fee and 

23 cost issues, the award of fees has to be based on some 

24 statute or rule -- or statute or -- or case. And there 
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1 are local rules as well that govern the issue of fees 

2 and costs. EDCR 7.604 example gives the Court a basis 

3 to entertain the award the fees and sanctions, but I 

4 look at it more for today's purposes for fees. 

5 So that -- there has to be a basis for the 

6 Court to a legal basis to -- to make findings in an 

of fees. I don't find that because the fees 7 award of 

8 have b~en paid on both sides from community funds and 

9 has been represented, I -- I don't find that there's a 

10 basis to -- to make an award of Sargeant fees. 

11 I recognize this -- this could form the basis 

12 of another appeal. And again, I think I -- I would 

13 appreciate more guidance on -- on that issue, but I -- I 

14 don't -- given the fact that there were sufficient funds 

15 to satisfy those -- those fees on both sides, there 

16 isn't a Sargeant basis, I don't find that there's a 

17 basis under 18 -- under the prevailing party statute, 

18 because I'm not prepared to -- to label either party as 

19 a prevailing party. 

20 Subjectively, I can look at it and say well, 

21 one party was more prevailing than another. As you 

22 

23 

24 

recall at the outset of the trial, I asked both parties 

in your opening statements to identify what you believe 

the number would come in at in terms of the unequal 
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1 division. 

2 Recognizing that there had not been any offers 

3 to allow entry of decree, I asked you both give me a 

4 number. And you both ultimately did as part of your 

5 your opening statements and for me to go back and 

6 basically say one party's prevailing or not, I -- I was 

7 relying on the fact that I had encouraged repeatedly the 

8 parties to make those offers and I -- I understand the 

9 complexity and could havea been hundreds of thousands 

10 dollars off based on the -- the nuances of this case and 

11 the facts of this case and not knowing how I necessarily 

12 would approach it after the testimony was -- was 

13 obtained and the -- the exhibits were admitted. 

14 But still, that's something I had encouraged at 

15 hearing after hearing after hearing and I -- I 

16 emphasized that throughout my career. And -- and that 

17 really was part and parcel of how I would define someone 

18 to be the prevailing party. And and so without -- I 

19 don't find that there's adequate legal -- an adequate 

20 legal or factual basis with the understanding that the 

21 attorney's fees were paid with community funds that 

22 there's an adequate legal or factual basis for the Court 

23 to entertain an award of fees, understanding that there 

24 were no offers to allow entry of decree and the -- and 

D-13-489442-D KOGOD 10/18/2016 TRANSCRIPT 

VERBATIM REPORTING & TRANSCRIPTION, LLC (520) 303-7356 

70 

9256 



• • 
1 the fees have been paid through community funds. 

2 The issue of the cost and specific to the 

3 Anthem cost, because that's what I had directed in in 

4 my -- in my decree, and that's the hundred and fifty-one 

5 thousand three hundred dollars that's been identified in 

6 the motion that was filed. 

7 I view that differently and uniquely and we've 

8 had some discussion. And I even referenced in -- in 

9 footnote six of my decision NRS 18.05 -- subparagraph 5 

10 and the Frazier decision which is a relatively recent 

11 decision. Basically for the proposition that it 

12 appeared based on the work that had performed that this 

13 case exceeds the the $1500 amount. 

14 Part of my analysis of that issue and as 

15 uniquely as it is and this is where I find that EDCR 

16 7.60 also applies, because at the outset of this case, 

17 the Defendant had offered that he was going to take this 

18 issue. He was going to provide the accounting. That 

19 assurance was provided to the court. And not only was 

20 it something that he offered to the court, but I 

21 ultimately found and I concluded in -- in my decree that 

22 it was his legal obligation to do so independent of what 

23 he had offered to the beginning of the case, that he 

24 would be spearheading that accounting and that was not 
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1 necessarily a cost that -- that the Plaintiff should 

2 have assumed in terms of spearheading that analysis. 

3 And even without definitively saying that one 

4 party is the prevailing party and determining where does 

5 that -- the -- the number that the Court ultimately 

6 relied on, does it come closer to the number that the 

7 Plaintiff was advocating in -- in her opening statement 

8 versus the Defendant's opening statement. 

9 The position that had been maintained in 

10 advance of that and part of the argument discussion 

11 before the Court was that there really should be no 

12 allocation of monies for purposes of any -- any unequal 

13 division of assets. So attributing any amount for 

14 community waste or dissipation. That was the 

15 Defendant's posi -- position, but I ultimately found and 

16 concluded otherwise based on the facts that were before 

17 me and I made that unequal division notwithstanding 

18 those arguments. 

19 And recognizing that I had clearly stated and I 

20 had been led to believe that the Defendant would 

21 spearhead that amount, I -- I found and I find that that 

22 was not a cost that should have been born by the 

23 Plaintiff. 

24 MR. MARKS: Your Honor, it came out of 
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1 community funds. 

2 THE COURT: And that's my next point. It was 

3 paid with community funds, but half of that was were 

4 funds that belong to the Plaintiff. And so my award of 

5 costs would be half the amount, essentially the half 

6 that the Plaintiff paid that she should not have paid 

7 because it should have been an amount that -- it should 

8 have been an effort that was pursued and endeavored by 

9 

10 

11 

12 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor, what about 

THE COURT: the Defendant. 

MR. MARKS: the five day rule, the Frazier 

13 factors and all of that? 

14 THE COURT: Well, here -- here's -- and I 

15 already made findings about the one day lateness and 

16 filing. That was excusable neglect. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

rule 

I --

with 

MR. MARKS: I'm talking about the --

THE COURT: I -- I understand. The five day 

respect to the --

MR. MARKS: Correct. 

THE COURT: -- cost. 

MR. MARKS: NRS 18, the same rule they cited. 

MR. SMITH: But --
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MR. MARKS: -- think it's 18.050. 

MR. SMITH: I thought you said you were 

3 awarding this as a sanction. 

4 THE COURT: It -- I'm relying more on EDCR 7.60 

5 in looking at those fees and costs associated with 

6 Anthem Forensics' pursue. 

7 MR. MARKS: But it's an expert if you look 

8 at Corey and Frazier, you cited Frazier in your decision 

9 

10 THE COURT: I did. 

11 MR. MARKS: -- and you just can't get around it 

12 by saying they don't have to comply with Corey, Frazier 

13 and --

14 

15 

THE COURT: Well --

MR. MARKS: -- the bill of cost rule unless 

16 you're saying that family court does its own --

17 

18 

19 

THE COURT: Well 

MR. MARKS: -- rules. 

THE COURT: Listen. I -- and -- and again, 

20 this -- this might be the subject of more -- more 

21 appellate work which is fine, because part of it too is 

22 I view this as a notice provision and -- and I think 

23 it's important also to note that both parties had 

24 exhibits admitted with respect to fees and costs of 
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1 of various individuals from Counsel present, Counsel 

2 past in terms of Mr. Jimmerson's records, those were 

3 admitted into the record. Anthem Forensics' billing 

4 statements I believe were admitted as Exhibit 102. 

5 

6 

MR. SMITH: Yes. 

THE COURT: So the -- the notice of imparting 

7 what services have been rendered in -- in significant 

8 part had already been introduced in the record. There 

9 had already been noticed and parted to both parties. 

10 Even before the Court, I -- I issued my -- my decree of 

11 divorce. So there was notice and I treat that 

12 effectively as a memorandum that was admitted into the 

13 record. And -- and so in addressing the five day rule 

14 that's been noted by Counsel, the -- what's significant 

15 to me is the notice element has effectively been 

16 accomplished by way of the exhibit that was already 

17 admitted into the record. 

18 So I -- I find that pursuant to what the Court 

19 has already cited and -- and also recognizing the 

20 applicability of EDCR 7.60, the Judge is entered in 

21 Plaintiff's favor for one-half of the Anthem Forensics 

22 amount. Because of the fact that it had been paid with 

23 community funds and I clearly noted that this was a 

24 burden that the Defendant should have assumed and that 
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1 one-half amount is $75,650. And that amount is reduced 

2 to judgment. 

3 

4 

MR. SMITH: And Your Honor --

MR. MARKS: Your Honor, I ask that be stayed or 

5 at least until I can ask the supreme court to stay it, 

6 because procedurally, we're going to have to get an 

7 order, appeal it and move to stay it. I would ask that 

8 we simply stay it until we can ask the supreme court to 

9 stay it. Do you understand? We're going to --

10 No, I understand. THE COURT: 

11 -- have to get separate orders -MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: No, I -- I understand. 

13 I think the --MR. SMITH: 

MR. MARKS: out of today. 

MR. SMITH: the Court -- just for 

16 clarification, you're finding that the Anthem Forensics 

17 cost were a necessities -- were -- were such a necessity 

18 as to justify the larger fee that was charged --

19 

20 

21 

22 

THE COURT: Correct. 

MR. SMITH: -- by the company. 

THE COURT: Correct. 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor, we're objecting that 

23 you didn't make proper findings under Corey, you didn't 

24 make proper findings under Frazier. And since you know 
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1 -- the notice works both ways. It's in your decision. 

2 You gave them notice. You might consider cost 

3 differently than fees. They have absolutely no excuse 

4 for letting that five day run. And I know you're 

5 excusing the fees were late, the costs were late, the 

6 stay was late, two of three --

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 that --

THE COURT: Well, the fees 

MR. MARKS: Were all --

THE COURT: the fees 

MR. MARKS: -- excusing. 

THE COURT: the fees and costs 

MR. SMITH: Award fees. 

THE COURT: -- were different. 

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

THE COURT: The -- the fees I --

MR. MARKS: But the --

THE COURT: -- was a one day --

--

and -- and 

17 

18 

19 MR. MARKS: I understand, but the five day 

20 rule, they just ignored on the theory that 18 -- Rule 18 

21 which they 

22 

23 

24 

THE COURT: Well --

MR. MARKS: cited doesn't apply --

THE COURT: I'm -- I'm --
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1 

2 

• 
MR. MARKS: 

THE COURT: 

• 
to family law. 

not necessarily saying that it 

3 was effectively ignored. Again, Exhibit 102 was 

4 introduced. And -- and let me just note for the record 

5 as well, because there's been some discussion about the 

6 the nature of the fees and -- and Anthem Forensics 

7 bill and -- and how simple or complex this process was. 

8 I want to be clear, I -- the -- the information 

9 that was provided and offered by -- by the experts, and 

10 I had expert testimony on both sides, was not only 

11 valuable, but inherently necessary for this process. 

12 The detailed work that was provided to the Court is 

13 obvious just in the exhibits that were admitted. It was 

14 time consuming, laborious. I -- I wouldn't call it 

15 simple math as much as I know we're just adding numbers. 

16 It was very complicated ahd complex 

17 

18 

MR. SMITH: Simple by 

THE COURT: Well, and 

by that analysis. 

and just the amount of 

19 time the Court spent in analyzing the exhibits that had 

20 been offered, just in that, I think it was Exhibit 6 to 

21 the report, just analyzing and scrutinizing every single 

22 aspect of that was time consuming. So I don't view this 

23 as a simple process that was just a matter of crunching 

24 a few numbers --
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• • 
MR. MARKS: I -- I --

THE COURT: here or there. 

MR. SMITH: We -- we agree 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor, we 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 MR. SMITH: -- Your Honor. We -- we hope that 

6 makes you sympa -- sympathetic to the -- the task that 

7 we had as lawyers and -- and experts 

MR. MARKS: Your Honor --

MR. SMITH: to present that information. 

MR. MARKS: on the stay issue 

8 

9 

10 

11 MR. SMITH: The only -- the only other issue I 

12 would cite Your Honor is in our reply we cited the case 

13 that stood for the proposition that the five day rule 

14 that's under 18.010 since he's arguing it could be 

15 extended by this court. The -- in fact, the case stood 

16 for the proposition that the Court can define the way 

17 that the -- the cost can be addressed to the Court. 

I would ask that the Court 18 And I would 

19 review that case and and if the Court files -- finds 

20 that that's an applicable ground for even extending the 

21 time of the cost issue. But I think the Court has hit 

22 it on the head is --

23 

24 

MR. MARKS: But you've ruled, Your Honor. 

MR. SMITH: -- the whole notion --
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• • 
THE COURT: Well --1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

MR. SMITH: of the cost is 

MR. MARKS: So he's asking you to rule on 

another basis? 

THE COURT: No. No. 

6 You already MR. MARKS: 

7 Listen. THE COURT: 

8 -- ruled. MR. MARKS: 

9 The -- the bottom line is I -- I --THE COURT: 

10 whether -- whether it's part of that discussion or 

11 argument, I have justified the timing 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

MR. MARKS: I hear you. 

THE COURT: -- of the filing and -- and that's 

MR. MARKS: I'm not going to argue it. 

THE COURT: And -- and that certainly came be 

17 challenged on appeal, but I've -- I've justified based 

18 on my rationale and -- and my view of the case and what 

19 I expected, I -- I basically laid it out in the -- in --

20 in --

21 

22 

MR. MARKS: Okay. 

THE COURT: -- my decree that I expected a 

23 motion to be filed and so I'm justifying the timing of 

24 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 like --

9 

10 aspect. 

• • 
MR. MARKS: I hear you. 

THE COURT: -- when it was filed. 

MR. MARKS: I'm not going to keep arguing. 

THE COURT: I don't -- I don't have a -- I 

MR. MARKS: But can you stay --

THE COURT: I'll --

MR. MARKS: -- stay everything until we get 

THE COURT: I don't have a problem staying that 

MR. MARKS: -- the supreme -- can you --

THE COURT: Understanding that --

MR. MARKS: -- can you stay the --

THE COURT: -- an order has to be --

MR. MARKS: Can you at least tentatively agree 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

okay, so you're staying that aspect. You're denying 

THE COURT: The $75,650. 

MR. MARKS: And you're denying the stay on the 

20 rest, but subject to 

THE COURT: Correct. 21 

22 MR. MARKS: obviously we're going to file a 

23 motion with the supreme court on that stay. 

24 THE COURT: Understood. 
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1 

2 

3 

• 
MR. MARKS: All right. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

• 
MR. SMITH: But Your Honor, there's nothing 

4 preventing us from now executing on the 1.6 million 

5 dollar 

6 

7 

8 

MR. MARKS: Well, I'd ask for a stay --

MR. SMITH: judgment 

MR. MARKS: until we get to the supreme 

9 court. I think that's courtes -- professional courtesy 

10 to allow us --

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 orders. 

19 

20 

MR. SMITH: Professional --

MR. MARKS: whatever the time is. 

MR. SMITH: courtesy? 

MR. MARKS: Normally, you don't run out -

THE COURT: Listen, I 

MR. SMITH: -- and execute 

THE COURT: I've -- I've made my findings and 

MR. SMITH: Thank you. 

MR. MARKS: You don't run out and execute when 

21 we're attempting to 

22 MR. SMITH: When we agree on the record there 

23 was no execution? 

24 MR. MARKS: -- attempting to file a motion with 
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• • 
1 the supreme court. 

MR. SMITH: I -- I find that -

MR. MARKS: We'd ask Judge -

MR. SMITH: -- just ironic. 

2 

3 

4 

5 MR. MARKS: You can stay it -- you can say I'm 

6 denying the stay, but I am entering a temporary stay to 

7 give us time to go to the supreme court so there's no 

8 execution. 

9 

10 

11 

MR. SMITH: We -- we agreed at the last hearing 

MR. MARKS: Because we're going to object to 

12 that execution and be back here. 

13 MR. SMITH: He doesn't want me to speak and 

14 I'll tell you why. We agreed --

15 MR. MARKS: No, Judge. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

speaking. 

MR. SMITH: See? 

MR. MARKS: I'm asking you to --

MR. SMITH: There it is. 

MR. MARKS: -- temporarily stay it. 

MR. SMITH: He's going to prevent me from 

The reason why 

MR. MARKS: I'm asking you temporarily -

THE COURT: I --

MR. MARKS: -- stay it. 
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• • 
THE COURT: I'm not -- I've -- I've made my 

findings and orders. 

MR. MARKS: All right. 

THE COURT: And I'm not -- and I'm not doing 

anything further. 

MR. SMITH: Thank you, Your Honor. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

THE COURT: Who's -- who's preparing for today? 

MR. MARKS: I'll prepare, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: If you'll prepare and submit to Mr. 

10 Marks for review. 

11 MR. MARKS: I'd like to prepare on the stay so 

12 I can get that done quickly. 

13 THE COURT: Do you want to submit separate 

14 orders? One on the fees and costs and one on the stay? 

15 That's fine. 

MR. MARKS: Very good. 16 

17 THE COURT: You each prepare and submit to the 

18 other party for review --

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

MR. SMITH: Very good. 

THE COURT: -- and signature. 

MR. SMITH: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 

MR. SMITH: Did you find guidance --

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 10:11:03) 
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1 

2 

• • 
* * * * * * 

ATTEST: I do hereby certify that I have truly 

3 and correctly transcribed the digital proceedings in the 

4 above-entitled case to the best of my ability. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Adrian N. Medrano 
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DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 2 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

4 610 South Ninth Street 

5 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 3 86-0536; FAX: (702) 3 86-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 VS. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 13 

14 

15 

____________ __;/ 

TO: 
16 

TO: 
17 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff; 

RADFORD J. Sl\1ITII, ESQ., Counsel for Plaintiff. 

Electronically Filed 
10/24/2016 03:25:58 PM 

' 
~~.~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

18 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order was entered in the above-entitled action on the 24th day of 

19 
October, 2016, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED this ZH day of October, 2016. 

s 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 24th day 

3 of October, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a true 

4 and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER by way of Notice of 

5 Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 r!J . . /2 ~ 

( .. ~-------
v"LA W OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
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- - ·-·-------, 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. · 
2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

610 South Ninth Street 
4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept.No. 

Electronically Filed 
10/24/201611:21:48AM 

' 
c@;..-Ji.~~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

10 vs. Date of Hearing: October 18, 2016 
8:30am. 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Time of Hearing: 

Defendant. ____________ __;! 

ORDER 

12 

13 

14 

15 This matter having come on for hearing on the 18th day of October, 2016, at the hour of 8:30 

16 a.m. on Defendant's Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree ofDivorce and for Other Related Relief; 

17 and Plaintiff's Countermotion for Attorney's Fees; Plaintiff appearing in person and by and through her 

18 counsel Radford J. Smith, Esq., ofRadford J. Smith, Chartered; Defendant appearing by and through his 

19 counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks; the Court 

20 having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, having heard the arguments of counsel and good cause 

21 appearing: 

22 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendant's Motion to Stay 

23 Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related Relief is DENIED_ 

24 /// I 

25 //// 

26 I I II 

21 I II I 

28 // / / 

1 
RECEIVED 

OCT 2 -1 !01~ 

FAMILY COURf 
DEPARTMENT Q 
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1 IT IS FURTI-IER ORDERED, ADJUDGED A.\ID DECREED that Plaintiffs Countermotion for 

2 Attorney's Fees is DENIED. 

DATED this_ day of October, 2016. 3 

4 

5 

OCT 2 4 2016 ,,.,_,-----... 

6 Respectfully submitted: 

: LA~MARKS 

9 DANIBL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 

10 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

11 610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

12 Attorneys for Defendant 

13 Approved as to fonn and content: 

14 RADFO ,CHARTERED 

15 tt 
16 RAD Q. 

Nev State Bar No. 002791 
17 GARIMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 

Nevada State Bar No. 11878 
18 2470 St. Rose Parkway, Ste. 206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 
19 Attorneys for Plaintiff 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Electronically Filed 
12/05/2016 04:59:39 PM 

.. 
1 ~j.~~ 
2 DANIEL MARKS, ESQ· CLERK OF THE COURT 

Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
4 610 South Ninth Street 

5 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 DISTRICT COURT 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 vs. 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Date of Hearing: 
Time of Hearing: 

Defendant. 13 

14 

15 

____________ ...,.:/ 

TO: 
16 

TO: 
17 

18 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FROM OCTOBER 18, 2016 HEARING 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff; 

RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Counsel for Defendant. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order from October 18, 2016 was entered in the above-entitled 

19 action on the 5th day of December, 2016, a copy of which is attached hereto. __. 
DATED this .S day of December, 2015. 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DANIE MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 51n day 

3 of December, 2015, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a 

4 true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FROM OCTOBER 

5 18, 2016 HEARING by way ofNotice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve 

6 system to the following: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

tJr.~ mployee of the 
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
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DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

610 South Ninth Street 
4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRlELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

10 vs. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

Electronically Filed 
12/05/2016 03:00:18 PM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, Date of Hearing: 
Time of Hearing: 

October 18, 2016 

12. 

13 

14 

15 

Defendant. 

------------....:' 
ORDER FROM OCTOBER 18. 2016 HEARING 

s:Jo a.~.F<-;El V 

PA.MlLYCO 
DEPARTJ\.ffi 

This matter having come on for hearing on the 18th day of October, 2016 at the hour of8:30 a.m. 

16 on Plaintifrs Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs and Defendant's Opposition to Motion for Attorney's 

17 Fees and Costs. Plaintiff appearing in person and by and through her counsel Radford J. Smith, Esq., of 

18 Radford J. Smith, Chartered; Defendant appearing by and through his counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and 

19 Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks; the Court having reviewed the papers and 

20 pleadings on file, having heard the arguments of counsel and good cause appearing: 

21 THIS COURT HEREBY FINDS that the one day delay in Plaintiff filing the instant motion beyond 

22 the deadline is excusable neglect based on Plaintiff's counsel's representation that the delay was due to an 

23 e-filing issue. 

24 THIS COURT FURTHER FINDS that both parties used community funds to pay for their respective 

25 attorney's fees and costs. 

26 

27 

nns COURT FURTHER FINDS that the request for fees is ancillary to the issues on appeal. 

THIS COURT FURTHER FINDS that in regard to the five (5) day deadline to file a Memorandum 

28 of Costs, Plaintiff's duty to comply with that deadline is waived because the court views notice as being 

1 
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1 imparted by the exhibit that was introduced at trial as to the costs requested in the instant motion. 
2 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that there is not an adequate legal or 

3 factual basis to entertain an award of attorney's fees as the Court does not view either party as the prevailing 

4 party. 

5 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that there is a basis to award Plaintiff 

6 one-half of the amount paid to Anthem Forensics. The total costs paid to Anthem Forensics was 

7 $151,300.00. As such,judgment is entered in Plaintiffs favor in the amount of$75,650.00, which is hereby 

8 reduced to judgment. That amount shall be stayed to allow Defendant an opportunity to request a stay from 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

the Supreme Court. 
DEC O 5 2016 

Respectfully submitted: 

•LM ,ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
6 IO South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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1 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
2 

Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
4 610 South Ninth Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
5 

(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 vs. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

______________ / 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Electronically Filed 
12/13/2016 10: 14:25 AM 

' 
~j.~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

13 

14 

15 

16 Notice is hereby given that Defendant Dennis Kogod, by and through his counsel Daniel Marks, 

17 Esq., and Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, hereby appeals to the Supreme 

18 Court of Nevada from the Order From the October 18, 2016 Hearing entered in this action the 5th day of 

19 December, 2016. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED this f;l. day of December, 2016. 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the J3. day 

3 of December, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a 

4 true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF APPEAL by way of Notice of Electronic 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 
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Electronically Filed 
12/05/2016 04:59:39 PM 

.. 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
~~.~ 

2 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

4 610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 5 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 

8 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

10 Plaintiff, 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

11 vs. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Date of Hearing: 
Time of Hearing: 

Defendant. 13 

14 

15 

_____________ / 

TO: 
16 

TO: 
17 

18 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FROM OCTOBER 18, 2016 HEARING 

GABRIBLLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff; 

RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Counsel for Defendant. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order from October 18, 2016 was entered in the above-entitled 

19 action on the 5th day of December, 2016, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

---DATED this 5 day of December, 2015. 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DANIEL: MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the '5111 day 

3 of December, 2015, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a 

4 true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FROM OCTOBER 

5 18, 2016 HEARING by way ofNotice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve 

6 system to the following: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

~'~ rnployee of the 
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
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DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
2 K evada State Bar No. 002003 

NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

610 South Ninth Street 
4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

10 vs. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

Electronically Filed 
12/05/2016 03:00:18 PM 

' 
~-J,./el,,w--

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, Date of Hearing: 
Time of Hearing: 

October 18, 2016 

12 

13 

14 

Defendant. ______________ / 
ORDER FROM OCTOBER 18, 2016 HEARING 

8:30 a.~ f;J ·p·· \/J 'f\ 
.. . -~ . . . . : ' . :.; ·S . ;, 

:~MlLY CO R'I 
DEPA RT~mN . Q 

15 This matter having come on for hearing on the 18th day of October, 2016 at the hour of8:30 a.m. 

16 on Plaintiffs Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs and Defendant's Opposition to Motion for Attorney's 

17 Fees and Costs. Plaintiff appearing in person and by and tlirough her counsel Radford J. Smith, Esq., of 

18 Radford J. Smith, Chartered; Defendant appearing by and through his counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and 

19 Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks; the Court having reviewed the papers and 

20 pleadings on file, having heard the arguments of counsel and good cause appearing: 

21 
THIS COURT HEREBY FINDS that the one day delay in Plaintiff filing the instant motion beyond 

22 the deadline is excusable neglect based on Plaintiff's counsel's representation that the delay was due to an 

23 e-filing issue. 

24 THIS COURT FURTHER FINDS that both parties used community funds to pay for their respective 

25 attorney's fees and costs. 

26 THIS COURT FURTHER FINDS that the request for fees is ancillary to the issues on appeal. 

27 nns COURT FURTHER FINDS that in regard to the five (5) day deadline to file a MemorandlU11 

28 of Costs, Plaintiff's duty to comply with that deadline is waived because the court views notice as being 



imparted by the exhibit that was introduced at trial as to the costs requested in the instant motion. 
fl 

2 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that there is not an adequate legal or 

3 factual basis to entertain an award of attorney's fees as the Court does not view either party as the prevailing 

4 party. 

5 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that there is a basis to award Plaintiff 

6 one-half of the amount paid to Anthem Forensics. The total costs paid to Anthem Forensics was 

7 $151,300.00. As such,judgment is entered in Plaintiffs favor in the amountof$75,650.00, which is hereby 

8 reduced to j udgrnent. That amount shall be stayed to allow Defendant fill opportunity to request a stay from 

9 the Supreme Court. DEC O S 
2016 

10 

11 

12 

13 Respectfully submitted: 

14 

15 

16 •L MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 

17 N1COLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevatla State Bar No. 12659 

l & 610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

19 Attorneys for Defendant 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG,ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Electronically Filed 
12/13/2016 10:15:10 AM 

.. 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD Case No. 
Dept. No. 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 vs. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

13 Defendant. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

----------------'/ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement: 

Dennis Kogod 

Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment or order appealed from: 

District Court Judge Bryce C. Duckworth 

Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each appellant: 

Appellate: Dennis Kogod 

Counsel for Appellate: Daniel Marks, Esq., and Nicole Young, Esq., Law Office of Daniel Marks, 

610 South Ninth Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. 

Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if known, for each 
respondent (if the name of a respondent's appellate counsel is unknown, indicate as much and 
provide the name and address of that respondent's trial counsel): 

Respondent: Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 

Counsel for Respondent: Radford J. Smith, Esq., and Garima Varshney, Esq., of Radford J. Smith, 
Chartered, 2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206, Henderson, Nevada 89074 

1 
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1 

2 

3 

5. Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 4 is not 
licensed to practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court granted that 
attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of any district court order 
granting such permission): 

4 Each of the attorneys identified above in response to question 3 and 4 are licensed to practice law 

5 in Nevada. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained counsel in the 
district court: 

Counsel for Appellant was retained. 

Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained counsel on appeal: 

Counsel for Appellant is retained. 

Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in Jorma pauperis, and the 
date of entry of the district court order granting such leave: 

Appellant was not granted leave to proceed informa pauperis. 

Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court ( e.g., date complaint, 
indictment, information, or petition was filed): 

Complaint date: December 13, 2013 

Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district court, 
including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief granted by the 
district court: 

This is a divorce action tried by the court. Appellant previously appealed the Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce, on August 23, 2016, in which Plaintiff was awarded an unequal 

division of community property and was awarded spousal support even though the court found no need. 

Appellant now appeals the Order From the October 18, 2016 Hearing, where Respondent was awarded the 

costs associated with her expert, in the amount of $75,650.00. 

25 11. 

26 

Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal to or original 
writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and Supreme Court 
docket number of the prior proceeding: 

27 An appeal is currently pending in this case, Ko god v. Cioffi- Ko god, Supreme Court Case No. 7114 7. 

28 The briefing schedule was recently filed in that case. 

2 
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1 

2 

3 

12. Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation: 

This case does not involve child custody or visitation as there are no minor children at issue. 

4 13. If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of settlement: 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

The recently participated in a Supreme Court Settlement Conference in Supreme Court Case No. 

7114 7. That conference was unsuccessful. 

DATEDthis I~ dayofDecember,2016. 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
""': 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 

3 



1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the L2__ 

3 day of December, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically 

4 transmitted a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing CASE APPEAL STATEMENT by way 

5 of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

4 
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2 

J 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

NOAS 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 
GARIMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com 
Attorneys Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Electronically Filed 

12/23/2016 01 :56:08 PM 

' 
~j.~.,._ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

lO I GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 
CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

ii I 
Plaintiff, 

12 V. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2
,, 
l1 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

FAMILY DIVISION 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL 

NOTICE is hereby given that Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, hereby cross-appeals to 

the Supreme Court of the State of Nevada for D1strict Court Notice of Entry of Order .from October 18, 

2016 Hearing, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit "l" hereto. 

~ 
Dated this 2-3 day of December, 2016 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
n C · ... 1/·~P ... 

------1~-------·Pv:::~ 
RA1)FO. RD J. SMITH, ESQ. ~) 
tfef ada Bar No. 002791 · l 
G¼.RIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 

26 Nevada Bar No. 011878 

27 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

2& Attorney/or Plaintiff 
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2 

3 

5 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
i 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered and that on the }."t-, d day of 

September, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a 

true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL by way of Notice of 

6 I Electronic ~iling provi~ed by the comt mandated E-file & Serve system to the following 

7 i Darnel Marks, Esq. 

8 

9 

JO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2l 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

I Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney fot Defendant 

2 

(\{\'"){\!'") 



EXHIBIT ''1 '' 
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II 
II 
ii 
[I 

: I DA1'.1TEL MARKS, ESQ. 
f Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

31 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
ii Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

4 II 6IOSouthNinthStreet . 
..:; 1

1 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

~ / (702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
6 ! Attorneys for Defendant 

I 
7 ! 

ii DISTRICT COURT 

8 'l 
I 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

9 I GABRlELLE CIOFFJ-KOGOD 

10 i Pl . ·~·r , . arntn. ., 

11 vs. 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

Electronically Filed 
12/05/2016 04:59:39 PM 

.. 
~j.~~-

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Date of Hearing: 

l3 

15 

16 
TO: 

17 
TO: 

18 

Time. of Hearing: 

Defendant. ___ __;/ 

J;Sf OTJCE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FROM OCTOBER 18, 2016 IIEAR1NG 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff; 

RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Counsel for Defendant. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order from October 18. 2016 was entered in the above-entitled l 
~ ! 

action on the 5th day of December, 2016, a copy ofwbich is attached hereto. 
19 .,.,.-

DATED this 5 day of December, 2015. 20 

2
., 

-1 

22 

23 

24 

26 

27 

28 

DANIEI: MARKS, ESQ, 
Nevada Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Altomeys for Plaintiff 
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1 !:;EJQJEr!CATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the ___ )"~!~. day 

3 of December, 2015, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14~2, I electronically trnnsmitted a 

4 true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER FRO.M OCTOBER 

5 18, 2016 HEARING by way of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated Ewfile & Serve 

6 system to the following: 

7 

8 

9 

I IO ,I 
" 

11 ii 
IJ 

12 II 
13 r 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Y~mpioyee of the· 
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

-~ 
L. 
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DANIEL MARKS, ESQ, 
2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

NICOLE M. YOUNG. ESQ. 
3 Nevada State Bae No. 12659 

610 South Ninth Street 
4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 
5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

lO I VS. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

Eiectronlcally Flied 
12/05/2016 03:00:18 PM 

' 

CLERK OF HIE COURT 

D-B-489442-D 
Q 

Date of Hearing: October 18, 2016 11 DENNIS KOGOD, Time of Hearing: 8:30 a,rtD fit 't}j \/:f .'f\ 
-~,_ -t. ' ~ ,· s l; .. L,.. 

12 Defendant. 

13 
/ -----···-·······-···-----

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

?AM1Li CO RT 
OJIDJ:R FROM QCTOBER 18~016 HEARING 0EP.A RT~vfEN 1.· () 

l 
This matter having come on for heari.ng on the 18th day of October, 2016 at the hour of8:30 a.m. j 

on Plaintiffs Motion for Attomey's Fees and Costs and Defendant's Opposition to Motion for Attorney's 

Fees and Costs. Plaintiff appearing in person and by and through her counsel Radford J. Smith, Esq., of 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered; Defendant appearing by and through his c-0unscl, Daniel Marks, Esq., and 

19 Nicoie M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks; the Court having reviewed the papers and 

20 pleadings ,)11 file, having heard the arg1m1ents of counsel and good cause appearing: 
I 

21 ~ THIS COURT HEREBY FINDS that the one day delay in Plaintiff filing the insta.'1.t motion beyond 

22 [1 the deadline is excusable neglect based on Plaintiff's counsel's representation that the delay was due to an 

23 ; e-filing issue. 
I 

24 · THIS CO-URT FURTHER FINDS that both parties used community funds to pay for their respective 

25 

26 

r _, 
28 

attorney's fees and costs. 

THIS COURT FURTHER FINDS that the request for foes is ancillary to the issues on appeal. 

THIS COURT FURTI{ER FINDS that in regard to the five (5) day deadline to file a Memorandum 

of Costs, Plaintiff's duty to comply with that deadline is waived because the c:omt views notice as being 

09296 



·---- -------: 

imparted by the exhibit that was introduced. at trial as to the costs requested in the instant motion. 

2 IT lS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJlJDGED AND DECREED that there is not an adequate legal or 

3 factual basis to entertain an award ofattorney's fees as the Court does not view either party as the prevailing 

4 party. 

5 IT IS FllRTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that there is a basis to award.Piaintiff 

6 one-half of the amount paid to Anthem Forensics. The total costs paid to Anthem Forensics ·Nas 

1 $151,300.00. As sucl1,ju<lgment is entered in Plaintiffs favorh1 the amount of$75,650.00, which is hereby 

S reduced to judgment. That amount shall be stayed to allow Defendant an opportunity to request a stay from 

9 I the Supreme Court. DEC O 5 2016 
10 i DATEDthis ___ dayofD<cembe,,20!6. . l ~ 

:~ I [~ST C' COURT _____ ·---- E --······· ·o.f.' 
. I i 

:: I :::;;;:i~:s i 
1 s I /' ~__..,.,.. 

I I 

16 ~ELlviAJ.u{s~Isir 
Nevada Bar No, 002003 

17 I NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
' Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

18 610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada S9101 

19 I Attorneys for Defendant 

201 
21 

22 

23 
i 

24] 
i 

25 

26 

27 

28 i 

I 
l 2 

l 
I 
I 

f\{V''\l'V''7 



I jASTA 
I RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

2 ' 
/ RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
GARHvIA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway. Suite 206 5 
Henderson, NV 89074 

6 Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

8 Attorneys Plaintiff 

Electronically Filed 
12/23/2016 02:04:04 PM 

' 
~j.~,__ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

9 

10 

DlSTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

GABRlELLE CIOFFI- KOGOD, 

11 
Plaintitl 

12 V. 

[3 

14 

15 

DEN'NIS KOGOD, 

Defondant. 

I 
I 
I l .. ---··--------·-------···--------·-····-····-·-·-·-·--·------__J 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

16 I 
i CASE CROSS-APPEAL STA TElVIENT 

l ',i i 

I 
18 

1. Name of cross,-appellant filing this case appeal statement: GABRIELLE CIOFFI-

19 KOGOD. 

20 2. Judge that issued the _dedsion,_jud_gment. or order __ aQpea!ed_ from: HONORABLF 

21 
JUDGE BRYCE DUCK\VORTFl:, Department Q, Family Division, Eighth Judicial District Court. 

22 
" .) . All parties to the proceedings in the district couJt: GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

23 

24 
Plaintiff, and DENNIS KOGOD, Defendant 

25 4. A.11 parties involved in the appeal: GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff, an 

26 DENNIS KOGOD, Defondanl 

?""1 _, 

28 

- !-
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2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

i8 

19 

5. The nan1e, law firm. address. a~plione number ofall counsel~al and identif 

the partv or parties whom they represent: 

a. Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
Garima V arshney, Esq. 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Law Office of Daniel Marks 
Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. 
Telephone: (702) 386-0536 
Attorneys for Defendant 

I 

5. Whether anv attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 4 is not licensed to! 
I 

m:actice law in_Nevada and. if so, whether the district court grarited that attome_y_permission_ to _appearj 

under SCR 42 fattach a copv of any district court order granting such permission): None. I 
6. Whether cross-a eliant was re resented bv a ointed or retained counsel in the distric" 

20 courr: Cross-Appellant was represented by retained counsel. 

21 
J 7. Whether. cross:mmellant .. is remesented b_y_@pointed or retained counsel on appeal: 

22 I j C.ross,-Appellant is represented. by retained counsel. 
23 

8. Whether cross-appellant was granted.leave to_pJoceed in forma pauneris, and the date o 
24 

25 entry of the district count granted such leave: No. 

9. The date the proceedings commenced in the district court: Complaint filed December 

27 13, 2013. 

28 

-2· 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

f(} 

II 

12 

lJ 

14 

15 

16 

17 

l8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

10. Brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district court. includina the; 

type of judgment or order beimr appealed and the relief granted by the district court: 

(i) Cross-Appellant appeals the Notice of Entry of Order from October 18, 2016 Hearing_ 

entered on December 5, 2016. 

11. Whether the case has ireviousl been the sub· ect of an a cal to or ori rinal wn 

prlor proceedings: Yes. An appeal is currently pending in this case, Kogod v. Cioffi-Kogod, Suprem 

Court Case Number 7114 7. 

12. Whether this cross-appeal involves child custody or visitation: No. 

13. Whether this appeal involves the possibility of settlement: Yes. 
rJJ__ 

DATED this 2-..:;i December, 2016. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHA.RTERED 

/\ 

..... -- rv! . 
l~~FORD J. SMITH, ESQ. --
l'j'ev da Bar No. 002791 
GA'RJMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway -- Ste. 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
T: (702) 990-6448 
F: (702) 990-6456 
Email: rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

I Attorneys for Plai11tiff 
I 

I 

-3-
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

l l 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

2S 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
i 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered and that on the J:-1 1:--i, day 

of September, 2016, pursuant to NRCP S(b} and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitte 

a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing CASE CROSS-APPEAL STATEMENT by way o 

Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the foliowing 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 

An employee of Radfurd J. Smith, Chartered 

-4-
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1 LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 

4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX (702) 386-6812 

5 Attorneys for Appellant 

6 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DENNIS KOGOD, Case No. 71147 

Appellant, 

vs. 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 

Respondent. 
I 

APPEAL FROM THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

APPELLANT'S APPENDIX 
Volume 46 

1 
Docket 71147   Document 2017-11547



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Acceptance of Service filed on April 24, 2014 1 14 

3 Acceptance of Service Filed on November 6, 2015 2 394 

4 Amended Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 23, 2016 46 9032-9148 

5 Answer to Complaint for Divorce and Counterclaim 1 19-24 

6 
filed on November 24, 2014 

Case Appeal Statement filed on August 23, 2016 44 8590-8593 
7 

Case Appeal Statement, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9287-9290 
8 

9 
Case Cross-Appeal Statement filed on September 21, 2016 46 9028-9031 

10 
Case Cross-Appeal Statement, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9298-9301 

11 
Certificate of Service filed on March 2, 2015 1 66 

12 
Certificate of Service filed on June 2, 2015 1 85-86 

13 
Certificate of Service filed on January 25, 2016 4 712 

14 
Certificate of Service filed on June 21, 2016 42 8082 

15 
Certificate of Service filed on September 14, 2016 45 8704-8802 

16 Certification of Copy of Exhibits Presented at the 2/23/16- 10 1876-1894 
2/26/16 Non-Jury Trial, dated December 8, 2016 

17 
Certification of Copy Clerks List 41 7980-7983 

18 
Complaint for Divorce filed on December 13, 2013 1 1-6 

19 
Defendant's Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8415-8473 

20 
Defendant, Dennis Kogod's, Reply to Plaintiff's, Gabrielle 1 151-178 

21 Cioffi-Kogod's, Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 
Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition 

22 and for a Protective Order Prohibiting or Limiting the 
deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner and Opposition to 

23 Plaintiff's Countermotion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed on 
June 25, 2015 

24 
Defendant's Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum 1 87-110 

25 and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner filed on 

26 June 11, 2015 

27 Defendant's Exhibits Vol. I: 33 6161-7979 

28 /Ill 

1 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit D- Teichner Accounting Rebuttal Expert 33 6162-6209 

3 
Disclosure Dated: January 25, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit F- Teichner Accounting Sur-Rebuttal 33 6210-6215 
4 Report Dated: February 15, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit S- Bank of America Joint Checking 33 6216-6223 

6 
Account Ending 6446 Statement From December 1, 2015 to 
December 31, 2015 

7 Defendant's Exhibit T- Bank of America Checking Account 33 6224-6229 

8 
ending in 0129 Statement from December 1, 2015 to December 
31,2015 

9 Defendant's Exhibit U- Wells Fargo Complete Advantage 33 6230-6239 

10 
Checking Account Ending 5397 Statement from January 9, 
2016 to February 5, 2016 

11 Defendant's Exhibit V- Wells Fargo PMA Account ending 8870 33 6240-6242 

12 
Statement from January 9, 2016 to February 5, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit W- UBS Trust-Fee Base ending 743 33 6243-6252 
Statement From January 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit X- UBS Checking ending 745 Statement 33 6253-6264 

15 
for January 2016 

16 Defendant's Exhibit Y- UBS Trust-PWS/GAM ending 134 33 6265-6282 
Statement for January 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit Z- UBS Stock Option ending 999 Statement 33 6283-6290 

18 for January 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit AA- Merrill Lynch Ending 588 Statement 33 6291-6360 
from December 01, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

20 
Defendant's Exhibit BB- UBS Trust- Fee Base ending 43 34 6361-6368 

21 Statement for January 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibit CC- Fidelity Dignity Health Statement 34 6369-6372 
from January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit DD- Davita Retirement Plan Statement 34 6373-6375 

24 from January 1, 2016 to January 31, 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit EE- Davita Retirement Savings Plan 34 6376-6378 
Statement from October 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit LL- UBS Premier Variable Credit Line 34 6379-6384 

27 ending 027 Statement for January 2016 

28 II I I 

2 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit MM- American Express Centurion 34 6385-6396 

3 
Account ending 3005 

Defendant's Exhibit NN- American Express Platinum Account 34 6397-6401 
4 ending 2003 Statement from January 18, 2016 to February 6, 

2016 
5 

Defendant's Exhibit 00- American Express Platinum Account 34 6402-6406 
6 ending 9008 Statement from January 25, 2016 to February 23, 

2016 
7 

Defendant's Exhibit PP- Master Card Account ending 1588 34 6407-6412 
8 Statement From January 07, 2016 to February 06, 2016 

9 Defendant's Exhibit QQ- Wells Fargo Account ending 1032 34 6413-6419 

10 
Statement from December 16, 2015 to January 15, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit RR- Banana Republic Account ending 4713 34 6420-6423 
11 Statement from December 4, 2015 to January 4, 2016 

12 Defendant's Exhibit SS- Discover Account ending in 4205 34 6424-6427 

13 
Statement from November 12, 2015 to December 11, 2015 

14 
Defendant's Exhibit TT- Kohls Account ending in 557 Statement 34 6428 
from November 7, 2015 to December 7, 2015 

15 Defendant's Exhibit UU- Merrill Lynch Account ending 9677 34 6429-6431 

16 Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 12, 2015 

17 Defendant's Exhibit VV- Nordstorm Account ending 992 34 6432-6436 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 13, 2015 

18 
Defendant's Exhibit WW-TJX Rewards Account ending 6951 34 6437-6439 

19 Statement from December 1, 2015 to January 1, 2016 

20 Defendant's Exhibit XX- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form 34 6440-6456 
for Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod, Filed February 25, 2015 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit AAA- Email from Eugene to Dennis 34 6457-6459 

22 Dated: February 12, 2012 

23 Defendant's Exhibit BBB- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6460-6464 
Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: House 

24 
6465-6467 Defendant's Exhibit CCC- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 

25 Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: Misc. 

26 Defendant's Exhibit DDD- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6468-6470 
Eugene Cioffi Re: Eugene's Birthday 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit EEE- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6471-6473 

28 Cassandra Cioffi Re: Cassandra's Birthday 

3 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit FFF- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6474-6476 

3 
Stephanie Cioff Re: Stephanie's Birthday 

Defendant's Exhibit GGG- Check from Dennis to Escrow of the 34 6477 
4 West Re: 128 N. Edinburch 

5 Defendant's Exhibit HHH- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6478-6496 
Cash 

6 
Defendant's Exhibit III- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6497-6507 

7 Deaner, Deaner, Scann, Malan & Larsen Re: Kogod v. 

8 
De Young #5504-0001 

Defendant's Exhibit KKK- Notice of Entry of Stipulation and 34 6508-6513 
9 Order Filed on August 12, 2015 

10 Defendant's Exhibit LLL- Email from Dennis to Gabrielle 34 6514-6515 

11 
Dated: December 8, 2011 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit NNN- Plaintiff's Sixteenth Supplemental 34 6516-656 
Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2, Served on 

13 
October 22, 2015 

14 
Defendant's Exhibit 000- Gabrielle Kogod's Resume 34 6561-6564 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit PPP- Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 35 6565-6589 
First Set of Interrogatories Dated May 18, 2015 

16 Defendant's Exhibit QQQ- Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 35 6590-6597 

17 Second Set of Interrogatories Served on October 20, 2015 

18 Defendant's Exhibit RRR- Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 35 6598-6603 
Third Set oflnterrogatories Served on October 29, 2015 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit SSS- Confidential Memorandum Limited 35 6604-6683 

20 Partner Interests in New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. Dated: 
February 2012 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit TTT- New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. 35 6684-6706 

22 Supplemental Schedule of Changes in Individual Partner's 
Capital Accounts 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Plaintiff's Eleventh Supplemental 36 6707-6906 

24 Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 Dated: 
September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

25 
6907-7034 Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Continued Plaintiff's Eleventh 37 

26 Supplemental Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 
Dated: September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit VVV- Davita Power Point Regarding 2015 37 7035-7041 

28 Long Term Incentive Program 

4 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit XXX- Davita Cash Performance Award 37 7042-7048 
Agreement, Exhibit B 

3 
Defendant's Exhibit YYY- Email from Radiology Partners 37 7049-7059 

4 regarding 2014 Tax Compliance 

5 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZ- Radiology Partners Member Equity 37 7060 

6 
Statement Dated: July 31, 2015 

Defendant's Exhibit AAAA- Radiology Partners Practice 37 7061-7067 
7 Update, Dated July 31, 2015 

8 Defendant's Exhibit FFFF- Kogod Equity Analysis of Dennis' 37 7068-7070 

9 
outstanding Long-term incentives (Equity Bases and Cash-Based) 
and Explanation 

10 Defendant's Exhibit GGGG-Thomasina Distribution Agreement 37 7071-7126 

11 Defendant's Exhibit HHHH- Pray for Ukraine Agreement 37 7127-7132 

12 
Dated: October 16, 2014 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit IIII- UBS Resource Management account 37 7133-7134 
Ending 899 Statement for February 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit JJJJ- 2015 W-2 issued to Dennis L. Kogod 37 7135-7137 

15 Defendant's Exhibit KKKK- Principle Life Insurance Company 37 7138-7139 

16 Statement for February 18 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit LLLL- Email from Denise to Dennis Kogod 38 7140 

18 Defendant's Exhibit MMMM- Filing with US Security and 38 7141-7142 
Exchange Commission 

19 
Defendants Exhibit NNNN- Email 2/23/16 Re: Award of 76,766 38 7143-7144 

20 Shares And Sale of $33,290 Shares for Tax Purposes 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 0000- Assets & Debt Chart 38 7145-7148 

22 Defendant's Exhibit PPPP- Martial Balance Sheet 38 7149-7151 

23 Defendant's Exhibit QQQQ- Costs & Fees Through 1/31/16 38 7152-7174 

24 Defendant's Exhibit RRRR- Jimmerson Fees 38 7175-7340 

25 Defendant's Exhibit SSSS- Depo of Eugene Cioffi February 39 7341-7450 
05,2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit TTTT- Depo of Stephanie Cioffi February 39 7451-7467 

27 05,2016 

28 Defendant's Exhibit UUUU- 9716 Oak Pass Appraisal 42 8042-8061 

5 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit VVVV- Jennifer Bosco Resume 42 8062 

3 Defendant's Exhibit WWWW- Hollywood Hills Escrow 42 8063 

4 Defendant's Exhibit XXXX-_February 2016 UBS account 39 7468-7474 

5 
summary statement 

Defendant's Exhibit YYYY- February 2016 UBS account 39 7475-7484 
6 statement for Accounts ending 743 

7 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZZ- February 2016 UBS account 39 7485-7500 

8 
statement for Accounts ending 134 

Defendant's Exhibit SA- February 2016 UBS account summary 39 7501-7508 
9 statement 

10 Defendant's Exhibit 5B- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7509-7522 

11 
for accounts Ending 745 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit SC- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7523-7532 
for accounts Ending 899 

13 Defendant's Exhibit 5D- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7533-7540 

14 
for accounts Ending 746 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit 5E- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7541-7546 
for accounts Ending 027 

16 Defendant's Exhibit 5F- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7547-7552 

17 for accounts Ending 575 

18 Defendant's Exhibit 5G- UBS Account Summary for account 39 7553 
ending 17, Showing no value As of February 26, 2016 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit 5H- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7554-7559 

20 for accounts ending 75 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 51- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7560-7567 
accounts ending 7 6 

22 
Defendant's Exhibit 5J- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7568-7577 

23 accounts ending 43 

24 Defendant's Exhibit 5K- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7578-7587 
accounts ending 45 

25 
Defendant's Exhibit 5L- May 2016 UBS account statement for 40 7588-7603 

26 accounts ending 34 

27 Defendant's Exhibit 5M- Wells Fargo PMA Package account 40 7604-7613 
ending 5397 Statement from February 1, 2016 through February 

28 29,2016 

6 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit SN- Wells Fargo Checking account ending 40 7614-7616 

3 
8870 Statements from February 6, 2016 through March 7, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit 50- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7617-7620 
4 statements From January 16, 2016 through February 12, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit SP- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7621-7625 

6 
statements From February 13, 2016 through March 15, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SQ- American Express Platinum account 40 7626-7636 
7 ending 9008 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

8 
February 23, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SR- American Express Platinum account 40 7637-7645 
9 ending 9008 Statements from February 24, 2016 through 

10 
March 25, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit 5S- American Express Centurion account 40 7646-7659 
11 ending 3005 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

12 
February 14, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit ST- American Express Centurion account 40 7660-7668 
ending 3005 Statements from February 15, 2016 through 

14 
March 16, 2016 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit SU- American Express Optima account 40 7669-7680 
ending 2003 Statements from January 19, 2016 through 

16 February 16, 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit 5V- American Express Optima account 40 7681-7685 
ending 2003 Statements from February 17, 2016 through 

18 March 18, 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit SW- Master Card Black Card account 40 7686-7691 
ending 1588 Statements from February of 2016 

20 
Defendant's Exhibits 5X- Principle Life Insurance Company 40 7692-7693 

21 Statement of Coverage as of February 26, 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibits SY- Voja DaVita Retirement Savings 40 7694-7696 
Plan statement From 01/01/16 through 03/31/16 

23 
Defendant's Exhibits 5Z- DaVita Gambro Healthcare Executive 40 7697-7699 

24 Retirement Plan Benefit Statement from February of 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit 6A- Cigna Health Savings Plan account 40 7700-7703 
balance of April 24, 2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit 6B- DaVita Stock Award Grant Statement, 40 7704-7705 

27 exercisable as of 06/01 /16 

28 Defendant's Exhibit 6C- Documents regarding sale of Ferrari 40 7706-7707 

7 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 25, 2015 1 28-44 

3 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 27, 2015 1 45-65 

4 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on May 29, 2015 1 67-84 

5 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 16, 2016 4 721-738 

6 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 19, 2016 4 819-835 

7 Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations 2 421-424 

8 
filed on January 11, 2016 

Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations filed 4 707-711 
9 on January 22, 2016 

10 Discovery Commissioner's Supplemental Report and 4 843-846 

11 
Recommendations filed on February 22, 2016 

12 
Errata to Pre-Trial Memorandum filed on February 22, 2016 4 841-842 

13 
Errata to Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on 44 8603-8606 
August 30, 2016 

14 Ex-Parte Motion to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 7-11 

15 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 4, 2014 

16 Ex-Parte Order to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 12-13 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 10, 2014 

17 Ex Parte Request for Leave of Court to File Supplemental 45 8914-8944 

18 Pleading (With Notice) Filed September 21, 2016 

19 Joint Preliminary Injunction filed on May 15, 2014 1 15-16 

20 Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle 2 207-274 
Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with the 

21 Discovery Commissioners Recommendation Regarding Service 
of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

22 on September 14, 2015 

23 Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's Fees and 2 407-420 
Costs filed on December 23, 2015 

24 
Motion in Limine to Exclude Updated Real Estate Appraisals 4 836-840 

25 and Newly Disclosed Rental Values Submitted by Plaintiff filed 
on February 19, 2016 

26 
Motion in Limine to Exclude Defendant's Witness Disclosed 4 847-858 

27 After Deadline to Disclose witnesses and Request for 
Attorney's Fees and Sanctions filed on February 22, 2016 

28 

8 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for 44 8594-8600 

3 
Other Related Relief filed on August 24, 2016 

Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 44 8607-8703 
4 September 13, 2016 

5 Notice of Appeal filed on August 23, 2016 44 8588-8589 

6 Notice of Appeal, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9280-9286 

7 Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 21, 2016 45 8823-8940 

8 Notice of Cross-Appeal, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9291-9297 

9 Notice of Entry of Order filed on August 12, 2015 1 205-206 

10 Notice of Entry filed on November 30, 2015 2 395-399 

11 Notice of Entry of Order filed on December 3, 2015 2 400-404 

12 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8064-8065 

13 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 11, 2016 42 8068-8069 

14 Notice of Entry of Order filed on June 29, 2016 42 8086-8089 

15 Notice of Entry of Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and 44 8474-8587 

16 Decree of Divorce filed on August 22, 2016 

17 Notice of Entry of Order filed on October 24, 2016 47 9272-9275 

18 Notice of Entry of Order from October 18, 2016 Hearing filed 47 9276-9279 
on December 5, 2016 

19 
Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on August 29, 2016 44 8601-8602 

20 
Objections to Plaintiffs proposed deposition Testimony and 40 7721-7739 

21 Submission of Additional Deposition Testimony filed on 
March 25, 2016 

22 
Opposition to Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold 2 287-335 

23 Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

24 Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs and Countermotion for Sanctions and Attorney's Fees 

25 filed on October 6, 2015 

26 Opposition to Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces 1 111-150 
Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order 

27 Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 
Steiner, and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

28 on June 23, 2015 

9 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Opposition to Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's 3 425-579 
Fees and Costs and Countermotion for Protective Order filed 

3 on January 11, 2016 

4 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for an Order to Show Cause 4 713-720 

5 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt of Court for 
His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction, for 

6 
an Order Limiting Access and Payments from Community 
Accounts, and for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs; and 

7 
Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 
February 8, 2016 

8 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for 42 8090-8153 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's fees and Costs; and Countermotion for 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 8, 2016 

10 Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 46 9167-9174 

11 
October 13, 2016 

12 
Order to Show Cause filed on February 24, 2016 4 859-860 

13 
Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8066-8067 

14 
Order from April 6, 2016 Hearing filed on May 11, 2016 42 8070-8071 

15 
Order filed on June 28, 2016 42 8083-8085 

16 Order From October 18, 2016 Hearing, filed on December 5, 2016 47 9278-9279 

17 Plaintiffs Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8242-8414 

18 Plaintiffs Ex Parte Motion with Notice for Extension of Time 45 8803-8822 
to File Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 

19 September 15, 2016 

20 Plaintiffs Motion for the Issuance of an Order to Show Cause 4 647-706 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt for his Multiple 

21 Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction; Plaintiffs Motion 
for an Order Limiting the Access and Payments from 

22 Community Accounts filed on January 19, 2016 

23 Plaintiffs Pre Trial Memorandum filed on February 19, 2016 4 780-818 

24 Plaintiffs Exhibit 1- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1896-1912 
February 16, 2016 

25 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 2- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1913-1930 

26 February 16, 2016 

27 Plaintiffs Exhibit 3- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1931-1951 
on May 29, 2015 

28 

10 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 4- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1952-1972 
on February 27, 2015 

3 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 5- 2014 Individual Income Tax Return 10 1973-1980 

4 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 6- 2013 Individual Income Tax Return 11 1981-2241 

5 
Plaintiff Exhibit 7- 2012 Individual Income Tax Returns 12 2242-2378 

6 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 8- 2011 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2379-2427 

7 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 9- 2010 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2428-2456 

8 

9 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 10- 2009 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2457-2489 

10 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 11- 2008 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2490-2515 

11 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 12- 2007 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2516-2542 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 13- 2006 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2543-2572 

13 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 14- 2005 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2573-2595 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 15- 2004 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2596-2612 

15 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 16- 2003 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2613-2627 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 18- Text messages between the parties 14 2629-2772 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 19- Emails between the parties 14 2773-2813 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 20- Text messages between the parties 15 2814-2921 

19 Plaintiff's Exhibit 21- Text messages between the parties 15 2922-2925 

20 Plaintiff's Exhibit 22- Emails between the parties 15 2926-2962 

21 Plaintiff's Exhibit 23- Emails between the parties 15 2963-3040 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 24- Text messages between the parties 15 3041-3048 

23 Plaintiff's Exhibit 25- Text messages between the parties 15 3049-3061 

24 Plaintiff's Exhibit 26- Proposed Community Property 
Distribution Worksheet 

15 3062-3063 

25 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 54- Jenny Allen's Curriculum Vitae and 16 3064-3066 

26 List of Cases 

27 Plaintiff's Exhibit 55- Index of documents in Support of 16 3067-3121 
Spreadsheets in Anthem Forensic's Reports 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 56 Anthem Forensics' Expert Witness Report 16 3122-3232 

3 Plaintiffs Exhibit 57- Anthem Forensics' Supplemental Expert 17 3233-3368 

4 
Witness Report 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 58- Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 17 3369-3402 
5 for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report 

6 Plaintiffs Exhibit 59- Email from Joe Leauanae to Daniel 17 3403-3404 

7 
Marks, Esq. 

8 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 60- Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 17 3405-3409 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 61- Transactions that comprise the "adjusted" 18 3410-3549 
9 column on Exhibit 6 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 62- Withdrawals and checks written to cash - 18 3550 

11 
Gabrielle Kogod 

12 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 63- Anthem Forenscics' Response to 18 3551-3578 
Rebuttal Report 

13 Plaintiffs Exhibit 65- Anthem Forensics' Supporting 19 3579-3640 

14 
Documentation for Facts set fourth in The February 5, 2016 
Report 

15 Plaintiffs Exhibit 69- Joint Preliminary Injunction Order 19 3641-3642 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 71- Settlement Statement for 10776 19 3643 

17 Wilshire Boulevard, Unit 604, California 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 72- Spreadsheet showing expenses for 19 3644-3674 
Khapsalis and children From May 2014 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 73- Spreadsheet showing updated Outflows 19 3675 

20 greater than $10,000 Since Anthem's December 15, 2015 Report 
based on updated statements provided by Dennis 

21 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 74- Spreadsheet showing Outflows more than 19 3676 

22 $10,000 Since May, 2014 

23 Plaintiffs Exhibit 75- Spreadsheet showing payments to or on 
behalf of Dennis' Family Members since May, 2014 

19 3677-3678 

24 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 76- Spreadsheet showing payments to 19 3679-3682 

25 Jennifer Steiner since September, 2014 

26 Plaintiffs Exhibit 77- Email from Bob Gehlen dated November 19 3683-3685 
25,2015 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 78- Email from Dennis to Robert Gehlen 19 3686-3690 

28 dated December 8, 2015 

12 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 79- Email from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3691-3696 

3 
and Ms. Young re: Dennis Not adding Gabrielle to the UBS 
Account dated December 2, 2015 

4 Plaintiffs Exhibit 80- Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena 19 3697-3720 

5 
Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective 
Order Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 

6 
Steiner filed on June 11, 2015 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 87- Letter from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3721-3725 
7 re: Deficiencies in documents From DaVita dated October 1, 

2015 
8 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 88- Letter from Mr. Jimmerson to Mr. Smith 19 3726 
9 re: Dennis' intent to sell stock Options dated June 12, 2015 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 89- Letter from Mr. Smith to Mr. Marks re: 19 3727-3729 

11 
Sale of Dennis' Stock Options Dated August 14, 2015 

12 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 90- Letter from Mr. Marks to Mr. Smith re: 19 3730-3731 
Subpoena to DaVita jeopardizing Dennis' position dated 

13 
September 2, 2015 

14 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 91- 2008 Annual Proxy Statement 19 3732-3807 

15 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 92- 2009 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3808-3873 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 93- 2010 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3874-3959 

17 Plaintiffs Exhibit 94- 2011 Annual Proxy Statement 21 3960-4081 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 95- 2012 Annual Proxy Statement 21 4082-4202 

19 Plaintiffs Exhibit 96- 2013 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4203-4298 

20 Plaintiffs Exhibit 97- 2014 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4299-4432 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 98- 2015 Annual Proxy Statement 23 4433-4526 

22 Plaintiffs Exhibit 100- Radford J. Smith, Chartered' s Billing 23 4527-4560 
Statements 

23 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 101- Marc Herman's Billing Statements 23 4561 

24 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 102- Anthem Forensic's Billing Statements 23 4562-4627 

25 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 103- Clark Barthol's Billing Statements 23 4628 

26 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 107- Nadya Khapsalis' Facebook printout 24 4629-4691 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 111- Plaintiffs Third Set of Interrogatories 24 4692-4709 

28 to Defendant 

13 
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2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 113- Plaintiffs Fourth Set oflnterrogatories 24 4710-4717 
to Defendant 

3 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 116- Plaintiffs Sixth Set of Interrogatories 24 4718-4761 

4 to Defendant 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 118- Summary of emails prepared by Plaintiff 24 4762-4765 

6 Plaintiffs Exhibit 119- 2011 Tax Return 24 4766-4767 

7 Plaintiffs Exhibit 120- 2012 Tax Return 24 4768-4772 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 121- 2013 Tax Return 24 4773-4780 

9 Plaintiffs Exhibit 122- 2014 Tax Return 24 4781-4784 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 123- Kogod equity analysis 24 4785 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 124- Dist. Comm prop as of February 2016 24 4786-4788 

12 Plaintiffs Exhibit 125-9/11/15 Certified Transcripts of 25 4789-5065 

13 
Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

14 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 125- Continued 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts 26 5066-5170 
of Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

15 Plaintiffs Exhibit 126- 9/15/15 Deposition of Patricia Murphy 27 5171-5305 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 127- 9/26/15 Deposition of Mitchell Kogod 28 5306-5498 

17 Plaintiffs Exhibit 128- 9/25/15 Deposition of Marsha Kogod 29 5499-5592 

18 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 129- 9/25/15 Deposition of Sheldon Kogod 29 5593-5745 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 130- 9/26/15 Deposition of Dana Kogod 30 5746-5832 

20 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 131- 12/10/15 Deposition of Jennifer Crute 31 5833-6019 

21 Steiner 

22 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132- Gabrielle's Ann Taylor Loft X5363 32 6020-6023 
dated February 22, 2016 

23 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-2- Marc Herman's Curriculum Vitae 41 7984 

24 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-5- Gabrielle's expert, Mr. Marc 41 7985-8021 

25 Herman's updated Appraisal dated January 30, 2016 

26 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-6- Dennis' expert, Ms. Jennifer L. 41 8022-8041 
Bosco' s appraisal Dated March 7, 2016 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 133- Gabrielle's Banana Republic Luxe 32 6024-6026 

28 X4713 Dated March 4, 2016 

14 
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2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 134- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6027-6029 

3 
dated February 11, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 135- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6030-6033 
4 dated March 11, 2016 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 136- Gabrielle's Kohl's Card X2557 32 6034-6036 

6 
Dated January 7, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 137- Gabrielle's Kohl Statement X2557 32 6037-6039 
7 dated February 5, 2016 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 138- Gabrielle's American Express 32 6040-6042 

9 
Statement X9677 dated February 12, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 139- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6043-6048 
10 dated February 11, 2016 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 140- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6049-6052 

12 
dated March 13, 2016 

13 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 141- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X0129 32 6053-6058 
Statement dated March 1, 2016 through March 31, 2016 

14 Plaintiffs Exhibit 142- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X6446 32 6059-6066 

15 
Statement Dated February 29, 2016 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 143- Bank of America Merrill Lynch primary 32 6067-6124 
account 7GS-10588 dated February 29, 2016 (also includes 

17 secondary accounts 7GS-10637, 7GS-10588, 7GS-10093) 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 144- Gabrielle's UBS account FN-20329 GM 32 6125-6132 
Dated March, 2016 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 145- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 13134 GM 32 6133-6146 

20 Dated March, 2016 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 146- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 12743 GM 32 6147-6160 
Dated March, 2016 

22 
Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, For Sanctions, and 42 8072-8081 

23 Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on June 21, 2016 

24 Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 
Enforcement Of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related 

46 9149-9166 

25 Relief and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees filed on 
October 12, 2016 

26 
Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce filed on December 5, 2014 1 25-27 

27 

28 II II 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Reply in Support of Motion for an Order to Cause to Hold 2 336-345 

3 
Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

4 
Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs; and Opposition to Countermotion for sanctions and 

5 
Attorney's Fees filed on October 12, 2015 

Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Compel Discovery 3 583-586 
6 and for Attorney's Fees and Costs, and Opposition to Plaintiffs 

7 
Countermotion for Protective Order filed on January 13, 2016 

Reply to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, 42 8154-8192 
8 Attorney's Fees and Costs and Opposition to Countermotion for 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 13, 2016 

Reply in Support of Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of 46 9175-9180 
10 Divorce and For Other Related Relief; and Opposition to 

11 
Countermotion for Attorney's fees filed on October 14, 2016 

12 
Reply to Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 9181-9186 
filed on October 17, 2016 

13 Stipulation and Order filed on August 10, 2015 1 201-204 

14 Stipulation and Order filed on December 15, 2015 2 405-406 

15 Summons filed on May 15, 2014 1 17-18 

16 Supplemental Billing Statements of Attorney's Fees and 40 7708-7720 

17 Costs filed on March 11, 2016 

18 Supplement to Plaintiffs Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 8945-9027 
filed on September 21, 2016 

19 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions 1 179-200 

20 (Hearing on June 26, 2015) filed on July 9, 2015 

21 Transcript Re: Motion to Stay (Hearing on Wednesday 2 275-286 
September 21, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

22 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 2 346-393 

23 October 14, 2015) filed on December 29, 2016 

24 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Friday 3 587-646 
January 15, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

25 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday, 4 739-779 

26 February 17, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

27 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Tuesday, February 23, 2016) 5 861-1037 
filed on April 28, 2016 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Wednesday, February 24, 2016) 6 1038-1222 

3 
filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Thursday, February 7 1223-1399 
4 25, 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

5 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Thursday, February 25, 8 1400-1592 

6 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Friday, February 26, 9 1593-1766 
7 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

8 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Friday, February 26, 10 1767- 1875 

9 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Status Check (Hearing on Wednesday 40 7740-7808 
10 April 6, 2016) Filed on April 28, 2016 

11 Transcript Re: Hearing (Hearing on Wednesday May 4, 2016) 41 7809-7979 

12 
Filed on December 29, 2016 

13 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 42 8193-8241 
July 13, 2016) Filed on December 29, 2016 

14 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Tuesday 47 9187-9271 

15 
October 18, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

16 
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22 
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24 
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26 

27 
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Electronically Filed 
09/21/2016 05:50:33 PM 

.. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
2. RA CLERK OF THE COURT 

~j.~ 

DFORD J. SMI'TII, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 011878 
KIMBERLY A. MEDfNA, ESQ. 

5 Nevada State Bar No. 014085 
2470 St. Rose Parkway1 Suite 206 

6 Henderson, NV 89074 

7 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile:. (702) 990-6456 

g rsmith@,radfordsmith.com 
Attorneys for P/4int{(f 

9 DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

DEN1'-.TIS KOOOD, 

Defondant. 

CASENO.: D-13-489442~D 
DEPTNO.:Q 

FAlvUL Y DIVISION 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

SUPPLEMENT TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ("Gabrielle"), by and through 

19 het attorney, Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Kimberly A. Medina, Esq. ofthe law fim1 of RADFORD J.' 
20 

SMITH, CHARTERED, and hereby submits the follov.1ing document in suppmt of Plaintiff's Motion 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 I 

for Attorney's Fees and. Costs. 

- l -
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Exhibit "3'' - Denise L. Gentile, Chartered, Retainer Agreement, dated September 26, 

2013. 

Exhibit "4;.' - Denise L Gentile, Chartered, Fees for Services Rendered Through 

l2/17/2014, dated December 17, 2014. 

Exhibit "5" - Jaffe and Clemens, Summary of Account, for the period April 30, 2015 

through May 31, 2016. 

• :"'J j(;'t 
Dated this ..l:Lday of September, 2016. 

:DFOJDi;}MITH,~I-~--~-,,,, _ 
{lt>(· 11/ !/// ,(-;;// /! 'f' ! 4Z,} 5" 

· I /j I/ I/,?· ,1. / I // · , 
12 . , \ - { (ft k>:L ./\ / L.··· "-··L,.... :t"":z;:-t,:~ 

RADFORD J. SMJTH, ESQ. " "' 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

26 

27 

28 

Nevada Bar No. 002791 
KIMBERLY A. MEDINA~ ESQ; 
Nevada Bar No. 014085 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

- 2 -
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

r hereby ce1tify that I am an employee of Radford J. Sm:ith, Chartered ("the Firm"). I am 

over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. lam '"'readily familiar" with firm's practice 

s i of collection and processing correspondence for mailing. Under the Finn's practice, mail is to be 

deposited with the U.S. Postal Service on the san1e day as stated befow; with postage thereon fully 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

'.l.6 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

prepaid. 

I served the foregoing document described as ;·SUPPLEMENT TO PLAINTIFF'S 

/; 1'5'(" 
MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS " on this [,· , day of September, 2016, to 

all interested pruties by way of the Eighth Judicial District Court's electronic filing system and as 

follows: 

Dan Marks, Esq. 
Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 . . · ~---~·· r1.1 1<7 <=~~ · 
/'f./ I: /1 /) /•/ / ) 

&,til_ . I_ I I I I . //// I _L.A, ... ./ , I . 1/i' '..,~ L/. 

An einployee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered 

- 3 -
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D"f,N!SE L G~U.. ESQ. 

DENISE L. GENTILE, CHARTERED 
A l'ROFESSIONilL CORl'OilATXON 
10!$! PARK RUN 0RIV5..S1.,1!ll 150 

L•.S VEGAS, NEVADA $?14.5 
de.1ise@rl:mi~i"!cla1.-.•.«nt\ 

September 26, 2013 

Gabrielle CioffH<ogod 

Re: Terms of Engagementfor Legal RcpresentatiDn 
{Gabrielle Cioffl-Kogod v. Dennis Kogod) 

Dear Gabrielle: 

t\itE.A COQ!; (!02) 
t£t£PHONE 605-~868 

fA,'( 601l-6,~1S 

r appreciate you asking me to represent you ln connection with matters pertaining to 
divorce proceedings involving you and your spouse, and llookfonvard to serving as your counsel 
in this matter. This letter sets forth the terms of my proposed engagement., and constitutes an 
agreement between us{this "Agreement"). · 

In order to prevent misunderstandings and maintain our cordial and professional 
relationship, I would like to take a. moment to fan:tHiarize you with my office's policies ·with 
respect to how I bill for the legal services rendered and costs incurred on your behaif. Because 
an effective attorney-client relationship is based upon complete understanding and mutual 
respect, it therefore is important for you to carefuily review and understand the contents of this 
letter, and call me if you have any questions. 

I. 1\-y, Client;. Terms of Present and Future Engagements. 

You are my dient, and r do not represent any other person or entity affiliated with you. 
Unless I othenv;se agree in writing, this Agreement sets forth the entire agreement for rendering 
professional services for the current engagement, as well as any future engagement for which 
there is no separate written agreement between us. 

Please understand that you ate not retaining this law firm to provide you ·with tax 
advice. No advice is given regarding tax consequences. You agree to seek. tax advice 
elsewhere and to hold me and this law firm harmless from any so.ch tax advice you receive. 

2. Intake Procedures. 

My engagementis subject to and effective upon compietion of this firm's normal intake 
procedures, including receipt of a copy or facsimile of this Agreement signed by all parties 
togetherwit.h therequired retainer, and completion of a check for potential conflicts of interest. 
You. represent you have disclosed, and promptly will disclose, to me ail persons and entities who 
i11ay have an interes~ in this matter so that! may avoid any conflicts of interest. 
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3. Fees. 

Services ½111 be rendered at this firm's standard. hourly rates for myself and other 
personnel staff (such as paralegals and assistants) prevailing at the time services .are rendered. 
\,Vhile the rate.s cur,::ently range from $125 to $150 per hour for paralegals/legal assistants to my 
rate of $400 per hour. I reserve the right tu change these rates from time-to-thne; and generally 
d.o so in January. 

It is not possible to estimate in advance the total charges for your leg-al work because the 
amount of time required is dependent upon the circumstances of your personal situation. You 
can expect your legal bills to be direc<Jy proportional to the degree ta which your spouse does 
or does not cooperate with respect to the issues requiring resolution. At this point, you are a 
better judge of this factor than I. Thus, 1-vhi!e I may attempt to estimate fees to assist you in 
your planning, such estimates are subject to change and are not binding unless otherwise 
expressly stated in ·writing: 

Du.ring the course of my representation of you, you will be billed for this firm's legal 
services on an hourly basis, pius you ·will be billed for all co!rr.S and disbursements made by this 
firm in connection ,vith my representation of you (as discussed in section 4 bebvv). For my 
senrices. you will be billed at my standard hiliing rate of $400 .00 per hour. For any work that 
may be done by this firm's paralegals/legal assis~nts you \vjll be billed at the specific rate for 
each paralegal/legal assistant, which range from $125.00 to $150.00 per hour. For any work 
thai may be performed by paralegal, BeHnda Miller, you will be billed at the rate of $150.00 per 
hour, You agree Lltat these fees are reasonable on the basis of attorney's ability, training, 
education, experienc;e, professional standing a,.,dskill. and the difficulty, intricacy, importance, 
and time and skill required to perform the work to be done. I will use m.y best judgment to 
detennine the most economical use of my time and professional staff on yout behalf.· 

You wlll be b.illed for ail time the attorneys and paraiegalsi1egal assistants spend on your 
case, including the time spent on such activities as telephone and office conferences, reviewing 
and responding to e-mail messages, pretrial discovery of data, hearing and trial preparation, 
drafting of documents, correspondence, and pleadings,. negotiations, legal research, and court 
time. 

The minimum billing unit for any work done is .1 hours, or 6 minutes. BilJing is double 
for phone calls made to my or any other attorney's home or cellular telephone during the early 
morning (prior to 8:00 a.m.) or evening hours (after 6:00 p.m.) or on a Saturday or Sunday, 

At this law fim1's discretion, certain items on your bili may be designated "no charge." 
Th.is iaw firm has the discretion to reverse any "no charge•· designation until yom: final bill is 
paid. 

08950 



Gabrielle Cioffi~Kogod 
September 26, 2013 
Page3 

In addition to fees for professional a11d. staff time, this fimi will charge separately for ail 
disbursements and costs advanced on vour behalf. Ali such disbursements and costs advanced 
o~ · your behalf will be billed to you Jat 1..YJst for the particular item reflected on the billing 
statement. You wiU be hilled for b!atkand white photocopying at the rate of twenty (20) cents 
per page and color phou)copying at the rate of thirty (30) cents per page. Other typical expenses 
that will be billed directly to you are an initial file setup fee of $50.00; computerized research; 
long-distance telephone toll charges; postage; Expxess Ivfail, Federal Express, or other overnight 
delivew charges; printing charges; filing fees; fees for service of process; costs of acquiring 
documents and transcripts; appraisal fees; witness fees; expenses and costs for experts, such as 
accountants, appraisers, and counselors; publication costs; deposition fees.and expenses; travel 
expenses; parldng charges; runners' fees; vvire transfers; foreign currency charges; secretarial 
overtime (where attributable to your special needs)., and other expenses attsibutable to the 
matter for which this firm has been engaged. Additionally, for any credit ca.rd transaction in the 
form of payments or retainer processed by this firm on your behalf, you will be charged a credit 
card processing fee equivalent to 3% of the transaction arnount. Finally, for any payment 
remitted to this law firm bv you, or on vour behalf, that is returned for insufficient funds or stop 
payment, a $25 .00 retun{ed payment fee wiil be assessed to you. By signing this Agreement 
below, you are agreeing to pay for these c.harges, and you are agreeing that you arc also 
responsible for all charges and expenses advanced by this fim1 on your behalf. 

This fim1 may advance some or all of these costs or fees on your behalf, or I may, at my 
discretion, require you to deposit these costs with l!S before t.1:e fee is paid Or the expert is 
retained on your behalt \I\There significant or unusual third-party payments are required (e.g., 
co-counsel fees, expert fees, special studies, extensive transcripts; or filing fees), I may forward 
the charge t() you fo:: direct payment or obtain advance funds from you to cover the charge. If, 
however, this firm advances funds for you, they will be added to the invoice, and you ·v\iJ! be 
respC\nsibie for .reimbursing us for such chatgt>.s. Your monthly billing stat~'11ent will reflett such 
cost.sand fees., inclnding any expert fees, as they are advanced on your behalf. 

5. Retainer, 

A retainer of $7,500 is required before any further work can be undertaken on your 
behalf. Of course, I have not and cannot guarantee that all of your legal work can be 
accomplished for t.1-iis amount. In fact, as we have discussed, I anticipate that the total legai fees 
you incur ni.ost likely will be more than this amount. However, for the purpose of establishing 
an initial retainer, this. appears to be an appropriate and reasonable amount, Your retainer 
payment evidences my employment as your lavvyer. 

The $7,500 retainer will be held in this fim1's trust account. You hereby authorize this 
firm to withdraw sums from the trust account to pay the costs, expenses, and fees for legal 
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services incurred in your case. However, it is intended that the retainer fee deposit ·will be held 
and used as a security deposit until the condusi<m of the case and your payment of all 
outstanding costs, expenses, and fees for legal services. This firm ,,vm charge all costs, expenses, 
and fees for legai servltes incurred during each monthly billing cyde againi>'t the retainer fee 
deposit, and all such cfolrges agafost your account are to be replenished Within l.4 days frotn the 
date of mailing of eadi monthly statemmt. Yol.lr failure to replenish the originai retainer fee 
deposit to its original amount each tnonth wrn be cattse for the firm to w1thdraw from the c.ase. 

In other words, you agree to pay the flm1 in advance for all work to be performed, by 
maintaining at ail times a retainer fee deposit ·which is to be replenished within 14 days of the 
monthiy statement, each month, du1ing the course of my representation. 

6. Additional Retainer Deposit for Trial or Evidentiaiy Hearing. 

If you require representation at a trial or evidentiary hearing, it will be necessary for you 
to deposit an additional retainer equal to twice the actual court time anticipated for such 
proceedings. This requirement is necessary because e-videntiary court appearances are time 
intensive for myself and professionaf staff ;nd preclude the und.ertaking of other work for an 
extended period of time, not only du.ring the actual hearing, but during the period of advanced 
preparation as well. Most e-videntiary proceedings require several hours of preparation time for 
each hour of scheduled court time. If complex questions of fact or !aw are involved, this time 
can increase substantially. 

7. IOLTA Participation; 

As noted above, any retainer yott pay to this firm 'Will be held in t.li.is firm's trust account. 
I will maintain and safeguard a trust. account from which any intereSt. earnings are forwarded to 
the IOLTA program run by the Nevada Law Foundation. Any interest earned on yourttust.fund 
baiance,'ltill be forwarded to the program,· 

8. Billing Statements. 

Dming the period of time I represent you in this matter, you periodically wilt be sent an 
itemized billing statement (approximatclyeach month) shm-ving the dates on which legalservices 
were provided, a brief description of the work performed, the initials of the individual who 
performed such work, and a list of all dlsbursements made on your behalL (For example, the 
time I spend working on your case will be reflected by my initials, DLG and paralegal, Belinda 
Miller's initials are BLM.) 

These billing statements that will be sent to you are due upon receipt, and you as my 
client are expected to satisfy your obligation to this fl rm on a ti:mely basis. 

08952 



Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod. 
September 26, io 13 
Page5 

If you have any questions about a statement, please call them to :my attention promptly, 
tmt in any event no later di.an 20 days after you receive the statement. Any sudi briling 
st.ateme:nt will be deemed to be acr..:epted and affirmed by you unless you object to the bill in 
writing within 20 days of the date of the billing statement. Yoi) agree to keep a copy of any such 
written ()bject.ion for later reference. · 

9; Pay11itrnt and Cilnying Charges mi Unpaid Balance,~a 

I expect to reteive timely payment of my biUlng staternents sent to yoti. This firm does 
not extend credit to clients, and this law firm cannot finance your litigatio11. Therefore, it Is 
necessary for you to n1a..1<e timely payment on the billing statements sent to you. Prompt 
payment in fuU for services rendered is vital to my ability to efficiently provide legal services to 
all clients. If fees are not paid promptly, I reserve the right to cease work on your file and 
withdraw as your counsel. 

If I do not receive payment ;.vi thin 20 days from the date. of the billing statement, you 
agree to pay a carrying charge of two percent (2%) per month on the unpaid balance of the 
statement from the invoice's date, as well as charges and attomeys' fees incurred for any time 
involved in coUection. Payments v,.'i:JJ be accepted by cash, check, cr~dit card (i.e., Visa, 
MasterCard, and American Express}, money order, hank draft, and wi.re transfer. All payments 
received on your account for fees billed will be credited first to the most recent charges on your 
account. 

10, It is Your Obligati<m and Responsibility tn Pay this Firm for the Legal Services 
RendQ,'&i 4,id the Costs Adll(z'Jiced on. Your Behalf, 

The Nevada domestic relatibn laws give either party the right to sue the other party fot 

attorneys' fees and costs. Because the tourt generally, if at all, awards only a small portion of 
the total legal expense, you may or may not consider it worthwhile to pursue this option. 
Although the court may order your spouse to pay a part of your attorneys' fees and costs, such 
awards are totally unpredictable. If you do wish CO pursue a claim for legal e)..-penses, I will do 
so for you. However; you personally are responsible and remain primarily iiable for payment of 
your legal expenses, and a court order for counsel fees is not a payment on account umil the 
funds are actually received. Of course, any amount received from your spouse pursuant to a 
court order or agreement. \Vi.11 be credited to your account or refunded to you to the extent it 
would represent a duplkate payment. If, however, a fee is agreed upon or awarded by the Court 
which is greater than the total amount you have paid and owe to this firm, any such excess 
amount shall be received by this lmv firm as part vfyour reasonable attorneys.' fees to be paid 
to the firm. 
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11. Liens and Adjudicc,tion. 

By signing this Agreement, you acknowledge that you have been informed that Section 
18.015 of the Nevada Revised Statutes, provides as follows, and you agree that th}s law firm 
shaU have. the absolute right to exercise its rights pursuant to NRS 18,015 should you fail to 

timely pay any amount hilled to you pursuant to thi~ Agreement: 

l. Ari attorney at lavv shall have a Hen µpon .al}).,. clain1~ den1and or 
c.aus1;1 of action, including any daim for unHquidated damages, which has been 
placed in his hands by a client for suit or collection, or upon which a sui.t or other 
actign has been instituted. The lien ls for the amount of any fee 1,vhich has been 
agreed upon by the attorney and client. In the absence of an agreement, the Hert 
is for a reasonable fee for the services. ,¥hith the attorney has rendered for the 
client on accoµnt of the suit, daim, demand or action. 

2. Art attorney perfer..1:s bis lien by setvrng notice in writing, in person 
o.r by certified mail, return receipt requested, upon his client and upon the party 
against whom his dienJ has a cause of action, clah11ing the lien and stating the 
Interest which be has in any cause of action. 

3. The Hen attaches to any verdict, judgment or decree entered and 
to any money or property which is recovered on account of the suit or other 
ac-Jon, from the tirne of service of the notices required by this section. 

4. On motion filedbv an attomev having a lien under this section, his 
client or any party who has bee~ served wi[h notice of the Hen, the court sh.all, 
after 5 days' notice to all interested parties, adjudicate the rights of the attorney, 
client or other parties and enforce the lien. 

5. Collection of attorney's fees by a lien under this section may be 
utilized with, after or independently of any other method of collection. 

You hereby agree to grant me and this Jaw firm a lien on any and alt claims or catJ:Ses of 
action, or any sums recovered by way of settlement or judgment, if related to the subject of 111y 

representation undt:r this Agreement. My attorney's lien will be for any sums due ~nd owing to 
this law firm at Lhe ctmdmfron of rn:y services. Yott grant to me all general, possesstiry or 
retaining liens, and ~U special or charging liens known to commo11 law. You expressly :agree to 
adjudi<::ati<Jn of the atwrney's fees and costs in the court,whete you.t case is pending; regardless 
of whether you receive any affirmative recovery from the adverse party. You e>--ptessly authorize 
to retain sufficient amounts of a:ny sums of mcmey received and held by me belonging to you 
which are necessary to liquidate accrued fees and unpaid costs owed to me. Any amounts 
rec..oeived by this office on your behalf may be used to pay your account. By way of this 
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Agreement, you hereby authorize 111.e to retain ir.y share of theani.ount finally collected by either 
suit, settlement or judgment_ You further authorize me to endorse and negotiate any biils of 
exchange or other forms of re:n,ittan<:e in furtherance of this Agreen1en1.:, 

l have the right to retain possession of your file and all information thereit1 until fuU 
payment of all costs, expenses; and fees for legal services; You consent to the district mutt's 
adjudication of any such Hen in the underlying action without requiring the filing of a separate 
action. 

J 2; Tennhwticn. 

At all times during my representation of you, you will have the right to terminate my 
setvices upon 'Written notice to that effect. Similarly, at all times I will have the right to 
tenmnate my and this law firm's seivices to you upon written notice to that effect. I have the: 
right to terminate my services and those of this law fom at any time, specifically including, but 
not limited to, in the event you fail to cooperate with me in any reasonabie request,. to timely 
pay the monthly sta.tement.S in fuli as .submitted, to replenish the retainer:, or ifl determine in 
my reasonable discretion that to continue my services to you would be unethical or impractical. 
You illtill be responsible for any fees and costs incurred prior to my withdrawal or discharge, as 
well as all time expended to tum over the files and other documents and information t() you or 
substitute counsel. 

Thus, my and this law firm's reprt>-'lentat.ion v.1U end at the earliest of (a) your 
termination of my represent.at.ion, (b) my withdrawal, or (c) the substantial completion of 
substantive work. 

13. Wa.iverofCeH:ain Conflicts. 

Because my representation is lin,ited in scope; you have agreed that, subject to cenai11 
conditions described below, l may represent, now and in the future, other persons and entities. 
1n particular, JOQ have agreed that. whiie 1 am representing you in active, pending matters, I may 
represent other clients in arly matters adverse to you or where my representation of yoti (or any 
of your affiliates} may be materially limited by my responsibilities to another dient., a former 
dient, or a personal interest, provided that the mattexs ( a} are not substantiailyrelated to active 
mattern I am working on for you, (b) do not involve situations 'where I have obtained 
confidential information from you th,itis material to the new matter(s), and (c) do not involve 
litigation against you. In addition, if my representation of you is terminated, I may thereafter 
represent other clients with interests adverse to yours (even in litigation), provided that the 
representation does not involve confidential information r have obtained from you that is 
material to. those matters. By executing this Agreement you are confirming the above and 
agreeing to waive in vvriting any conflict of interest that arises in i,-uch situations. 
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14. Records and Files Retention. 

All records and files V.'ill be retained and disposed of in compliance of the Nevada Rules 
of Professional Conduct. Subject to future changes of the Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct 
1.15(a}, it is this £inn's current polky to retain records relating to a matterfor seven years from 
the date of this firm's termination of representation (lf you in the matter, or seven years from 
the date of the conclusion of the matter for which I have been retained to represent you. Upon 
your prior vrri.tten request, I will return records to you prior to their destniction. It is not 
administratively feasible for me to advise you of the dosing of a matter or the disposal of 
records. I recommend, therefore, that you maintain yoUI.' own files for reference or make ·written 
request for your files at the conclusion of the rnat~er. If you have any questions concerning this 
firm's record$ retention policies, please contact me. 

15. No Guarantee of Success;. 

It is impossible to provide any promise or guarantee about the outcome of your matter. 
Nothing .in t11is Agr.een1ent or any stl:ltements by me or my professional staff constitutes a 
promise or guarantee. Any comments aboUl t,he outcome of your matter are e.'{pressions of 
opinion only, 

.l 6, Candor and Truthfulness. 

You agree to be candid ·with me and my professional staff and to provide all of the 
information in yourpossessionortowhich you have access, which ""ill benecessaryorusditl for 
the discharge of my services. You will not k.nowingiy make false statements or knowingly fail 
to disclose information which is relevant to the services this firm is providing on your behalf. 

Il. Arbitration and Waiver of Jury Trial. 

Other than as specifically provided in section 11 of this Agreement {Le., the section 
entitled "Liens and Adiudicatio11 "), any dispute between me and th1s law firm and yoti shall be 
subject to binding arbitration. This means, among other things, th.at any dispute based upon, 
arising out of or relating to this Agreemj':nt {other than the issue of your payment of the 
attorneys' fees and costs biHed to vou by this hrw firm, which shall be controlled byNRS I 8,015, 
as provideq in section 11 of this .igreernent}, this agreement to arbitrate disputes, my 
engagement and/or my performance or failure to perform services (induding, without limit, 
daims of breach of duty or professional negligence), is subject to birtdihg arhitration. In 
addition, all questions regarding the arbitrabilityof the dispute, includingwhether I have agreed 
to arbitrate the dispute, shall be decided by such arbitration. Thus, as a practical matter, by 
agreeing to arhitrate such matters, all parties to this Agreement are waiving a jury trial. 
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The arbitration shall be held in Clark County, Nevada, before a l'etired Nevada District 
Comt Judge or other m.utµally acceptable arbitrator. Judgment on t.11.e arbitrator's award shall 
be final and bif1.ding, and may be etrtered in any competent court, 

This agreement to arbitrat.!! all disputes between us applies even if so.n1e person or entity 
clairns that. this Agreement is vnid, voidab1e, or unenforteabk for any reason. 

18. Attotmys' Fees. 

The prevailing party in any arbitration or litigation (including any claim for attorneys~ 
fees and costs pursuant to section 11 of this Agreement) a.iising out of or relating to my 
engagernent, this Agreement, any ob!iga.t.iohs createdbythisAgreement, and/or the pe1formance 
or failure to perform services (including, without limit, claims of bread1 of duty or professio.n,al 
negligence) shall be entitled to recover all attorneys' fees (including the value of time of 01Jr 

attorneys at their normal billing rates), all e.·"'.perts' fees and expenses, and all costs (whether or 
not such costs are recoverable pursuant to Nevada iaw) as may be incurred in connection with 
either obtaining or collecting any judgment andior arbitration award,, in addition to any other 
relief to which that party may be entitled. 

19. Miscellaneous. 

This.Agreement is governed by Nevada law and sets forth the entire agreement for 
rendering professional services, including ail the terms of rny financial arn1ngement with you. 
This Agreement can be amended qr modified only in vvr.!ting a:nd by a wriJ.ten document signed 
by you and me. 

By signing this Agreenw .. nt you are responsible (jointly and severally with any other 
person or party who also may be responsible) for ali obligations due me and this firm, and you 
represent that you have full authority to execute this Agreement so that it is a vaiid and binding 
contractual agreement. 

This.Agreement may be signed in one or more counterparts and binds each party signing 
it whether or not any other proposed signatory ever executes i.t. 

If any provision of this Agreement or the application thereof is held invalid or 
unenforceable, the invalidity or unen.forceability shallnot affect other provisions or applkations 
of this Agreement which can be given effect without ~uch provisions qr applkation, and to this 
end the provisions of thisA.greement are dedared to be severable. 

This fee agreement is a legal, binding contract, so it is important that you read it careful"f::y 
and be sure you underr,,and all of the contents before signing below, I am not advising ymt \.V1th 
respect to this Agreement becanse I would have a conflkt ofinterest in doing so, If you wish 
legal advice regarding this Agreeinent, yQu should consult independent counsd of your choice. 

08957 



Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
September 26, 2013 
Page 10 

20. Closing Comments and Sugg_estio11.s. 

There are 1nany roads to the same de.stination; some are long and arduous and others are 
direct. and easy. One of your most important considerations in deciding between various courses 
of action, or inaction, should always he the expense involved. Such expense is based upon the 
amo1.1r1.t of time which must be e.}.'pended. I will attempt to represent you in the most time 
efficient manner possible and may, from time to time, suggest things you can do to minimize 
your Ieg"'l e.xpenses. The following are some suggestions which have been helpful to other clients 
and I wonld like to share them with you. l encourage you to adopt these procedures because 
tli:ey not only minimize expenses but, even more importantly, tend to produce a hetter ultimate 
result: 

1. Leave messages. If you need to impart information which need not be discussed 
immediately, either leave the information with this fim,'s paralegal/legal assistants, or send an 
e-mail or note. I spend considerable amounts of time in court and therefore may be unable to 
speak with you on the telephone when you call. I wilt attempt to retµrn your telephon:e calls as 
soon as I reasonably can do so.. In many situations, you should ask to speak with my 
paralegalt1egai assistant(s}, who can ar~swer many fau:tual quest.,ions for y<>u and can relay 
infonnation to me. Every employee in this office is bound to hold confide:,tial any information 
received from a client. However, ONLY an attorney may give you legal advice. 

2. Read everything. Unless you instruct us otherwise, you will receive copies of most, 
if not ali, documents and letters concerning your legal business ,,.,hich are either sent or received. 
Where practical its this fim1's standard practice to send you copie~ via e-mail, You should 
maintain your own file which wHI duplicate the one ram keeping. This will enable you to refer 
to the documents as necessary and will provide you with a permanent record of your case. 

3. Make 11.otes. Whte everything down: questions, infom1ation, lists of pros and 
cons, and anything el~ that may concern you, If you do, you ·will avoid r:epeti tion and you will 
not overlook anything important. 

4. Ask questions. You must be in a position to make informe(i and intelligent 
decisions, Thus, it is important for you to discuss -with us any question you may have. And, 
please remember, there is no such thing as a ''dumb question." The. only "dumb question" is the 
one you fail to ask. 

5. Come prepared. If we schedule a lime to meet either for an in person office 
conference_. or for a telephone conference, be ready to discuss the matters we are meeting about. 
To best prepare yourself for our meetings and to save yourself time and. legal e~-penses, read 
through all draft documents and correspondence which has been provided to you before the time 
scheduled for our meeting. Have your revisions to these documents and your comments ready 
for n-1c at our meeting. The m.ore prepared you are for our meetings the more we will be able to 
accomplish in the !east amount of time. 
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6. Follow instructions. If I or another member of this law firm asks you to assii.'t us 
by gathering or providing d.otutnentation, request'> a specific decision to an issue whk.h has been 
raised, or sirnply seeks your answer to a question which has come up, provide the requested 
information in a timely manner. The more you assist us the better the likely outcome of your 
c~ise. 

As noted above, while I cannot guarantee a particular result, you may be assured that l 
;'fill utilize the resources and expertise of this office to your best advwtage. If you wish me to 
represent you, such representation 'Will begin upon receipt by me of a signed copy of this 
Agreement, and your retainer payment. 

If you understand and accept the terms of our fee agreement as set forth in this 
Agreement, and you desire this firm to represent you, I would appreciate you acknowledging 
your understanding and acceptance of the same by signing a copy of this Agreernent and 
returning it to me. Although we ask that you sign and return tb:Js letter, please understand that 
even if you do not do so, your acceptance of Iegai services provided by his firm will constitute 
your acceptance of the tenns of this letter, until such thne as you may clischarge us. 

If you have any questions about my billing procedure or the terms of our fee arrangeinent 
as set forth tn this Agreement, please immediately give me a call so we can disCJ)ss the sarne. 
Please contact me as soqr1 as possible if this Agreement does not accurately tefle<..'t your 
understanding. P..,J1.y amendments or changes must be in writing and signed by b<ith of us. 

Very tntly yours, 
DENISE L. GENTILE, C . 

. · 

. 
. ~" 

Denise L. Gentile 
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I understand, accept and agree to the terms of the fee agreement set forth in this 
Agreement. I UNDERSTANDTHISAGREEMENTFULLY. IALSOl)NDERSTA.NDTHAT 
THIS .AGREEMENT IS A BINDING LEGAL CONTRACT. l understand ;;ind acknowledge 
that, except as specifically provided in section 11 of this Agreernent, this Agreeiu<:~nt is subject 
to binding arbitration as provided in section 1 7 above. I furthet understand that .n.o ~d vke is 
given by my attorney regarding tax consequences. I agree to seel<. tax advice elsewhere and 
to hold my attorney harmless from any such tax advice I may receive. I agree to read all 
documents given to me by my attorn~y .. No guarantees have been made tome by rny attorneys. 
Specifically no guarantf!es have been made .as to any out.come or the torn! of the fees and 
expenses I will incur. l understand that any e>..-pressions relative thereto are only opinions. I also 
understand that this Agreement may only be modified in writing signed by both rnyself and my 
attorney. I am enteting into this Agreemer:rt free of undue influence, duress, or the effects of any 
drugs or psychological problems that would in1pair my judgment. I realize tJ-iat there are other 
attorneys who could represent me and that l have the right to counsel with them on my case in 
general and with respect. to this Agreement in particular, but after revievving the terms of this 
Agreement I choose Denise L. Gentile, Esq., and the law firm of Denise L. Gentile, Chtd. as my 
attorney 011 the tenns SCt Oi.lt above. . 

G..1-\.BIUELLE CIOFFI~KOGOD 
Social Security No.: ---~---
Date:-~-----------
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l)enh;e L. Gentile, Chtd. 
10161 Park Run Drive 

Suite 150 
Las Vegas, NV 89145 

Telephone: .(702) 608-6868 
Fax: (702) 608-6878 

GABRIELLE ClOFFI-KOGOD 

28 Via Mira Monte 
Henderson, }.'V 89011 

C!ie.'lt Number: 2013-082 GABPJELLE CI0FF1-KOGOD 

Matter Number: 2013-028 KOGOD, GABRIELLE v. DE1'.'N1S KOGOD: 
For Services Rendered Through 12117/l014. 

Fees 
~ 1iinekec11er !)emjptfon 

9/5/2013 BLM Telephone conference with GabrieHe Cioffi-Kogqd regarding 
divorce; E-mail to Denise Gentile. {NO CHARGE) 

9/6/2013 BLM Receipt ofvoicemail from Gabrielle Ciofti-Kogod returning 
my call; Reum call to Gabrielle; Telephone conference with 
G;ibrielle regarding scheduling of meeting; E-mail to Denise 
Gentile. (NO CHARGE) 

9/19/2013 DLG 

9/23f2013 BLM 

9/2612013 BLM 

11/8/2013 DLG 

12/3/20!3 DLG 

1213/20!3 BLM 

Meeting with Gabrielle to discuss her divorce. {NO 
CHARGE) 

Intra-office conference with Denise Gentile regarding retainer 
agreement; Preparation of Retainer Agreement and forward to 
Denise Ge11tile. (NO CHAR.GE) 

.Receipt of signed Retainer Agreement from Denise Gentile; 
Scan and save to client's electronic file; E-mail Retainer 
A~eement to Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogo<l. (NO CHARGE) 

Meeting with Gabrielle Cioffi-:Kogod. 

Telephone conference with Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogo<l. (NO 
CHARGE) 

Intra-office conference \vith Denise Gentile regarding meeting 
with Gabrielle; Teiephone call to Gabrielle - - left long, 
detailed message; E-'mail to Gabrielle. (NO CHARGE) 

Contin.ued On Next Page 

12/17/2014 
Invoice No. 732 

OAO 

0.30 

1.50 

0.20 

0.20 

2.50 

0.30 

0.20 

~ 
$0.00 N/C 

$0 .. 00 N/C 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N!C 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N!C 

$0.00 N/C 

08962 



Client Number: 20 t:3.-082 

Matter Number: 2013-028 

12/6/20i3 DLG 

12/9/2013 DLG 

12/!Ci/2013 BtM 

I2/lli2013 BLM 

12111/2013 BLM 

12/1212013 BLM 

l2il3!2013 BLM 

12/13/2013 BLM 

12/1.3/2013. BLM 

12lt7/2013 BLM 

Denise to meet with Gabrielle Cioffi Kogod at her house to 
discuss filing for divorce(.5) [afterw'atd had dinner with Gab 
and her friends]. {NO CHARGE) 

Prepare Complaint for Divorce. 

Meeting with GabrielleCioffi-Kogod to notarize Gabrielle's 
signature to the Complaint for Divorce, and discussed 
procedure for processing of Complaint, service., and her desire 
to request the case: be sealed. 

fotra•office conference. with Denise Gentile regarding filing of 
Complaint; Preparation of the Civil Coversheet required to be 
submitted in conjunction with the Complaint for Divorce; 
Scan and save the signed Coversheet aiid Complaint for 
Divorceto client's electronic file; E-file the Complaintfor 
Divorce. 

Receipt of e-maH from Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod with 
attachment of documents pertaintng to prior divorce action 
initiated by Dennis; S11ve to client's electronic file. (NO 
C8ARGE) 

Preparation of the Ex Parte Motion and Ex Parte Order re: 
sealing file. 

Preparation of the Smrtmons. and Joiiit Preliminary Injunction; 
Obtain signature of Denise Gentile; Scan and save to client's 
eieetronic file; Preparation of Summons and Joint Preliminary 
lnjunctionfor delive1y to Court to be issued by the Clerk of 
the Comt, including preparation of runner's. instructio11s. (0.4 
hour, but biHed for only 0.2 hour) 

Obtain signature of Denise Gentiie to Ex Pa1te Motion/Order 
to Seal File; Scan and save to client's electronic file; 
Preparation of Ex Parte Motion to Seal File and E::t Parte 
Or.der to Seal File for delivery to Court for the Judge's 
signature, including pteparatioil of tunnei's instrui;;tions. (NO 
CHARGE) 

R.ecejpt of e-maii notification of e-fiiing of Complaint for 
Divorce; Save e-filed Complaint for Divotce tQ client's 
electronic file; E-mail to Gabrielle a copy ofthe Complaint 
for Divorce. (NO CHARGE) 

Receipt of e~mail from Receptionist regarding return of 
Summons and Joint Preliminary fnjuction from the Court; 
Receipt of Summons and Joint Preliminary lnjuncti<m, and 
scan and save to client's electronic file. {NO CHARGE) 

Continued On Next Page 

0.50 

1.00 

0.90 

030 

OJO 

0.30 

0.20 

0.20 

0.20 

0.10 

12/17/2014 
Page: 2 

$0.00 NiC 

$400.00 

$135.00 

$45;00 

$0.00 we 

$4S.OO 

$30.00 

$0.00 N!C 

$0.00 NfC 

$0.00 N!C 
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Client Numb.er: 2013-0&2 
Matter Number: 2013-028 

i2!17l20J3 BLM 

12/30/20 l3 BLM 

12/30/2013 BLM 

l/2l2014 BLM 

2119/2014 BLIVI 

2120/2014. BLM 

2/2J/2014 Dl..G 

:?12412014 BLtvI 

Receipt of forward of e-mail by Denise Gentile. from 
Gabrielle re: information for use in preparation of service of 
Dennis. (NO C:HARGE) 

Receipt of Ex Parte Motion/Order to Seal File returned signed 
from Court; Scan and save to client's electronic file; E,fi1e the 
Ex Parle Motion and Order to Seal File. {NO CHARGE) 

Receipt ofe-mail notification of e-filing of Ex Parte Motion 
and Order; S1lYe to clietit's electronic file. (NO CHARGE) 

E-mail to Gahrieile fired copies of the Ex Parte Motion and 
Order to Seal .File. (NO CHAB.GE) 

E~mail to V. Lee Gaines, private investigator/process server 
refe.rred to us by a Colorado attorney, for the purpose of 
determining Mr. Gaines qualifications, and fees for the 
potential service ofl)ennis Kog-od in Colorado. 

E0mail response from Mr. V. Lee Gaines re: he has a personal 
issue with a death of the close friend, but if our case is not 
emergent, he will get back in touch With me, as soon as he is 
available, again; Esmail response to Mr. Gaines and advise we 
are not in a rust and have time avaiiable on our service 
window. 

Meeting with Gabrielle Cloffi Kogod to discuss how to 
handle the service and issues that Gabrielle finds interesting 
ln the divo1w, things that Dennis did over the. years that 
concemed her, discussed information Gabrielle has gleaned 
from her preliminary investigations of Dennis' bizarre 
behavior, and various and sundry otl1er issues in th.is case. 

E-mail with Denise Gentile re: proceeding with service of 
Dennis while we have pinpoint information for him relative to 
his medical tests/doctors appointment; E-mail from V. Lee 
Gaines, and e-mail resonse advising we may now be on a 
"rush" timeline pending my contact toclientto determine how 
she de.sires to proceed; Telephone caH to Gabrielle re: her 
desire to proceed with servfoe -- left message to retuni call; 
E-maU to Den1se Gentile re: status of communication with 
Gabrielle concerning service. (0.2 hour, but billed for only 
0.1 hour} · 

Continued On Next Page 

-0.10 

020 

0.10 

0.20 

0.10 

1.50 

O.to 

12117/2014 
Page: 3 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N/C 

$0:00 NIC 

$3.0;00 

$!5;00 

$600.00 

$15.00 
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CUe11t Number: 20!3-082 12117/2014 
Matter Number: 20i3--028 Page: 4 

2/25/2014 BLM Receipt of voicemail from Gabrielle Cioffi-KQgod; Return 0.80 $120.00 

call to Gabrielle - left message to return ca!l; Telephone 
conference v,.:ith V. Lee Gaines regarding service of Dennis 
Kogod; Receipt of voicemail from Gabrielle; Retl.lrn ,;:alls to 
Gabrielle - left message for Gabrielle; E-mail to V. Lee 
Gaines re: update due to updated infonnation received from 
GabrieUe - - (she told Dennis about the divorce); Locate 
pertinent infonnation to provide to V. Lee Gaines; E-mail to 
V. Lee Gaines -0f various information to use in assessing 
routes of service for Dennise K<>goct; including providing 
pictures accessed via the internet. 

2/26/2014 BLM Telephone conference with V. Lee Gaines regarding LOO $150.00 

preliminary investigation re: possibility of service of Dennis 
Kogod; Receipt of voicemail from Gabrielle; E~mail update to 
\I.Lee Gaines; Intra-office conference with Deni~ Gentile; 
Telephone conforence with Gabrielle re: proceeding with 
service and her recent conversations with Denn.is: E-mail 
Update to V. Lee Gaines. 

2127/2014 BLM E-mail from V. Lee Gaines re: surveillance today at Dennis' 0.IO $15.00 

office to determine if Dennis would be spotted at the end of 
the business day leaving, as Dennis had informed Gabrielle he 
was going to Albuquerque - -{observations during 
surveillance seems to support that yesterday's limos were in 
fact for travel to Albuquerque by executiv~, as there were no 
limos today). 

2!28i20l4 BLM Receipt of e-mail update from Gabrielle sent last night; 0.20 $~0.00 

E-mail to from V. Lee Gaines re: bold on proceed to service 
and potential to serve doting upcoming board meeting. 

3/.31201.4 BLM E~mails with V. Lee Gaines re: board meeting today and. 0.10 $0.00 WC 

service. (NO CHARGE) 

3i12/2014 BLM E-mail invoice from V. Lee uaines; E-mail response to Mr. 0.10 $0.00 N/C 

Gaines. (NO CHARGE) 

3113/2014 DLG Telephone conference with Dennis Kagod. o.60 $240.00 

3/26/2014 BLM Preparation ofEx Pmte Motion to-Enlarge Time for Service LOO $150.00 

and Ex Parte Order; E-mail to Denise Gentile. 

3128/2014 DLG Telephone conference with Dennis Kogod. 0.50 $200.00 

4i2/20i4 BLM Scan and save Ex Parte Motion to Enlarge. Time to electrpnic 020 $0.00 NiC 

file; E-file the Ex Parte Motion to Enlarge Time; Receipt of 
e-mail notification of e-fiiing of Ex Parte Motion; Save to 
client's electronic file. (NO CHARGE) 

Continued Oil Next Page 
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Client Number: 20 J 3-082 

Matter Number. 2013,028 

4/3/2014 BLM 

414/2014 DLG 

4/JOi2014 BLM 

4/11/2014 BLM' 

4114/2014 BLM 

4/23i20 i 4 ~LM 

4124120 J. 4 B.Li\1 

4/24/2014- DLG 

4/25/2014 BLM 

4!:28/2014 BLM 

5/15/20.14 .BLM 

Preparation of Ex Parte Motion to Enlarge Time and Ex Parte 
Order to Enlarge for delivery to Dept. C, including 
preparation of runner's instructions. (NO CHARGE) 

Denise!s meeting with Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod to discuss 
C<Jnversation with Dennis and her various ®ler concerns 
about this case, service of Dermis, and how he may react, and 
our concern over jurisdiction, etc., discussed his attitude 
toward resolving the case. Again reviewed the issues of 
assets and Dennis not being forthtig!tt. [Denise got him to 
agree to meet with her and intends to meet with Dennis to 
discuss settlement and to serve him, ifhe will accept: service.} 
(2 hours but billed for ooly I hour) 

Receipt of Ex Parte Order to Enlarge Time for Service 
returned signed from the Court; Scan and save to client's 
electronic file; E-fi!e the Ex Parte Order. (NO CHARGE} 

Receipt of e-mail notification of e-filing ofEx Parte Order 
Enlarging Time for Service of Summons and Complaint; Save 
to client's electronic file. (NO CHARGE) 

E-mail to Gabrielle filed copies of the Bx Par.te Motion and 
Ex Parte Order Enlarging Time for Service ofthe Summons 
and Complaint. (NO CHARGE) 

Preparation of Acceptance of Service for Denise's meeting 
tomorrow w.ith Dennis; Prepamtin of Complaint, Summons, 
Joint Preliminary Injunction, R"< Parte Ordei" Sealing File, and 
Ex Parte Motion andEx. Parte Order Enlarging Time to be 
served with Acceptance of Service tomorrow to Dermis 
Kogod. 

Scan and save signed Acceptance of Service to client's 
electronic file; E-filethe Acceptance of Service. (NO 
CHARGE) 

Preparation ofinttoductory letter and exte.llsion of time to 
answer so that we can attempt settlement; Meeting with 
Dennis Kogod; various emails with Dennis KQgodthereafi:er. 

Receipt of e-mail notifiC1:1tirn1 of e-filing of Acceptance of 
Service; Save to clie11t's electro11ic file. (NO CHARGE) 

E-mail to Gabrielle a ftl.ed copy of the Acceptance of Service. 
(NO CHARGE) . 

E-file the Summons ancl the Joint Prelio1inary Injunction; 
Receipt of ecmail notification of e-filing of Summons and 
Joint Preliminary Injunction; Save to client's electronic file; 
E-mail to Gabrielle a filed copy of the Summons and Joint 
Preliminary lrtjunction. (NO CHA.ROE) 

Contu1ued 011 Next !'age 

0.20 

l.00 

0,1.0 

0.10 

0.20 

0.30 

0.20 

!.50 

0.10 

O.IO 

0.10 

12/1712014 
Page: 5 

$0.00 N/C 

$400.00 

$0.00 NlC 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 N/C 

$45.00 

$0.00 N/C 

$600.00 

$0.00 N/C 

$0.00 NIC 

$0.00 Nit 
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Client Number~ 2013-082 

Matter Numb.er: 2-0I3-028 

6/5/2014 BLM 

7i3/20l4 DLG 

7116/2014- DLG 

919!2014 DLG 

9!15/2014 DLG 

9/lo/2014 DLG 

9/29/20!4 DLG 

10/6/2014 DLG 

l l/8/20 l.4 DLG 

! 1110/2014 DLG 

Il/!2/2014 DLG 

ll/13/20)4 DLG 

Receipt -0f e0mail from Receptionist re: FedEx delivery; 
Receipt and review of FedEx delivery :from Dennis Kogod; 
Scan and .save to client's electronic file; E-mail to Gabrielle. 
(NO CHARGE} 

Te.lephone conference with Dennis Kogod. 

Review of UBS statements; Telephone conference with 
Dennis Kogod. 

Meeting wi1h GabrieJie Cioffi Kogod regarding status and 
what to do wilh Dennis' failure to provide documents from his 
transactions. Discussed aiternatives for settlement, etc, versus 
litigation. (2 hours but bil1ed for only l hour) 

Prepare letter to Shawn Goldstein for requests for prodltct:ion 
and answers to questions. Review <locs and notes from 
meetings with Gabrielie. (1 hours but billed for only .5 hours) 

Emails with Shawn Goldstein and revise letter, finalize and 
send. 

Watch video; email to Gabrielle; watch video again; 
communicate with our IT admin and Belinda Miller to save 
!he. vid~; text with Gab about sending the video to Shawn 
and telling him that we wiU send a counteroffer. Contiuued 
review of the video and emails with Gabrielle, considered 
options of how to tel1 Shawn of this revelation and to use it to 
our advantage. 

Telephone confereuce With Shawn Goldstein regarding the 
Video and also emails with Gabrielle Cioffi K-0god regarding 
the status of the case and th1:: e.xpected response. 

Meeting witJ1 Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod to review status and to 
determine whether she should follow up with a private 
investigator. Set another meeting to include Hai DeBecker. 

Meeting with Hal De Becker and Gabrielle Cioffi Kogod to 
discuss having her questiom; answered by havillg Hal follow 
or surveillance on Dennis, (2 hours but billed for only 1 hour) 

Meeting with Gabrielle and Radford to discuss the status of 
her case and the transfer of her file (3 .hours but billed for only 
l h:our) 

Telephone with Shawn Goldstein re: status and transfer of file 
to Radford; telephone conference with all three of us. 

Continued. On Next Page 

0.20 

0.50 

0.50 

LOO 

0.50 

0.20 

l.50 

0.40 

LOO 

J.00 

1.00 

0.30 

12/17/2014 
Page: 6 

$0.00 we 

$200.00 

$200,00 

$400.00 

$200.00 

$8.(l.OO 

$600.00 

$160.00 

$400,00 

$400,00 

$400.00 

$120.00 
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Cfient.Namber: 201.3-082 
!\fatter Number: 2013-028 

12/16:1014 DLG Email to .Gab Kogod about our meeting and her response 
9/22s9/23/l3 (no charge) 

Email from Gab re: retainer agreement Jetter, et-c. 9/26/13 (no 
charge} 

Email from Gab that she has been out of touch and wili get 
back with us. 10118/13 (no charge) 

Emails re: we are here when you are ready and we understand 
you are busy 10/30/13 (no charge) 

Email from Gabrielle including the former filings from 
Dennis Kogod 12/10/13 (.1) 

Emails to and from. Gabrielle regarding her communications 
with Dennis on the trust and my assessment ofhis attitude. 
12/13/13 (.2) 

Emails hack and forth with Gabrielle re: complaint is filed, 
service needs effected, she has spoken briefly with Dennis, he 
has changed his mailing address, etc. 12/16/13 { .2) 

Email exchange over a few days l-e: service of Dennise 
]2/16-12/19/13 (.2) 

Email from Gabrielle regarding her email exchange from 
I)ennise (,1) · 

Email from GabrieHe that she just called Dennis to discuss 
various financial docitmenis, taxes etc., ai,d regarding info she 
received on ta,"{es for holdings in Idaho and South Carolina 
and Dennis' response l/16/14 (.1) 

Email from Gabrielle regarding her being busy and that 
Dennis didn't come in to meet with her last week, and that he 
would be available to discuss things on the phone. 1/30/14 
(J) 

Emails with Gabrielie regarding statu~ with Dennis and our 
upcoming meeting 2/l 0-2/14 (.J) 

Email from Gabrielle regarding his visit to the neurologist and 
his concern of a brain tumor, etc. Gabrielle asked us to hold 
off on service to detem1ine whether Dennis is really sick. My 
emails iI1 1-esponse and her emails asking us to \Vait until she 
talks to him. 2/21-2/25114 (.3) 

Email from Gabrielle indicating that she spoke with Dennis 
Continued On Next Page 

l2ll7/2014 
Page: 7 

9.10 $3,640.00 
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Client.Number: 20!3-082 
Matter Number: 2013-028 

and he a.greed to speak with me regarding the divorce. 
Several emails to an.cl from Dennis Kogod 313114-3/11/14. 
(~ . 

Emails from Gabrielle regarding our approach to get him 
comfortable and emails ~elling her how it went with Dennis 
on the conversation 3/l2-3/l4/J4 (.2) 

Emails indicating Dennis would have an overall financial 
s.ummacy to me by 3/ 19. 3/16114 (.1) 

Emails from Gabrielle regarding summary and emails with 
Dennis ~garding questions of Oabrielle's financial 
infom1atiion 3/18-3/20 (.3) 

Emails with Dennis re: setting a time to discuss the case 
fort:her 3/26-3/28 (.2) · 

Emails with Dennis re: meeting on 4i14 3/31/14 (. I) 

Email to Gabrielle regarding conversation with Dermis and to 
set.a meeting 412! I 4-4/Jfl 4 (.1) 

Email to and. from Dennis about resetting meeting an d having 
a telephone conference in meantime; emails with Gabrielle 
4/13/14 - 4/14/14 (.2) 

Emails with Dennis and Gabrielle re.garding new meeting, 
~es, etc. 4/1.7/14 (.2) · 

Email ·with Dennis regarding documents that would be helpful 
for Gabrielle to U..'tderstand financial status; email from 
Dennis indicating he would not have lt for the meeting; email 
cnnfirming meeting will still take pface; emails froin Dennis 
after our meeting 4/23/ 14 - 4/24/14 (J) 

Receipt of Dennis' email on his proposed breakdown of the 
marital estate am! inheritance questions. 4/25/14 (.2) 

Emails with Dennis and Gabrielle re: inp1.1toil his first 
proposal. 4i2.8-4/3-0il4 (.2) 

Email from Dennis re; stock values decreased a bit 5!9/ 14 
(.i) 

Emails from and to Gabrielle regarding her thoughts on 
properties, etc., Dennis' charges, etc, 5-15-5/19/14 (.2) 

Emails from Dennis and included some paperwork of wire 

Continued On Next Page 

12/17/2014 
Pag-e: 8 
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Client Number: 20 l 3-082 
Matte:r Number: 2013-028 

transfers 5/19°5/26/14 (.2) 

Emails w:ith Dennis and Oabi'ieUe regardingDennis' first 
production and hi.s promises to produce more ( 1 O+) 5/27/ 14 
(.3) 

Emaiis with Dennis re: production of more documents, my 
un1.ctvailability alld his USB statements fed ex. 6/3-6/4 Cl) 

Emails With Dennis and Gabrielle regarding UBS and 
confilmedw1th UBS that Gabrielle could have access to these 
documents without Dennis' production 6/5/14 - 6/16/14 (.2) 

Emails with Dennis re: scheduling a telephone conference and 
other issues 6/26- 6/30/14 (.2) 

Email with Gabrielle re: Dennis' activity on his credit card 
statements. My reply. Emails with Dennis on setting a time. to 
ta,lk, on an extension of time to respond to the Complaint, and 
ot.'1er procedural issues 6/30-7/4/l 4 (.3) 

Emails. with Gabrielle re: her fac.ebook findings and that 
Dennis and I didn't speak 7151 i 4 { .2} 

Emails with. Dennis re: e:>..iension of time 7 /l 1{14 (.I) 

Emails with Dennis re: telephone conference 7/15/14 (.I) 

Email with Dennis re: service allowed til 120 days for 
exten.sior:i 7/16/14 (.1) 

Emails v.tith Gabrielle regarding many issues raised with 
Dennis' production or lack thereof; and many other issues that 
shereaised i,1her emails. 7/17/14 (.4) 

Email to Gabrielle regarding an extenstion that Dennis was 
seeking. which w~ what he had when I first met '>Vith him 
anyway7/l8/14 (J) 

Email from Gabrielle re: happenings at DaVita 7/21/14 (.1) 

Emails (6) with Dennis Kogod 8/6/14 (. l.) 

Emails with Dennis and Gabrielle 8/9-8/1 l (.1) 

Message from Shawn Goldstein re: (heir retention at 
J immerson's office (. l) 

Email to Gabrielle re: Dennis rehired Jimmer.;on 8/13/14 (.]) 

Continued On Ne~1: Page 

l2/l7/'.W14 
Page: 9 
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Client Numbe~: 2013-082 
Matter Numbi,r: 20l3-028 

Several emails between 9/2-9/1 i re: new lawyer, d'iscovery 
requests, et-c. ( .2) 

Emails with Shawn Goldstein re: initial list of items sought by 
Gabrielie and other issues. 9/16-9/18 (.1) 

Email from Gab re: video 

Email to Shawn Goldstein re: video ofDennis, and numerous 
messages with Gabrie!le and. the way I drafted rrly letter to 
Sha,\'Il Golds~in to presume there are cllildren 9i3 0/ 14 ( .3) 

Lengthy exchange of emails re: strategy and what to do to 
proceed with the case. 10/2~ 1016/14 ( .8) 

Receipt of Dept. Reassignment and emails requesting the 
same from Shmvn 10/9/14 (.J) 

Emails with Gab and Shawn re: status and response from 
Shawn 10/13/14 (.2) 

Several emails re: status and other minor issues 1Oi14-10/22 
(.1) 

Emails with Radford's office. to set up meeting with Ga:o anc! 
transfer file U/12/14 (.2) 

TOT AL 9.1 HOURS 

12/11/2014 
Page: 10 

Billable Hours/ Fees: 28.60 $10,065.00 

~ 
12/13/2013 

12/30/2013 
I2l30l20l3 
4/2/2014 

Timekeeper Summary 

Timekeeper BLM worked 5.50 hours at $150.00 per hour, totaiing$825.00. 

Timekeeper DLG worked 23. to hours at $400.00 per hour, totaling $9,240.00, 

Timekeeper BLM worked 4. IO hours at no charge. 

Tiniekeep\:r DLG wor:...-:ed 4.80 hours at no charge. 

Cost Detail 
Description 

filing Fee for Complaint for Div<irce {$289 filing fee, $3.50 
e-filing fee, and $8.67 card fee) 
E-fi!ihg fee for Ex Parte Motion to Seal Fili': 
E-filing fee for Ex Parte Order to Seal File 
E-filihg fee for Ex Pa.-te Motion to Enlarge Time for Service 

Continued On Next I'ng!l 

Amaunt 

$301.17 

$3.50 
$3.50 
$3.50 
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Cl.ient Number: 

Matter Number: 

4/ll/2014 
4/25/2014 
4i30/2014 
5115/2014 
5/15/2014 

2013-082 
2013-028 

E-fillng foe for Ordeno Enlarge Time forService 
E-filing fee forAccept3:r.ce of Service 
Photocopies for April 2014 
E-filing fee for Joint Preliminary injunction 
E-filing fee for Summons 

Pdor Balance: 
Payments Received: 

Current Fees: 
Advanced Costs: 

Amount to be Applied from Trust: 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE; 

Total Costs 

$0.00 
$0,00 

$i0,065,00 
$33.3.47 

($7,300,0°') 

$3,098.47 

Thank you for allowing t1s to serve vou. Please re.fer to 
your Retainer Agreement for specific terms regarding due 
date of payment Payment is due upn receipt ifyou do not 

have a Retainer Agreement v.'ith this firm. Please contact us 
if you desire to make payment via credit card. 

Continued On Next Pag<l 

$3.50 
$3.50 
$7.80 
$3.50 
$3.50 

$333.47 

l2/17/2014 
Page, I l 
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Client Number: 2013s082 
-Matter Number: 2() l 3-028. 

TRUST ACTlVtTYRECAP 

~!! Desclipfion Depo~it 

!2/1012013 Retainer from G. Cioft'i-Kogo<l $7,500.00-

3125/2014 Preliminary:P.l. research re: service ofD. Kogod 
Our Check: 1105 Payee; The_ Gaines Company 

12/17/2014 Trns.t monies to be applied to this bill, 

Continued_ On Next Page 

Withdrawal 

$200.0Q 

$1.300,00 

1211712014 
Page: 12 

Balance 

$0.00 

$7,500;00 
$7,300;00 

$0.00 
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Client Number: 2013,082 
Matter Numb~r: 2013-028 

cn~nt: 
.rvlatter: 

2013-()82 

2013-028 

Billing Date: l2/l7/20l4 

Invoice #: 732 

1 Amou11t Due: $ 3,098.47 

Credit Card Payment Form 
Denise L. Gentile, Chtd. 

10161 Park Run Drive 
Suite 150 

Las Vega~, NV 89145 
Telephone: (702) 608-6868 

Fax: (702) 608~6878 

GABRlELLE ClOFFI-l~OGOD 

KOGOD, GABRIELLE v. DENN1S KOG0D: 

l2!17/2014 
:Page: 13 

1---------------------------,--
fMETIIODS OF PAYMENT: 
! D MASTERCARD i . 

D VISA 

D AMER1CAN EXPRESS 

I . I I l ITI I I I I I 
Credit Card Number - Don't forget expiration date .. 

DI I I 
Required V C<c,de 

f II I 
Expiration Date 

Signature - Name of CarcUtolder (Required!} Please Print Cardholders Name 

Thank you for your prompt payment. 
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EXHIBIT ''5'' 
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TELEPHONE 
{3i0} 550-7477 

Gabrie1le Ciotli-Kogod 
clo Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, N"V 89074 

SUMMA.RY OF ACCO'UNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDSN DRIVE. SUITE !COO 

BEVERLY HILLS. CALIFORNIA 90210·4.492 

April 30, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE bUE 

i'ACS!MJLE 
(310} ;:,71-1,3313 

KOGGA 

$-l0,000.00 

08976 



TELEPHONE 
{310) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Ko2od 
c/o Radford J. Smitli 
2470 SL Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SU!.TE ,000 

BEVERLY HILLS. CAU.FORN!A 90210-44Q2 

April 30, 2015 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through April 30, 2015 

RE: . Dissolution - Limited Representation 

TOT AL ClJR..'q_EN'f CHARGES 

PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

04/24/15 RETAIN'ER 

TOTAL PA YlVlENTS AND CREDITS 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BAL.Ai~CE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

You have a credit of: 

Your Account is Paid fo Pull -Thank You 

fACSIM!t.E 
(310} 271-8313 

$ 0.00 

10,000~00 

$10000,00 

$ 0.00 
0.00 

10,000.00 

$-10 000.00 
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TELEPHONE 
(310} 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMMARY OF ACCOL1N'f 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE. JOOO 

BEVERLY HILLS, CAUFOR'Nl.A fl()2.J0-441:>2 

May 31, 2015 

TOTAL BALAi"iCE DUE 

FAC.S!Mlt!: 
(3l0) 271-83!,3 

KOGGA 

$ -6J87.19 
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TE.LEPHONE 
{3i0) 550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYER.S 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DR.IVE. SUITE lOOO 

BEVERLY HIL!,S, C..AUfQF,.-11.A 90210-4492 

May31,2015 

Gabtit:lle Cioffi~Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 20.6 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through May 31, 2015 

R_?.;_ Dissolution ~ Limited Representation 

ATTOR.i'IBYFEES 

DescrintioQ 

Daniel l Jaffe 

05/19/15 

0:5/20/15 

05/29/15 

Frisco Fayer 

05/11/15 

05/12/15 
05/13/15 · 

05/19/lS 

DJJ CONFERENCE WITH FF E DEPOSITIONS; REVIEW 
CORRESP01'il)ENCE 

DJJ MEMORANDlJM TO FF RE DEPOSITION 
SUBPOENAS DUCES TECill.1 

DJJ REVIEWAND ANALYZE 'NUMEROUS PLEADINGS/ 
DEPOSITION NOTICES AND .PROPERTY 
INSPECTIONS 

Total for Daniel J. Jaffe 

FF 

FF 
FF 

FF 

CALL GAR!N"iA RE SERVICE OF SUBPOENAS; 
REVIEW AND REv1SE SUBPOENAS 
REVIEW A.ND ASSEMBLE SUBPOENAS 
PREPARE SUBPOENAS FOR. SERVICE; DR.A.FT 
LETTERS TO AGENTS FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 
REVlEW CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING 
COUNSEL; CALL AND EMAIL GARIMA 
VARSBNEY 

Total for Frisco Fayer 

Shauna Levine 

Q5/I3il5 

()5/14/15 

SL DRAFTED DEPOSITION SUBPOENAFOR.MS FOR 
OUT OF ST A TE SUBPOENAS AND LETTERS 

SL TELEPHONE CALL TO co~COUNSEL RE ADDRESS 
FOR SERVICE; MET 'A'ITH FF AND REVIEWED CCP 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

FACSiMILE 
(310) 27Hl313 

Amount 

225.00 

225,00 

225.00 

_ ___;occ.c.7..c..s --,--..::;6=75=.o=o 

1.50 

0.75 
1.50 

050 

4.25 

1.50 

1.25 

825.00 

412.50 
825.06 

275.00 

2J37.5Q 

337.50 

281.25 
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JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

TELEPHONE 
(3IO} 550-7477 

4:.'33 l-JORTH. CAMDEN DRNI;, SUlTl: 1000 

BEVERLY HILLS, C<\UFORNlA 9021.0-4492 

Page two 
May'.H,2015 
Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through May 31, 2015 
KOGGA.01 

Description 

RE SERVICE OF PROCESS; TELEPHONE CALL 
WITH CO-COiJNSEL; ARRANGED TO }IA VE 
SUBPOENA SERVED BY MAlL 

Total for Shauna Levine 

DJJ DanieU. Jaffe 
FF Frisco Fayer 
SL Shauna Levirie 

Total Professional Services 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

0.75 hr @ 900,00 $ 
425 hr @ 550.00 $ 
2.75 hr @225.00 $ 

675.00 
2337.SO 
618,75 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

TOTAL 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

SlJMM.4.tTf OF ACCOUNT · 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PA YMENfS AND CREDITS 

You have a credit of: 

Your Account is Paid in Full -Thank You 

FACS!M!!.E 
(3!0} 271-8.'.'.!!3 

Amount 

-~:2.~.7=5 __ --::,.:61:..::8=.7-=5 

7.75 $ 3,631.25 

181.56 ---
$ 3 812.81 

$ 3,812.81 

$-10;000.00 
3,812.81 

__ _QJ}Q 

$-6,187.19 
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1'"'r.l,£PHONE 
(3!0} "550-7477 

. JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYE·Rs 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. Sl;II~ !()OQ 

BEVERLY HIU.5'. CALIFORNIA 90210-4492 

Jaffe and. Clemens 
Accepts 'Credit Carris 

l'ACSiMILE 
1310) 271-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form. and return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt will be 
mailed to you. 

Type of Gard: Visa. __ Mastercard __ American Express.~--~-
Di~cover ___ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: 

Amount: 

Credit Card-Billing Address:---~~----~------

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above c1mount. 
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TELEPHONE 
1.3!0) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMivf.ARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRiVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY HfLLS. CALIFORNIA 002i0-4492 

June 30, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

fACSfMJLE 
(3101 271-8313 

KOGGA 

$-2295.63 
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JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

TEll:PHON!: 
{3!0} 550-7477 

433 NOR.TH CAMDEN DRIVE, SUITE 1000 

SEVER.LY HILLS, CALli'ORNIA 902f0-4492: 

June 30, 2015 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smit¾ 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

StaternentofAccou...11t for Services Rendered Thrm.1gh June 30, 2015 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

ATTORNEY FEES 

Description 

Frisco Fayer 

06/01/15 FF EMAILS GARIMA VARSHNEY RE SUBPOENAS 
REVIEW AJ\iTI REVISE SUBPOENAS 06/03/15 FF 

06/04/15 FF EMAILS RE SUBPOENAS 
06/05/15 FF REVISE SUBPOE.:.~AS 
06/09/15 FF E14AIL A ... "l\:TI CALL RE SUBPEONA 
06/11/15 FF REVIEW SUBPOENAS AND EMAILS GARLMA 

PREP ARE SUBPOENA 06/18/15 FF 
06/23/15 FF PREP SUBPOENAS 
06/24/15 FF REVISE STJB:POENA, EMAILS GARIMA VA.RSHNEY 

Total for Frisco Fayer 

Shauna Levine 

06101/15 

06/03/15 

06/04/15 

06/05/15 
06/09/15 

06i29/I5 

SL . MET WITH FF; DRAFTED COVER PAGES FOR 
DEPOSITIONS 

SL EMAIL TO OPPOSING COUNSEL RE: REVISED 
SUBPOENAS 

SL EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH KR RE STATUS 
OF SUBPOENAS; EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 
WITH GARJMA.. RE SUBPOENAS; REVIBWED 
EMA1LS FROM GARIMA RE SUBPOENAS; EMAIL 
CORRESPONDENCE WI11-I FF AND KR RE 
SUBPOfu~AS 

SL MET \\-TfH FF; REVISED SUBPOENAS 
SL TELEPHONE CALL 'NTIH GARIMA RE 

DEPOSITION SUBPOENAS; l\.1ET WITH FF RE 
TELEPHONE CALL 

SL MET WITH KR RE STATUS OF SUBPOENAS 

Total for Shauna Levine 

0.25 
1.25 
0.50 
0.25 
0.25 
0.75 
0.50 
0.50 
0.75 

FACSlMlLE 
(3!0) 27Hl313 

Amount 

137.50 
687.50 
275.00 
137.50 
137.50 
41.2.50 
275.00 
275.00 
412.50 

_ _;s ...... o ....... o __ ,=,2,L!..7s~o~.o~o 

2.00 

0.25 

0.75 

0.75 
025 

0.25 

4.25 

450.00 

56.25 

168,75 

168.75 
56.25 

-- 56.25 

956.25 
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JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

TELEPHONE 
(3!0} 550-7477 

433 NORTH (;:AMDEN DRIVE. SUITE iOO() 

BEVERLY HILLS. CALIFORNIA Q02I0-4492 

Page two 
June 30, 2015 
Statement of Account for Services Rendered T'nrough June 30, 2015 
KOGGA.01 

FF 
SL 

·-------

Frisco Faver 
Shauna Levine 

Total Professional Services 

STA,fF [l:lBTOTALS 

5.00 hr @ 550.00 $ 2750.00 
4.25 hr @225.00 $ 956.25 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

TOTAL 

TOT AL CURRENT CHARGES 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALAl.'-TCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS A.t"''l!D CREDITS 

You have a credit of: 

Your Account h Paid in Full - Thank You 

9.25 

FACSIMILf 
{3f0j 271-8.313 

$ 3,706.25 

185.31 

$ 3,891.56 

$ 3 89156 

$ -6,187.19 
3,891.56 

0.00 
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TELEPHOHE 
(3IO} 550-74]7 

.. · ,JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L"'WYERS 

-43$ NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITf. JOOO 

!IEVl;RLY HILLS. CALIFORNIA 90210-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
· Accepts Credit Cards 

Ft,.CSIMILE 
(310) 271-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or maiL A cc:>,py of your receipt ·.viii be 
malled to you. 

Type of Card: Visa. ______ Mastercard __ American Express_-= 
Discover-. ___ _ 

Gard Number: ·------'-----·-·-··~-
Expiration Date: ~------

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address: ---------~-~~------

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount 
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Tf.i.EPHONF. 
(310) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Ciofl:1-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

<133 NORTH CAMDEN DRlVE. SUITE 1000 

8.EVER.LY HILLS. O,UFORNlA 90210-<!AS2 

July 3.1, 2015 

FACS!MJLE 
(.310) 271-8313 

KOGGA 

SUMMARY Of ACCO:::.:UN:::..: .. :..:..T~. _____________________ _ 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE $ 716.56 
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Tt!.F.!'HON.E. 
(310) 550-7477 

J.AFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH: CAMDEN DRiV?.. SUITE !000 

BEVERLY Hil.LS .. C.A!..iFORNiA 902i0-4492 

July :31 , 2015 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
cio Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Par~·ay, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Tin-ough July 31, 2015 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

ATTORNEY FEES 

Description 

Daniel J, Jaffe 

07/02/15 

07/09/lS 

DJJ ?vtEMOR.A.1\fDUM TO SL RE DEPOSITION 
SUBPOENA DUCES TECOM. 

DJJ CON.FERENCE WffH SL RE DEPOSITION AND 
CONSUMER NOTICE ISSUES 

Total for Daniel 1. Jaffe 

Shauna Levine 

07/01/15 

07/02/15 

07/06/15 

07/07/15 

07/08/15 

07/08/15 

07/09il5 

01/09i15 

07/10/15 
07/10/15 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

FILED AND SlJBFIT.ED POS DOCUMENT; EMAIL 
TODJJ 
MET WITH DJJ A.1.JD E-MAIL POS TO GAR:nv1A RE 
PAT ALLEN 
PREPARED AM!Thi'DED SUBPOENA FOR 
MITCHELL KOGOD; M:ET WITH IB 
EMAfL CORRESPONDENCE RE MITCHELL KOGOD 
SUBPOENA; EN1AIL RE DAVITA SUBPOENA 
PREPARED SUBPEONAS TO BE SERVED; 
DRAFTED ACCOMPANYJNG LETTERS 
TELEPHONE CALL wrnr GARIMA RE 
SUBPOENAS 
TELEPHONE CALL WITH JIM.tvffiRSON'S OFFICE 
RE NTC ON DA VITA 
LOCATED PROOFS OF SERVICE; DRAFTED 
CHART RE SUBPOENAS: RECEIVED AND 
RESPONDED TO GAR.1MA.'S EMAIL; FILING A."'ID 
SUBFJLING 

SL GATHERED SlJBPOENAS \VITllPOS FOR GA.RIMA 
SL .ARRANGEMENTS FOR ALL OF THE DEPOSfTIONS; 

0.25 

0.25 

FACSiMllE 
(310) 271-8313 

Amount 

225.00 

225.00 

____ o'""'.s-'-o ___ 4_' s_o_.o_o 

0.50 

0.25 

0.25 

025 

1.75 

0.25 

0.25 

1.75 

0.50 
1.25 

U2.50 

56.25 

56.25 

5625 

393.75 

56.25 

56,25 

393.75 

112.50 
281.2:$ 

08987 



TE.LF.PHONF. 
(310) 550-7477 

Page two 
July31,201$ 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

4.'33 NOR.TH CAMDEN DP.IVE, SUITE 1000 

BEYERL'( Hll!.S. CAUFCiRl..JJA 90210··4492 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Throt1gh July 31, 2015 
KOGGA.01 _________ _ __ 

07/13/15 

07/14/15 

07/15/15 

07/20/15 

07/23il5 

07/24/15 

07fl7/15 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

Description 

REVISED CHART; :ivrET WITH TE; EMAIL 
CORRESPONDENCE WITH GARIIV.A 
EMAILS WJTH GARIMA RE PAT MURPHY 
DEPOSITION; MET V..'ITH ET 
TELEPHONE CALL TO GARIMA RE DEPOSITIONS; 
MET WITH TE 
MET WITH TE Ai~D REVIEWED SUBPOENA BEING 
SENT OUT; EMAIL TO GARIMA RE DAVITA 
SUBPOENA 
TELEPHONE CALL V,,'JTH MITCHELL KOGOD AND 
EM.AIL TO GARIMA 
EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH GARIMA; MET 
WTIHTE 
SEARCHED LA COUNTY SlTE FOR Dfa'\JNIS 
KOGODCASE; E-MA1LED RESULTS TO GAR.IMA; 
FILED AND SUBFILED D0CUiv1ENTS 
lVIESSAGE FR.OM DA VlT A ATTORNEY RE 
SUBPOENA; RETITRNED CALL (LEFT :MESSAGE); 
LEFT AN ADDJTIONAL MESSAGE; 

Total for Shauna Levine 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

DJJ Daniel J, Jaffe 0.50 b.r @ 900.00 $ 450.00 
SL Shauna Levine 10.75 hr @225.00 $ 2418.75 

Total Profession~! Services 

lv1ISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

TOTAL 

0.50 

0,75 

0.50 

0.25 

0.75 

0.75 

0.25 

FACSIMILE. 
(310} 271-8313 

Amount 

112.50 

168,75 

112.5-0 

56.25 

168.75 

168.75 

56.25 

10. 75 -'-' _..:::;2.i..;,4..::.;18=.7=5 

------ --··----

U.25 $ 2,868.75 

143.44 

$ 3.012.19 

08988 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7477 

Page three 
July 31, 2,015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 "NORTH Ci".MDEN DRIVE, 5UITE 1000 

BEVERLY HHL>. CAUFORi-ilA 90210-4492 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through July 31, 2015 
KOGGA.Ol 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CUR..~:ts.'T CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

FACSIMILE 
(3:0} 27H;i3l3 

$-2,295.63 
3,012.19 

0.00 

$ 716.56 

08989 



TEtEPJ-iONF. 
(310) 550-7 477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 tJOR.T!-1 C.",MDEN DRIVE.. SUITE !COO 

BEVERLY HJU.S. CALIFORNIA 90210-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
· Accepts Credit Cams 

l'/\CSIMILE 
1310) 271-8313. 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt wiff be 
mail.ed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa. __ Mastercard __ American Express __ _ 
Discover __ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: ---------
Amount 

Credit Card Billing Address: ----------,.-,-------.,,...,_-,---

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

· By providing your signatifre: you authorize Jaff~. arid Clemens to.charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

08990 



TELEPHONE 
{310} 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smjth 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMiv1ARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUIT!: 1000 

eEVERLY Hit.LS. CALIFORNIA 00210-<1492 

August 31, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

FACSIMILE 
(3l0i 271-8313 

KOGGA 

08991 



TEtEPHONE. 
(3i0) 550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRiVE. SUITE !000 

BEVERLY HlLLS. CAUFORNIA 902t0-4492 

August 31, 2015 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 SL Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through August 31, 2015 

BE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

A 1TORNEY FEES 

Description 

Daniel J; Jaffe 

08/1 liI5 DJJ REVIEW AND EXECUTE SUBPOENAS 
08/26/15 DJJ CONFERE.N'CE \VITH TE AND SL RB STATUS OF 

DISCOVERY . 

Total for Daniel J. Jaffe 

Shauna Levine 

08/04/15 

08/10/15 

08/10/15 

08/11/15 

08/14/15 
08/20/15 
08/24/15 

08127/15 
08/28/15 

SL MET WITH TE; ElVfAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH 
GARJMA RE SUBPOENA 

SL TELEPHONE CALL FROM G:AR.I11A RE REISSUING 
SUBPOENAS; EMAlL TO DJJ AND TE RE STATUS 

SL EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH GARIMA; 
REVISED DEPOSITION NOTICES; TELEPHONE 
CALL TO VERITEXT RE CONFERENCE ROOMS 
AVAILABLE 

SL TELEPHONE CALL FROM VERITEXT RE 
SATURDAY DEPOSITION; EMAIL 
CORRESPONDENCE WITH VER1TEXT RE 
CHARGES FOR FACILITY AND COURT 
REPORTER; EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH 
GARIMA RE SUBPOENA LOCATION; EMAIL TO TE 

SL 
SL 
SL 

SL 
SL 

RE SERVING SUBPOENAS 
MET WITH TE; CONFIIUJING EMAIL TO GARJMA 
FILED AND SUBFTLED CORRESPONDENCE 
MET WITH TE RE KOGOD SERVICE OF 
SUBPOENAS; REVIEWED E11.1AILS RE SAME 
EMAILTO GARIMA RE SERVtNG SUBPOENAS 
FOLLOWED UP WITH TE RE RESPONSE FROM 

0.25 
0;25 

FACS(Mli.E 
(3!0) 27!-8313 

Amount 

225.00 
225.00 

~_o_.s_o ___ 4.;.,:;s=o=.o=o 

0.25 

050 

1.75 

0.75 

0.25 
0.25 
0.50 

0.25 
0.25 

56.25 

112.50 

~93.75 

168.75 

56.25 
56.25 

112.50 

56.25 
56.25 

08992 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7477 

Page two 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NOR.TH CAMDEN DRiVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY HILLS. C"-L!FORNiA 90210·449:,! 

August 31, 2015 . , 
Statement of Account for Se.rvices Rendered Through August 31. 2015 

FACS.IMIL.£ 
(3101 27hS313 

KOGGA!.:.:.O:c..!1'-----------------~--~----------

08i31!15 

Atty Description 

GARTI:v1A; FOLLOW UP E.tvWL TO GARIMA 
SL FOLLOWED UP WITH TE RE SERVICE OF 

PROCESS; EMAILS WITH GAR.IMA RE STATUS OF 
QUTST ANDING SUBPOENAS; FILING AND 
SUBFJLING 

Total for Shauna Levine 

$TAFF SUBTOTALS 

DJJ Daniel J. Jaffe 0.50 hr @ 900.00 $ 450.00 
SL Shauna Levine 5.25 hr @225.00 $ 1181.25 

Total Professional Services 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

TOTAL 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

08/21/15 Payment Received - Tha11k You 

Amount 

112.50 

---=5=.2:5 __ .:.,l.=18=1=.2=5 

5.75 $ 1,631.25 

81.56 

$ L712.81 

$ L712.81 

716.56 

TOTAL PAYMENTS AN{) CRED~IT=S ________ _ $ 716~56 

SUMMARY OF ACCOl.JNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOT . .!-\.L CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

$ 716.56 
1,712.81 

716.56 

S 1 712,81 

08993 



TELEPHONE 
(3!0) 550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORT» CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE. IOOO 

BEVEP..1.Y !;ILLS. CAl.lFORN!A 00210-4492 

Jaffe and. Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

F~CS.lMILE 
(310} 271-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill fn the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt will be 
mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa. ___ Mastercard __ American Express. _____ _ 
Discover ---

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: ________ _ 

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address:__..·---------------

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your sig'hatiire; yeti authorize ·Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

08994 



TELEPHONE 
13!0) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi~Kogod 
c!o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
l~AWYERS-

433 NORTH CAMDEN. DRJVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVER.!-)' HILLS .. C,l.i.lFORNIA 90210-4492 

September 30, 2015 

FACS!MiLE 
(3!0l ·27Hi~l3 

KOGGA 

SUMMARY OF.~A!:.:::C:::.:::C:::.:::O~UN~. !.!T'-----------------~----

TOTAL BALANCE DUE $ il,038.13 

08995 



TELEPHONE 
{31.0) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi~Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
1470 St. Rose Parkwav. Suite 206 
Hende..'"$on, NV 8907f · 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LA WY E: Fl S 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE, SUITE 1000 

:¼EVERLY H!L!.S: CAUFORMI,._ 90210-4492 

September 30, 2015 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through September :30, 2015 

RE: Dissolution ~ Limited ReI?resentation 

AITORNEY FEES 

Daniel J. Jaffe 

09/01/15 DJJ TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH SMITH OFFICE 
RE CALL; CONFERE.N'CE SL RE STATUS OF 
SUBPEONAS 

09/02/15 DJJ TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH BRADFORD 
SMITH REANALYSIS OFCASE; DISCOVERY 
ISSUES RE DIVITA; CO:NFERHNCE SL. RE 
DOMESTIC NEV ADA CASE AND MOTION TO 
COMPEL 

09/09/15 DJJ REVIEW AND ANALYZE STIPULATION AND 
ORDER RE WILSHIRE CONDO TRANSFER; MEiv10 
TO GARUYIA RE OK TO SIGN 

09/10/15 DJJ CONFERENCE WITH SMITH, CLIENT AND 
ACCOUNTANT RE DEPOSITION PREP Al"\TD 
DISCOVERY 

09/11/15 DJJ REVIEWANDANALYZ:ESTOCKOPTION 
DOCUMENTS; CONFERENCE SL RE SAME 

Total for Daniel .I.Jaffe 

Alysia S. Evans 

0.25 

0.75 

0.25 

3.00 

0.25 

_ 4.50 

fAC.SIMllE 
(310) 271-8313 

Amount 

225.00. 

675.00 

225.00 

2,700.00 

225.00 

4,oso~oo 

09/1 i/15 ASE LEGAL RESEARCH RE NON-MARITAL SUPPORT ____,...Q_Ji 93.75 

Tot!l.l for Alysia S. Evans 

Colin Doty, Paralegal 

09/04/15 CD ASSIST S,J.L. WITH TRANSMITTAL OF 
DOCUMENTS (NO CHARGE) 

T9tal for Colin Doty, P!l.ralegal 

0.25 , __ _.:;93.75 

0.25 o.oo 

__ o_.2_s ___ _.;o"""".o'-'-o 

08996 



TEt.EJ>HONE 
(.:HOY 550-7477 

Page two 
September 30, 2015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LA~YERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVER.LY HI.LlS. CAUFORNIA 90210-4492 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through September 30, 2015 
KOGGA.01 

Lorna A. Riff; C.P.A. 

09/11/15 LAR CONFER WITH S.L. REGARDING DOCUMENT 
PRODUCTION REVIEW 

09/11/15 LAR REVIEW DOCUMENTS PRODUCED 
09/14/15 LAR REVIEW AND COMPARE D0C:Ul\.1ENT 

PRODUCTION; PREPARE DOCUMENTS 
PRODUCED LIST AND EMAIL TO COUNSEL 

09/18/15 LAR PHONE CALL FROM JENNY ALLEN CPA 

Total for Lorna A. Riff, C.P,A. 

Shauna Levine 

09/01/IS SL EMAIL FROM GA.'TUMA; PREPARED SUBPOENA TO 
BE DOMESTICATED; DRAFTED BRlEF MEMO TO 
FILE RE PLAYERS OF THE CASE (PREP FOR 
CONFERENCE); MET WITH DJJ 

09/02115 SL TELEPHONE CONFEREJ,fCE WITH DJJ AND MR. 
S:WIITII RE DA VITA MTC; RESEA..~CH RE NADYA'S 
DEPOSITION DATE; RECEIVED AND RESP01\1DED 
TO EMAIL FROM co~COUNSEL RE NADYA; tvIBT 
WITH TERRY; ENSURED DEPOSITIONS WERE ALL 
SET 

09/04il5 SL PREPARED DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM 
DA vrr A TO BE SCANNED lNTO LF; E-MAILED D.TJ 
RE DOCUMENTS; EMAILS WITH GARIMA RE 
SHAREFILE 

09/09/15 SL FlLED AND SUBFILED DOCUMENTS; TELEPHONE 
CALL TO VERlTEXT RE SUBPOENA 

09i09/15 SL PREPARED DOCm.rnNTS RECEIVED FROM 
DAVITA (SECOND SET) TO BE FILED; EMAit TO 
GARJMA WITH SECOND SET OF DOCUMENTS 
FROM DAVITA 

09/09/15 SL BEGAN REVIEWING D0CU1vffiNTS RE DAVITA 
FOR MEETING TOMORROW 

09/10/15 SL CONTINUED TO l\.1AKE BRIEF LIST OF 
DOCUME.~TS PROD BY DAVIT A IN PREP FOR 
TODA Y'S MEETING 

0.50 

1.25 
2.00 

0.25 

4.00 

1.50 

2.75 

0.75 

0.50 

0.50 

0.75 

050 

FACSIMILE 
f3!0) 271·83.13 

212.50 

531.25 
850.00 

106.25 

1,700.00 

337.5-0 

618.75 

168.75 

112.50 

112,50 

168.75 

1 i2.50 

08997 



TELEPHUNE 
(3iOJ 550-7477 

Page three 
September 30, 2015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYER$ 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. ,surre 1000 

BEVERLY HILLS, CALiFORNiA 90210-4492 

Statement of Account for Services Renoered Through Septen1ber 30, 2015 
KOGGA.01 .---· . 

Date Attv Description 

09/10/15 SL MET WITH DJJ, CO-COUNSEL A..lfil CLIENT RE 
DEPOSITIONS AND SUBPOENAS 

09/11/15 SL ASSlSTED WITH DEPOSITION OF NADYA; 
REVIEWED, ORGA.N"IZED AND DETER.ivifNED 
COMPLIANCE OF DAVIT A DOCUMENTS WITH 
SUBPOENA; MET WlTH L, RIFF; MET WJTI{ TE RE 
OUTSTANDING SUBPOENAS 

09i16/15 SL REVIEWED AND RESPONDED to EMAILS RE 
DAVIT A DOCUMENTS A.ND DEPOSITIONS; MET 
WITH TE A.t."ID MH RE COORDINATING 

09/16115 
09/17/15 

09118/15 

09/28/15 
09/30/IS 

SL 
SL 

SL 

SL 
SL 

DEPOSITIONS 
FILED AND SUBFILED DOCUMENTS 
EMAILS WITH GARIMA; MET WI11I TE RE 
COORDINATING DEPOSITIONS 
EM.h.ILFROMGARfMA RE STEINER DEP0Sill0N; 
MEi WITH TE AND SHE CONTACTED PROCESS 
SERVER 
FILED AND SUBFLLED DOCUMENTS 
REVIEWED EMAILS Rf CANCELLED DEPOSITION; 
EMAIL TO CO-COUNSEL RE POSSIBLE MOTION 
TO COMPEL . 

Total for Shauna Levine 

DJJ Daniel J. Jaffe 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

4,50 hr @ 900.00 $ 
0.25 hr @375.00 $ 
0,25 hr @ 0.00 

4050.00 
93.75 
N!C 

1700.00 
4668.75 

ASE Alysia S. Evans 
CD Colin Doty, Paralegal 
LAR Lorna A. Riff, C.P.A. 
SL Shauna Levine 

4.00 hr @ 425.00 $ 
20.75 hr @225.00 $ 

Total Professional Services 

3.50 

6.75 

1.50 

0.50 
050 

0.25 

0.25 
0.25 

20.75 

29.75 

fACSIMlLE 
(310) 27 f•63i3 

78750 

1,518.75 

337.50 

112.50 
112.50 

56.25 

56.25 
56.25 

4,668.75 

$10,512.50 

08998 



TELEPHONE 
(3!01. 550-7477 

Page four 
September 30, 2015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYE:RS 

433 NO.RT!-i CAMDEN DRIVE, SlJITE !000 

BEVERLY !-!ILLS, CALIFORNIA 90210--44.92 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through September 30, 2015 
KQGGA.01 

i\1I$C, COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

TOTAL 

TOTAL CURR.ENT CHARGES 

PA YtvIENTS AND CREDITS 

09/11/15 Payment Received - Thank You 

TOTAL PAYMENTS AND CRED1TS 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PA YMENiS AND CREDffS 

BALANCE DUE 

·FACSIMILE 
(3101· 271-8313 

525,63 

$11 038.13 

$ n 038J3 

1,712.81 

S 1.712.81 

$ 1,712.81 
11,038.13 
1,712.81 

$ 11,038.13 

08999 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7<!.77 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NOR1"H CAMDF.,N DRJVE, SUITE i()OO 

BEVER.LY HILLS •. ·CALIFORNIA 90210-4492 

October 31, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

fACSIMllE 
(310) .271-1:!313 

KOGGA 

$ 1.296.25 

09000 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550·7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Hc:~nderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DllJVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVER.LY HILLS .. CALIFORNIA 902!0•4492 

October 31, 2015 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through October 31,201 S 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representatio."'"n-~~~~-,-,-,--~-·--

ATfORNEY FEES 

Daniel J. Jaffe 

10/01/15 

10/07/15 

10/22/15 

DJJ REVIEW CORRESPONDENCE RE DEVITA 
DOCUMENTPRODUCTION/CONFERENCESLRE 
SAME 

DJJ REVIEW CORRESPONDENCE RE DOCUMENT 
PRODUCTION 

DJJ REVIEW AND ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE RE 
DAVITA DOCUMENTS; MEMORANDUM TO SL 

Total for Daniel J. JaJ.-"fe 

Shauna Levine 

10/05i15 

10/07/15 

l0i21/15 

10/2211$ 

10/26/15 

10/27/15 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

SL 

RECEIVED AND.RESPONDED TO EMAlLFROM 
GARTh1A RE DOCS NOT PRODDCED AT 
DEP0Sff10NS 
LOOKED UP CCP SECTIONS RE DISCOVERY 
£SS1JES FOR GARIMA 
EM.A1'L TO OAR:Ii\f.A RE STATUS OF DAv1TA 
PRODUCTION ISSUE 
EMAiL TO GARIMA RE DAVIT A; 1vIBT WITH DJJ; 
RESEARCH MOTION TO CO!vfPEL TIM£ FRAME 
TELEPHONE CALL TO VERlTEXT RE DA.VITA 
SUBPOENA 
PREPARED DOCUMENTS TO BE PLACED INTO LF 

Total for Shauna Levine 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

__ 0.75 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

0.75 

0.25 

__ 0.25 

2.00 

FACSIMILE 
{3tOJ 271·83!3 

Amount 

225.00 

225.00 

225.00 

675.00 

56.25 

56.25 

56.25 

168.75 

56.25 

56.25 

450.00 

09001 



TELEPHONI: 
(310) 550-7477 

Page two 
October 31, 2015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L.AWYERS 

4.33 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE 1000 

·1,.EVERLY HfUS. CAUFO.RM!A 90210•4492 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through October 31. 2015 
KOGGA.01 . 

DJJ DanielJ. Jaffe 
SL Shauna Levine 

Total Professional Services 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

o.75 hr @900.00 $ 
2.00 hr @ 225.00 $ 

675.00 
450.00 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

2.75 

FACS!Mll..E 
(310) 27i--S3!3 

$ 1,125.00 

56.2_5 

~-~-----=T~O~T~AL=-· ___________________ ___,$ 1,181.25 

COSTS ADVANCED 

10/21/15 VERTIEXT LEGAL SOLUTIONS 

TOTAL COSTS ADV A.~CED 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

PAYMENTS AND CREDJTS 

10/23il5 Payment Received -Thank You 

TOTAL PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

SUMJ\..1ARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

_____ BAJ.,A~=C=E~D"'"'l~JE"""..., ________ _ 

115.00 

$ 115.00 

$ 1,296.25 

11,038.13 

$11,038..13 

$ 11.038..13 
1,296.25 

11.038.13 

S 1,296.25 

09002 



TEI.E.PHONE 
{310) &">0-7477 

· JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
t.AWYERS 

433 NOR.Tl-I CAMDEN DRIVE •. SUITE 1000 

.BEVER.LY HILlS. CAI.IFORNIA ~i0-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
'Accepts Credit Cards 

F/1,.(""~MILE 
1310j ~71-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fiU in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return· it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt will be 
mailed to you. . 

Type of Card: Visa Mastercard __ American Express __ _ 
Discover. __ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: ________ _ 

Amount 

Credit Card -BiUing Addr-ess: 

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature~\iou·author"ize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

09003 



TELEPHON6 
(3!0) 550-7477 

Gabrfolle Cioffi-K.ogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parl.c\vay, Suite 2-06 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

,JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWY·ERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE .. SOI.TE 1000 

BEVER.LY HILLS. CALIFORNIA 90210-M92 

November 30, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

f.ACSIMilE 
{310) 27H:l313 

I 

KOGGA 

$ 234.Il 

09004 



TELEPHONE 
(3!0) I:;50-7417 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 · 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 'NORTH CAMDEN DRJVE .• SUITE 1.000 

BEVERLY HiLL5, CAUFORNlA 90210-A492 

November 30, 2015 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through November 30, 2015 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

ATTORNEY FEES 

Qescriptiog 

Shauna Levine 

11/02/15 
11/05/15 

SL FILED AND SUBFILED DOCDME:r--rrs 
SL RECEIVED AND RESPONDED TO EMAIL FROM 

GARIMA RE DEPOSITION; MET WITH TE RE 
DEPOSITION HERE lN OUR OFFICE 

Hours 

0_25 
0:25 

fACSfMlL!: 
(310) 271-8313 

56.25 
56:25 

Total for Shaun.a Levine _ ___,0=.5=0 __ _:;..ll:;.::2::.::.5""0 

SL Shauna Levine 

Total Professional Services 

STAFF SUBTOTAL~ 

0.50 hr @ 225.00 $ 112.50 

MISC COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT - 5% 

050 $ 112:,50 

5.63 

TOTAL $ 118.13 -------..:!...>::...:.:...!=------------·-· -· ---·-···-·--·------~~=::.:.:.::: 

COSTS ADVANCED 

l 1113115 PHOTOCOPIES RE DAVITA Of DAVITA HEALTHCARE PARTNERS, 
JNC. ~ VERITEXT 

TOTALCOSTSADYANfED 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

116.00 

$ 116.00 

$ 234.13 

09005 



TELEPHONE 
(3l0i 550-7 477 

Page two 
November 30, 2015 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMPEN DRIVE, .SIJJTE 1000 

BfV!:RLY HILLS, CAL!FG.R.NfA 902!0-4492 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through November 30, 2015 
KOGGA.01 

PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

11/30/15 Payment Received - Thank You 

TOTAL PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

Sillv1MARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALA.NCE 
TOTAL ClJRR.f:'.L~T CHA."R.GES 
PA Th1ENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

FACSIMILE 
(3!0J 27H33!3 

__ _J,2961~ 

$ 1,296.25 

$ 1,296.25 
234.13 

1,296.25 

$ 234.13 

09006 



TELEPHONE 
(310} 560-7477 

.. · JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LA'NYERS 

•133 NO!Ul-l CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE. IOOO 

OEVE.RL'r Hilt.S. CALIFORNIA 9021(hU92 

Jaffe and. Clemens 
· Accepts Cred;t Cards 

F;I\CSIMll.E 
{.310) 27HIBl3 

If you Wi$h to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt wm be 
mai!edto you. · 

Type of Gard: Visa. __ Mastercard __ American Express __ _ 
Discover ---

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: _______ _ 

Amoun( 

Credit Card Billing Address: ____________________ _ 

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your sii'fnafure; You 'aiithor'ize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above. amount. 

09007 



TELEPHONE 
(310.l 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St Rose Park·:way, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 8907 4 

SU1VIMARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. 5UJTl: 1000 

BEVERLY HiLLS. CAl!f-QRN!A 902JQ-4492 

December 31, 2015 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

FACSlM.ll-E 
(310). 27!-8313 

KOGGA 

$ J,959.56 

09008 



JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
!...AWYEFIS 

TELEPHONE 
(Sl<J) :550-7477 

433 'NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY Hill.$. CALIFORNIA. 90210-4492 

Gabrielle Cioffi-,Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderso.n, l'<'V 89074 

Deceniber31, 2015 

Statement of Account fo~· Services Rendered Through December 31, 2015 

RE' Dissolution~ Limited Representation 

A ITOR.i'\JEY FEES 

Dauiei J. Jaffe 

12/10/15 DJJ CONFERENCE \VITH BAC AND REv1EW .l'vffiMO RE 
RESEARCH PROJECTS 

Total for Daniel J. Jaffe 

Bruce A. Clemens 

12/10/15 BAC COJ\i'FERENCE VlITH G.K. AND HER A TIORNEY; 
DRAFT CASE ISSUE MEMO; REVISE MEMO 

Total for Bruce A. Clemens 

David M Luboff 

12/l 0/15 
12/10/1.'5 

DML CONFERENCE WITH B.AC. 
D1'v1L REVIEW AND SUPPLEMENTMEMORANDUM 

0.25 

l'.ACSfM1U;. 
(310) 27i-83!3 

225.00 

-~..;:.o=.2=-5 ----=n==s""'.o=o 

1.25 1,125.00 

----'1=.2=5 ~~.:.:l.=12=5:..:..:.00=· 

0.25 173.75 
025 --.11~12. 

Total for David M. Luboff --~0~.5~0 ___ 347.50 

Shauna Levine 

12/09/15 

i2/23/15 

SL 

SL 

TELEPHONE CALL TO GARIMA CHECKJNG IN RE 
DEPOSITION 
TELEPHONE CALL FROM CO-COUNSEL RE 
STEINER DEPOSI110N DOCUMENTS; SEARCH 
FOR DOCUMENTS 

Total for Shauna Levine 

0.25 

0.50 

0.75 

56.25 

112.50 

168.75 

09009 



JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYE:RS 

TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7477 

433 NORTH Cr.MOEN DRIVE. StHTE lOOO 

BEVERLY HILLS. O.UFORNiA 90210-4492 

Page two 
December 31, 2015 
Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through December 31, 2015 
KOGGA.01 

DJJ 
BAC 
DML 
SL 

Daniel J. Jaffe 
Bruce A. Clemens 
David M. Luboff 
Shauna Levine 

Total Professional Services 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

0.25 hr @ 900.00 . $ 
1.25 hr @ 900,00 $. 
0.50 hr @695.00 $ 
0.75 hr @225.00 $ 

225.00 
1125,00 
347.50 
I68.75 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRA.CT - 5% 

TOTAL 

TOT AL CURRENT CH.lJ.~GES 

PAYME:t-.'TS AND CREDITS 

12/18/15 Payment Received - Ulank You 

TOT AL PA YI'vffiNTS AND CREDITS 

SUt1lv1ARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE ;: 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

2.75 

t-ACSiMlLE 
(310) 271-8313 

$ i,866.25 

-- 93.31 

$ 1.959.56 

$ L959.56 

234.13 

$ 234.13 

$ 234.13 
1,959.56 

234.13 

$ 1 959.56 

09010 



T!:1.E.Pl.-iONE 
(310) $50-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
l.AWYER.S 

433 NORTH C>.MDE.N DRIVE. SlJITE 1000 

BEVERLY Hij.LS. Cr\LIFOR:NIA. 002!0-44fl2 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

FACSIMILE 
{3!0) 271-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and ·return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt wm be 
mailed to you. · 

Type of Card: Visa __ MC -~ American Express_. __ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: 

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address: 

Signature: ····-----·------------------~-

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

E-mail my receipt to the following address ___________ _ 

Mail my receipt to the billing address above 

09011 



JAFFE .AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

TELEPHONE 
(3!0i 550-7477 

433 NORTH CAM.OEN DRIVE. SUlTE. !000 

BEVERLY i:-llLLS. CALIFORJ-.llA 90210-4492 

Gabrielle Gioffi~Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, S11ite 206 
Henderson, NV S9074 

Sl%'v1ARY Of ACCOUNT 

TOTAL BALANCE. DUE 

January 31, 2016 

FACSIMLLE 
(310) 271-8313 

KOGGA 

$ S,752.69 

09012 



TELEPHONE 
(3!0) 550·7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. sum: 1000 

BEVER~Y HlLLS. C-.Al..iFOR.NlA 90210··4492 

January 31, 2016 

Gabrielle Cio.ffi-Kogod 
c/o Rad.ford J. Smith 
2470 St Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, ~ty 89074 

Statement of Accmm.tfor Services Rendered Through January 31, 2016 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

A TTOR.:.~Y FEES 

Description 

Bruce A. Clemens 

Oll28/16 

01/28/16 

BAC READ AND REVISE RESEARCH "MEMO RE MSL 
AND SAVI.t'\J"GS; CONFERENCE WITH DML 

BAC MEET WITH DivfL RE DISSO:l\1ASTER GUIDEUNE 
REPORTS; DISCUSS PRESERVATION OP ASSETS 
MEMO 

Total for Bruce A. Clemens 

David M. L1'bajf 

01/20/16 
Ol/26/16 
01/27/16 

01/28/16 

01/28/16 
01i28/16 
01/28/16 

DML CONFERENCE WITH B.A.C. 
DML CONFERENCE \VITH B.A.C.; LEGAL RESEARCH 
DML LEGAL RESEARCH RE SPOUSAL SUPPORT 

ST ANDA.lIDS: PREPARE MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
DML LEGAL RESEARCH; DRAFT MEMORANDUM RE 

SPOUS.AL SUPPORT FACTORS 
DML CONFERENCE WITH B.A.C. 
DML PREP ARE. DISSOMASTER REPOJ{TS. 
DML LETTER TO R.J.S.; REFINE DISSOMASTER 

REPORTS 

Total for David M. Ltlboff 

Shauna Levine 

01/04/16 SL RECEIVED AND RESPONDED TO GARIMA'S 
EMAIL RE ERRATA SHEET 

Total for Shauna Levine 

0.50 

0.25 

FACSIMILE 
{3JO.) 271-8313 

450.00 

225.00 

. 0.75 __ __:::.67~5;;:.:.0=0 

0.25 173.75 
0.50 347.50 
2.25 1,563.75 

2.50 1,737.50 

0.25 173,75 
0.25 173.75 
0.75 521.25 

6.,75 4.691.25 

0.50 112.50 

__ 0~5~0 ~-----11=2=.5:-=.0 

09013 



JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

T!;.LEl"HONE 
(310) 550-7477 

433 NOR.TH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY Hf.LLS. CALIFORNIA 90210-.:1492 

Page two 
January 31, 2()16 
Statement of Account fol' Services Rendered Through January 31; 2016 
KOGGA.01 . -·-----

BAC Bruce A. Clemens 
DML David M. Luboff 
SL Shauna Levine 

Total Professional Services 

STAFF SUBTOTALS 

0.75 hr @900.00 $ 
6.75 hr @ 695.00 $ 
0.50 hr @225.00 $ 

675,00 
4691.25 

112.50 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT~ 5% 

TOTAL 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

PA Ytv!ENTS AND CREDITS 

01/21/16 Payment Received ~ TI1ank You 

TOTAL PA 'YMENTS AND CREDITS 

SU1\.1MARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CUR.RENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

8.00 

PACS!MlLE 
(310) 27)-8313 

$ 5,478.75 

$ 5 752.69 

$ 5,752.69 

1.959.56 

$ 1,959.56 

$ 1,959.56 
5,752.69 
11959.56 

S 5752.69 

09014 



Tl:.LEPHONE 
{3iC) 5.50-·7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

.13.3 NORTH CAMDEN DRJVE. SUITE lOOO 

BEVER.LY HIL!-S. C.AL!FOR.NIA 80210-44,12 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

FACsl M il.E 
(3:0). 271-83i3 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fiH in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or maiL A copy of your receipt will be
mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa ___ MC ___ American Express._. -· __ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: ________ _ 

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address:--~-------------

Signature: 

Printed Name: --·- . -----------' Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount 

E..:mail my receipt to the following address _ 

Mail my receipt to the billing address above 

09015 



JAt=FE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

TE.UPHONt 
(310) 550-7477 

. 433 NORTH CAMDEN DR.lVC:, SUIT~ iOOO 
6EVERLY H!!.I..S, Cf,UFORNJ/\ 90210-4492 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St Rose Patkwav, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUW,..1..1\.RY_Qf_"""A~C=CO""".-=-UN=-JT-=-------· 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

February 29, 2016 

Ft\CSIMILE 
(310) 27HI3'J3 

KOGGA 

$ 5.935.l:3 

09016 



JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L-"sWYERS 

TELEPHONE 
(3i0) 550-7477 

433 NOP.TH CA1v1.D£:N DRIVE, SIJITE 1000 

B.EVERLY HILLS. CALIFORNIA 90210-.1492 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o .Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

February29, 2016 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through Februazy 29, 2016 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

AITORNEY FEES 

Description 

Da:vid M lubo_ff 

02/01/16 
02/08/]6 

DML REVIEW IV.i.EMORANDUM 
D:ML E~MAILTOR.S.RESTATUS 

Total for David M. Luboff 

DML David M. Luboff 
DML David M. Lubo:ff 

Total Professional Services 

STA.FF SUBTOTALS 

0.25 hr @ 0.00 
0.25 hr @695.00 $ 

NiC 
173.75 

MISC. COST CHARGES PER CONTRACT- 5% 

TOTAL 

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CURR..E1'.1T CBARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

0.25 
0.25 

FACSl~HLE. 
(3!0) 27I-S3i3 

Amount 

0.00 
173.75 

_ ___::0~.5=0 __ __:..l 7,_,,3'-!.!.7C:.5 

0.50 $ 173.75 

8.69 

$ 182.44 

$ 182.44 

$ 5,752.69 
182.44 

0.00 

$ 5,935.13 

09017 



TELEPHONE 
(3!0) 550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L.AWYER5 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE, SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY HILLS, Cl>.UFORNIA 90210-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

:-ACS!MlLE 
{$!0). Zli-,'3313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fa}( or mail. A copy of your receipt wm be 
mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa ___ MC __ American Express_· __ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: ________ _ 

Amount: 

Credit Card BiHlng Address:··----------------

Signature: 

Printed Name:. .Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

E~mail my receipt to the following address _____ ~...,.,....._,_ 

Mail my receipt to the billing address above 

09018 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7 477 

Gabrielle. Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY Hilt_<;, CAU~ORJ'11A 90210-4492 

March 27, 2016 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

FACSIMILE 
(310) 271-8313 

KOGGA 

$ .5_935.13 

09019 



TELF.PHON.E 
(310} 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi--Kogod 
c/o Radford J, Sinith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LA.WYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DR!Vf:. SUITE 1000 

!'iEVER.LY HILLS. O\UFORN!A 00210~4402 

March 27, 2016 

Statement of Account for Sei-vices Rendered Through March 27, 2016 

RE: Dissolution - Limited. Representation 

fJ',CSIMILE 
i3i0) 27Hi.313 

-=-TO~TA!:.!::.L~Cj:U~RR=:::·:!:::EN~JT-=-. ~C~H~A~R~G:!:!E:!:!.S~-------------------"$"-- 0.00 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALAJ\TCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS AND CREDITS 

$ 5,935.13 
0.00 
0.00 

$ 5 935.13 ----=:BA-L.ANC~.~D~UEl!:· .._· ------------------"''-=== 

09020 



THEl'HONE 
(310) .550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRiVE. SPITE IQOO 

BEVERLY H1LLS. CALIFORNIA ~l02iC-,1402 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Carcls 

FACSIMILE. 
(310) 27!-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment; please filJ in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and re:turn it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt wm be 
mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa __ MC __ American Express __ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: 

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address: -------~-

Signature: 

Printed. Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount 

E-maJI my receipt to the foUowing address 

Mail my receipt to the billing address above 

09021 



TELEPHONE 
(310} 5.50-7 477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

SUMM.<\:RY OF ACCOU1'.T'f 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN DRIVE. SUITE !000 

BEVERLY HlLi.S. CALJPORNr,\ 90210-4492 

April 30, 2016 

1'01' AL BALANCE DUE 

FACSIMILE 
13!0) 271-831.3 

KOGGA 

$ 5.987.73 

09022 



TELEPHONE 
(3(0) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parlnvav, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L.AWYER$ 

4~3 NORTH cAMDEN DRJVE .. SllJTE !000 

BEVER.LY !-!ILLS, CALIFORNIA 90210-4.;;92 

Apdl 30,2016 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through April 30,2016 

RE: Dissolution - Limited Representation 

Carrying charges on past due balance of: $5,652.50 
An11ual Percentage Rate: 10;00 percent 
Days in Billing Cycle: 34 · 

TOT AL CURRENT CHARGES 

SUM:MARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PAYMENTS At'-JDCREDITS 

BALANCE DUE 

FA(""..SIMIU: 
(310) ~71-13313 

$ 52.65 

$ 52.65 

$ 5,935.13 
52.65 
0,00 

$ 5987.78 

09023 



TELEPHONE 
(310) 550-7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L.AWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMDEN ORiVE •. SUITE 1000 

BEVERLY HiLLS. CALlFORNfr\ 90210-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

FACSIMll.E 
(310) ~71-$313 

If you wish to charge your payment, piease fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or rnaH. A copy of your receipt Will be 

. mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa __ MC __ American Express __ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: 

Amount: 

Credit Card Billing Address:------------·----

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
noted card for the above amount. 

E-mail my receipt to the following address __ -----·

Mau my receipt to the billing address above 

09024 



Tl:l.r.PHONE 
{3i0) 550-7477 

Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 
c/o Ra~ord J. S:mith 
2470 St Rose Parkway, Suit.e 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

pUMivlARY OF ACCOUNT 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAwY·F~RS 

<!S3 'NORTH CAMDEN DRiVE, S!J!TE. 1000 

SEVER.lX HU.LS, C,I\UFOf<:.NIA 90210-4492 

May 31, 2016 

TOT.AL BALANCE DUE 

f'.1\CSJ.MILE 
.C3i0} 271-8313 

KOGGA 

$ 0.00 

09025 



TEL,Ef>KONE 
(3i0) :.>50-7477 

Gabrielle Cjoffi-Kogod 
c/o Radford J. Smith 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderso11, NV 89074 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
LAWYERS 

433 NORTH CAMPEN DRiVE. SUITE IC-00 

!If.VER.LY Hill.$. CALIFORNIA 902!0-4492. 

May 31, 2016 

Statement of Account for Services Rendered Through May 31, 2016 

RE- Dissolution ~ Limited Representation 

TOTAL CURRENT CP..ARGES 

PA Y1\1ENTS AND CREDITS 

05/13il6 
05/20/16 

COURTESY REDUCTION OF CARRYING CHARGE 
Payment Received - Thank Y Oll 

TOTAL PAYMENTS A.1\!D CREDITS 

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNT 

PREVIOUS BALAJ.~CE 
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 
PA Ylv1EN!S AND CREDITS 

BALA,.1'JCE DUE 

Your Account is Paid in Full - Thank You 

FACSIMILE 
(310) 27Ml313 

$ 0.00 

52.65 
5,935.13 

$ 5;987.78 

$ 5,987.78 
0.00 

5.987.78 

$ 0.00 

09026 



TELE Pi· iONE 
(31(1) 550"7477 

JAFFE AND CLEMENS 
L;A.WYERS 

433 NORTH C,1\MDEN r>RiVE. SIJ!TF. !000 

;:if.YERLY HILLS. CAUFOP..NJA £02<0-4492 

Jaffe and Clemens 
Accepts Credit Cards 

fACSIMILE 
(3101: 27)-8313 

If you wish to charge your payment, please fill in the appropriate information, 
sign this form, and return it by fax or mail. A copy of your receipt will be 
mailed to you. 

Type of Card: Visa. ___ MC ___ American Express __ _ 

Card Number: 

Expiration Date: 

Amount 

Credit Card Billing Address: _______________ _ 

Signature: 

Printed Name: Date: 

By providing your signature, you authorize Jaffe and Clemens to charge the 
. noted card for the above amount. 

E-mail my receipt to the following address ----··--·· 

Mail my receipt to the billing address above 

09027 



ASTA 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITTI, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMJTH,ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

4 Henderson, Nevada 89074 

5 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

6 1 rsmith@radfordsmith.com 
I Attorneyr.for Plaint!fl 

7 i 

Electronically Filed 
09/21/2016 04:35:02 PM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

I 
8 DISTRICT' COURT 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD. 

IO Plaintiff, 

ll V 

12. DE1'-l'NJS KOGOD, 

13 Defendant. 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

l 
l 

I 

I 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

J!'AMILY D1VIS10N 

I 
14 l+----------------____J 
15 

16 

!7 

J<) 

CASE CROSS-APPEAL STATEMENT 

1. Name of cross-appellant filing this case appeal §.tatement: GABRIELLE CIOFFI 

KOGOD. 

2. Jud!te that issued the decision. judgment. or order appealed from: HONORABL 

20 JUDGE BRYCE DUCKWORTH, Depa1tment Q, Family Division, Eighth Judicial District Court. 

2l 

22 

23 

24 

3. All patjies to tl1~.m.i:;e~i!1&t..i.!t the district court: GABRIELLE CIOFFJ-KOGOD. 

Plaintiff, and DE1'.'NJS KOGOD, Defendant 

4. All pmties involved in the appeal: GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff: and 

2s DEl'-i'NIS KOGOD, Defendant 

26 

27 

28 

-l-

09028 



l i 
I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 I 
l 

9 

12 

13 

i4 

JS 

]6 

5. The name. law firm. address, and _telephone number of ~l r counsel on appeal and identH" 

the pF1rty or parties whom they represent: 

5. 

a. Radford J. Smith, Chattered 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
Garirna: Varshney, Esq. 
2470 St Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson. Nevada 89074 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Attomeys for Plaintiff 

Lmv Office of Daniel Marks 
Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 386-0536 
Attorneys for Defendant 

uestiou 3 or 4 is not licensed t 

practice law in Nevada and. if so. whether the district court· ,anted that attome. ermission to a I . ----~ ... 
17 i 

I under SCR 42 {attach a copy of anv district court order granting such permission): None. 
lll 

19 
6. Whether cross-appellant was represented bv appointed or retained counsel in the <;iistric 

10 court: Cross-Appellant was represented by retained counsel. 

21 7. _Whether cross-ann~ll@Lis represented by anpointed or retained counsel on appeal 

22 
Cross-Appellant is represented by retained counsel. 

23 I 
8. \Vhether cross-appellant was grapted leave to p:roct:~ i~ forma pauperis, and the date ofi 

tmtrv of the district count granted such ieave: No. I 
24 

26 

27 

9. 

13, 2013. 

The date the proceedings commenced in the district court: Complaint filed D~cembe1 
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I 0. Brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district court. including th 

2 
!ype of i udgmentor order being appealed and the relief granted by the district court: 

... - . 

3 
(i) Cross-Appellant appeals the Trial Court's Findhl-gs of Fact, Conclusions of Law, a.11 

4 I 
Decree of Divorce filed August 22, 2016. 5 I 

6 i 
i 11. \.Vhether the case has previously 'b h b' f' · aI . . ·1 . J een t e su rect o an appe to or ongma yvn · 

7 

s 

9 

proceeding in the Surusm.e C01:1rt and, if so, the ca tion and the Su reme Collrt docket number of th 

prior proceedings: No. 

lQ 12. Whether this cross-appeal involves child custody or visitatioti: No. 
,, 
.1-.l 

12 
13. Whether this appeal involves the possibility of settlement: Yes. 

13 DATED this 21st of September, 2016. 

14 RADFORD J. s .. MITH,~IERED 
I / ./7 /' t) ~---· .. .. 

:: r~>/ . f (J~;u·Vt,-- ) · Lrtois ('(YR 
1 RA FORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

17 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
2470 St. Rose Parkway,... Ste. 206 

18 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

19 T: (702) 990-6448 
F: (702) 990-6456 

20 Email: rsmitb@radfordsmith.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

21 

n 

23 

24 

27 

28 
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8 I 
I 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14. 

i5 

16 

l7 

18 

19 

20 j 
I .,, -· 

22. 

23 

26 

27 

28 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chat1ered and that on the __ da_ 

of September, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrntive Order 14-2, I electronically ttansmitte 

a true a.nd correct copy of the above and foregoing CASE CROSS-APPEAL S'IA TEMENT by way ff! 

Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the cou11 mandated E0 file & Serve system to the following 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NicoleM. Youn:g,Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 11659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 

c--,, '· 
/ ··}-·'; --..... ·, 

9 ,,,. lt/0.l . /; -··-··\-
/ j/i//l,,,.. ... f/ .4 i 

'- • t.!/l r// I /G,,' .// A~ /J 
I Ii . ' . . I ,.. .._...,.. '--'-"' 

" ,.:' (I . ..,,. 

An employee of Radford J. Smith, Chm1ered 

-4-
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I 
I NOAS 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD 1. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 00279 ! 
KIMBERLY A. MEI)INA, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 014085 · 

5 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

6 Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

8 Attorneys for Plainttff 

9 

10 
DISTRICT COURT 

Electronically Filed 
09/23/2016 09:32:40 AM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

II CLARK COUNTY, NEVAJ)A 

12 
GABRIELLE CJOFFI-KOGOD, 

:: I Plaintiff: 
,vs. 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 

DEPTNO.: Q 

15 j 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

,,~ _., 

24 

DENNIS KOGQD, 
FAMILY DIVISION 

Defendant. 

AMENDED NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL 

NOTICE is hereby given that Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, hereby cross-appeals to. 

the Supreme Court of the State of Nevada for District Court Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 

Order fikd on August 22, 2014, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit "I'' hereto. 

·U:tJ_ 
Dated this _v_v day of September, 2016 
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I 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE I 

' . 
2
· I hereby certify that l am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered and that on the z?~ 1-\iay of I 

3 . 

'

September, 2016, purst1ant to NRCP S(b) wid Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a I 
4 

5 j itue and correct copy of the above and foregoii'lg AMENDED NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL by ,vay of 

7 

8 I 

i 
9 i 

I 
IO l 

u 
12 

13 

!.4 

l5 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 SouthNinth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attomey for Defendant 

/~) 
~} -~ /'>ri· ' lli:)11" ' j ,.-.11./1., . ',! .,/, _ __,.,.::../:.,,;,'-1Li&~~W.~1 · 

An employee of Radford J. Smith, Chattered 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUK'TY, NEV ADA 

GA.BRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI-KOGOD, ) 

Plaintiff, 

Electronically Filed 
08/22/2016 04:03:40 PM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

9 V. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CAS£ NO. D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO. Q 10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

161 
t7i 

18 

DENNIS L. KOGOD. 

Defendant. ___________ ) 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF 

FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF LAW A.t~D DECREE OF DIVORCE 

TO: ALL PARTIES ANDiOR THEIR ATTORNEYS 

Please take notke that a Findings of Fact, Condusions of Law and Decree of 

Divorce has been entered in the above-e11titled matter, a copy of which is attached 

herem. I hereby certify that on the above file stamped date, I caused a copy of this 
191 
20 

I 
21 Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce 

I 
22 I 
23 

241 

2s I 
! 

26 l 
I 27 I 
I 

28!1 
RYCE C. DI.ICIGVOflffl 

'Mlil..Y OW\SION; WT. Cl 
..SVl!G/l;S, NE¼'D/\89101 

to be: 
181 E-Served pursuant to NEFCR 9 on, or placed in the foldrt(s) located in the 

Clerk's Office of, the following attorneys: 

Radford Smith, Esq. 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 

isl IGmberJy Weiss 
Kimberly \1\Teiss 
Judicial Executive Ar;sista.nt 
Department Q 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, N£VADA 

G..\BRIELLE ROSE CIOFFU<OGOD, } 
) 

Plaintiff, } 
) 

Eleclronically Fiied 
08/22/2016 01 :53:56 PM 

• 
~j,~vM-

CLERK 0F THE COURT 

~ } 
) 

CASE NO. D-13-489442-D. 

DEPTNO. Q 
DENNIS L. KOGOD, ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

EU'iQ.INGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF LAW AND DECREE OE DIV0RC£ 

This matter came before this Court for trial on February 23, 2016, on Plaintiffs 

Complaint for Divorce (Dec. 13, 2013). Defendant's Answer to Complaint for Divorce 

and Counterclaim (Nov. 24, 2014.), and Pfaintiffs Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce 

(Dec. 5, 2014). Plaintiff, GABRIELLE 00FFI-K0G0D {hereinafter referred to as 

''Gabrielle"), appeared personally, and by and through het attorneys, RADFORD J. 

SMITH, ESQ., and GARIMA VARSHNEY. ESQ. Defendant, DENNIS KOGOD 

(hereinafter referred to as "Dennis"), appeared personally and by and through his 

attorneys, DANIEL MARKS, ESQ., and NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. The trial 

continued on February 24, 2016, February 25, 2016, February 26, 2016, 
1 

and May 4, 

1Trial in this matter initially was scheduled to take pla.cc on February 23, 24, and 26, 
2016. Both parties expressed that they needed additional time to present their respectivec-tiies, 
This. Court added an additional full day of trial time (Februal)' 25, 20 I 6) to accomm<)date 
their req,uest. (Plrumiffs Closing Brie( (Aug. l, 2016) faili:d to reference the February 25, 

09036 



1. 

l 
I 

:1 
5 

6 

. 

1j 
sl 
9J 

i 

10 I 
nl 
12 I 

::·1 
I 

15 j 
16 I 

i 

:: I 
19 
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2016.
2 An additional hearing was held on July 13, 2016, on Gabrielle's Motion to 

Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs (Jun, 21, 2016). At the 

Court's direction, closing arguments were submitted in writing. This Court has 

revieYted and considered Defendant's Closing Brief (Aug. 1, 2016) (hereinafter referred 

to as "Dennis' Brief') and Plaintiff's Closing Brief (Aug. J, 2016) (hereinafter referred 

t.o as "Gabrielle's Brief'). This Court's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 

Decree of Divorce (hereinafter referred to as "Decree") follow. 

In evaluating the issues raised in the parties' pleadings, this Court had the 

opportunity to lisLen to and review the testimony of several ,,>i.tnesses and review 

extensive documentary evidence admitted into the record.3 The witnesses included 

Dennis, Gahrie!Ie,JenniferA. Allen, Cl'A, CFE, Richard M. Teidmer, CPA,ABV, CVA. 

MAFF, CFF, Cr.FA, FCPA, CGMA, CDFA. Joseph L. Leauanac, CP,~ CITP, CFF, CFE, 

lvJV, ASA, Mark Herman, Jennifer Bosco, .and Veronica Garcia. This Coun also has 

2016 trial date.) .Although both patties requested additional time, this Court found that the 
parties spent time during the trial in their respective examinations that was not helpfol or that 
was superfluous Lo Lhe essential facts needed to resolve the issues beiore the Court. 

1The May 4, 2016 evidentiary proceedings focused on the testimony of each party's 
respective real estate expert appraisers who offered testimony regarding the property located 
at 97 l 6 Oak Pass Road, Beverly HiHs, Caiifornla. 

3 At the foly I 3, 2016 hearing, Dennis e}."Pressed con..:ern that this Court had already 
completed an initial draft of the Decree prior to the submission of dosing briefs. As noted 
herein, this Court has reviewed and considered each party's brief in finalizing this Decree. 
Moreover, the trial record had .already been established long before dosing briefs were 
submitted. There was little benefit for this Court to wait five months after trial ended in 
February to begin preparation of the Decree. Further, contrary tc the reference in Gabrielle's 
Brief, this Court did not review video "transcripts" of the tri.ai or prior hearings. Rather, after 
outlining the entirety of the trial proceedings, this Court re-watched the entire vide.o of the trial. 
and the video of each pre-trial hearing before this Court. 
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read and considered the deposition transcripts of Eugene Cioffi (Exhibit SSSS), and 

Stc.ph.anie Cioffi (Exhibit TTTI), as welt as excerpts of the deposit.ion transcripts of 

Nadyane.Khapsalis Kogod (Exhibit 125)/ Patricia Murphy (Exhibit 126), Mitchell 

Kogod {Exhibit 127), Marsha Kogod (Exhibit I28), Sheldon Kogod (Exhibit 129), 

Dana Kogod (Exhibit 130), and Jennifer Crnte Steiner (Exhibit 131 }.5 During trial, 

this Court had the opponunity to observe issues pertaining to the credibility .and 

demeanor of each witness who test.ified in Court. 

The issues before this Coun include: (1) the division of assets and debts; (2) 

alimony to be paid by Dennis to Gahrielle; and (3) attorney's fces. 6 The division of 

~Given her native tongue is Russian, Ms~ Khapsalis Kogod was offered a Russian 
interpreter for her deposition, but she dedined. 111e fact that. English is not her native tongue 
is noticeable in the excerpts of her deposition testimony. 

~The panies initially expressed their intention to read the deposition transcripts into the 
record. As the trier of fact, this Court is capable of reading deposition transcripts. (The 
reading of the deposition transcript. by a third pany would offer nothing to thi~ Court with ' 
respect to the demeanor of the witness. U1is Court is able to perform the same reading.) Thus, 
this Court directed that those portions of the deposition transcripts upon which each party 
intended to rely be ina.ked and introduced as exhibils. To preserve each party's right to object 
to specific deposition testimony, this Court established a protocol that allowed the parties to 
lodge specific objections regarding any qtiestions asked during th.e depositions. This Court 
then ruled on those-objections at the April 6, 2016 and May 4, 2016 hearings. Following these 
evidentiary rulings, this Court reviewed the testimony admitted into the record. Gabrielle 
stipulated to the admission of the entirety of Eugene Ciofffs deposition transcript and 
Stephanie Cioffi.'s deposition transcript. Th11S, obJections were limited to the excerpts of the 
deposition transcripts offered by Gabrielle and marked as Plaintiffs exhibits. 

6Although the Court has reviewed Radford J. Smith, Chartered's Billing Statemen.s 
(Exhibit 100), Marc Herman's Billing Statements (Exhibit 101), Anthem Forensk's Billing l 
Statements (Exhibit 102), Clark Barthofs Billing Statements (Exhibit 103), Detail fee, ~osts I 
and Payment Transaction. File Lists from the Law Office of Daniel 1vfarks (Exhibit QQQQ), 
and Rilling Statements from Jimmerson Hansen, P.C. (Exhibit RRRR), the issue of attorneys' 
fees and costs is not addre.~sed directly herein. The propriety of such an award may be 
·addressed by post-adjudicatory papers filed with the Court. This Cm.irt notes, however, that 
neither party submitted an offer to allow entry of decree pursuant to NRS 125.141, despite 
repeated encouragement from the Court. This Court references in this Decree relevant findings 
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assets and debts indudes Gabridle's request for an unequal division of assets based on 

Dennis' alleged waste and/or dissipation of community assets. 

BACKGROUND FACTS7 

A. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE; PRE-NEVADA- relative "marital bliss~ 

Gabrielle and Dennis met in New York in 1990.6 Pri:orto the parties meeting. 

Dennis had graduated from the University of Florida in 1981 \'\'1th a baccalaureate 

degree in business administration. In approxin1ately 1987, Dennis began working for 

Pilling selling ~'Urgical instruments. By l 989, he had been promoted to a regional sale.s 

manager position. Meanwhile, Gabrielle had established a successful background in 

sales and clinical nursing prior to the parties' marriage. Gabrielle obtained a Masters t 

of Public Health and is a registered nurse and legal nurse consultant. See Exhibit I. 

Gabrielle attained these credentials prior to meeting Dennis. 

At the time they met, Dennis had no appreciable propeny. Gabrielle 

interviewed with Dennis for a positjon with Pilling. She \vas hired as a salesperson at 

Pilling shortly thereafter and the parties became romantically involved. Prior to their 

marriage, Dennis was transferred by Pilling to Florida. Gabrielle agreed to move to 

pertaining to starutoty claims for attorneys' fees. Nevertheless, although not ordered herein, 
this Court is persuaded that Gibrielle slt()uld b~ reimbursed the forensic accounting costs 
associated with her retention of Anthem Forensics fort.he work that Dennis had promised and 
was legally obligated to perform (as discussed throughoutthis Decree}. NRS 18.005(5). See 
Frazier v. Drake, J 31 Adv. Op. 64, 357 P.3d 365 (2015). 

1The foregoing is a summary of the pertinent back.ground fact .. '> based on the record 
before this Court. 

8Although Dennis and Gabtidle hoth testified that they met in 1990; Gabrielle's Brief 
states that the parties met in 1989. 
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Florida to join Dennis. Gabrielle and De1mis ultimately married on July 20, 1991 at 

the U.N. in New York City. 

In November 1991, Gabrielle and Dennis moved from Florida to Pennsylvania 

as a result of Dennis' promotion to National Sales Director for PiIHng. 11:i.e parties 

purchase~ a home in Pennsylvania, with the dO'vvn payment coming from Gabrielle's 

401(k). While in Pennsylvania, Gabrielle obtained employment v.'ith Osteopathic as 

a nurse recruiter and then worked :as a clinical nurse manager. Dennis then became 

Vice President of Sales (and later Vice President of Sales and Marketing} at Pilling. As 
1 

a result of this promotion, the panies moved to North Carolina. Dennis received no 

specialized training as a result of this promotion. On "aggregate," Dennis continued 

to travel between two to three days per week as a result of his employment 

responsibilities.9 Gabrielle's job changed again when the panies moved to Nonh 

Carolina, where she sta.ned her career at Kaiser. She then interviewed and was 

accepted at the North Carolina Board of Nursing. 

Jn approximately 1992, Teleflex_acquired the assets of Pilling and then Te1efle.."C 

acquired Weck from Bristol-Myers, Squibb. In late I 995 or early 1996, Dennis 

became Vice President of Corporate Accounts and International for Teleflex. At that 

time, he no longer focused on sale.s. In this position, Dennis' travel would t.ake him to 

9ln gai,ral, Dermis testified th.at. he ttave!ed an average of two to three days per week 
for the various companies he worked for during the marriage. As discussed below, however, his 
international travel increased with hr~ employment at DaVita. Although he testified that 
certain positions re{JUired "more travel" than other positions, when asked the a.mount of weekly 
travel, the routine response was .. t\\'O to three days per week" for any given employment 

Position. 
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international locations which would require him to be gone a week to two weeks at a 

time. Once again, Dennis did not. receive any specialized type of training for this 

position. The parties contemplated purchasing a home in New Hampshire and they 

even pa.id a deposit on a home. However, Dennis received an opportunity to pursue 

a more lucrative position with Gambro. Therefore, in July 2000, the panies jointly 

chose to follow Demus' career opportunity with Ga'mbro. 

Gambro was a Swedish company, with its U.S. presence on the medical "seIVice'' 

side (unlike the medical "product'' side ½ith Teleflex} located in Lake,vood1 Colorado. 

Gambro's regional office was located in Elisa Viejo, California. The parties moved to 

California, where they purchased a home in Coto de Caza in Rancho Santa Margarita 

(and laterpur<;hased a second home in Coto de Caza). Dennis was hired at Gambro 

as President of the West Division, which was a newly created position. Dennis' 

training consisted of a week-long training at the company offices. 

The parties' marital relationship during this period of time (i.e., between the 

time of marriage and their relocation t0 California) appeared to be relatively 

harmonious. Not,.,'ithstanding the amount of travel Dennis' career pursuits required, 

the parties routinely and regularly enjoyed holidays and special occasions t0gether. 

Indeed, through.out the marriage, it was not uncommon or unusual for Dennis to be 

away from the 1na.rital home due to business travel. Such travel was commonplace and 

routine. In addition to holidays and special occasions, the parties seemed to enjoy the 

time they spent together. There is nm.hing in the record to suggest that their marital 

relationship suffered in any significant respect until aft.er their move to California. 
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B. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE: NEVADA- the iffetrievable breakdown 
of their marriage 

The 2003,04 time.frame marked several significant events in Gabrielle and 

Dennjs' marriage, including: (1) advancements in Dennis' career (and a concomitant 

dramatic ascent in earnings and marital wealth); (2} the purchase of the panies; Lake 

Las Vegas home (and G.abrieUe 's permanent relocation thereto); and (3) the beginning 

of Dennis' relationship with Nady-ane Khapsalis Kogod (also known as Nadine Kievsk.y. 

Nadya Khapsa.lis, Nadezhd.a Khapsa.lis and Nadya Khapsalis Kievsky) (hereinafter 

referred to as "Nadya").10 

{ 1 ) Dennis and DaVita 

In 2004, Dennis' position at Gambro changed from Division. President to the 

Co-ChiefOperatingOfficer. More travel was required in th.is position than the division 

manager position. Dennis' travel typically entailed approximately three days per week 

(between January 2004 and October 2005). In November 2004t DaVita announced 

its acquisition of Gambro. Although Dennis entertained other employment 

opportunities after the acquisition was announced, he remained with Oa Vita. In this 

regard, DaVita was intent on having one of the senior team members (i.e., Dennis) stay 

with the company. Thus, in October 2005, Dennis began working for DaVita, 

overseeing the western operating group or region (as well as some additional 

10Nadya's name on her bin.h certificate is Nadezhda Khapsalis, ant;l her name on her 
pa..~sport is Nadine Khapsalis Kogod. Deposition 2 7; 22-24; 30: 9-11. In explaining her name 
change to Nadyane Khapsalis Kogod, Nadya testified that "I didn't want to be a Kievsky 
anymore, since my husband is Denni.~ Kogod was at that time." Deposition 26: 18-20. 

7 

I 
.! 
4 

I 

09042 



,, 
l 1 . 

2 

31 
:,1 

I 

~I 
8i 

9 

10 ! 

responsibilities). Although his duties were similar to his position wjth Gambro, it was 

on a larger scale due to the size of the company. Neverth.eless, his travel requirements 

remained similar. 

Effective January 1, 2009, Dennis was. promoted to Chief Operating Officer at 

DaVita, which he called a "job of a lifetime."ll See E.xhibits 92-98. His duties changed 

from. overseeing the ·western division of the company to overseeing management of all 

divisions. Dennis' travel increased as a result of this promotion, including more 

ll, international travel. (Although.international travel had also been a pan of his prior 

! 
12 employment experience, in late 20 IO Dennis began traveling more internationally. 
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Again, Dennil business travel and the associated physical separation of the parties on 

a temporary basis was customary throughout the marriage.) Dennis did not receive any 

specific training as a result of this promotion. Effective January 1, 2015, Denrus 

became President of Healch Care Partners and the CEO of tl1e international division 

of DaVita (Exhibit 98), which required even greater international travel. 

Although the parties' relocations throughout their marriage followed Dennis' 

career pursuits, the record confirms that both pa.rdes were in agreement with each 

relocation. Specifically, the parties mutually understood and agreed tl1at it. was 

financially advantageous to follow Dennis' career uajectory. Further, the parties 

believed that, with Gabrielle's background and training in the nursing field, she could 

1' Relative to the leadership at DaVita today, Dennis opined that it is rare for someone 
of his limited educational back.grou,n<l to advance as he has. He noted that most of the 
individuals serving in tipper management rositions at Oa Vita have advanced degr:ees, an;d 
several of those individuals graduate.cl from Ivy League schools. 
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the differences in their formal educational backgrounds, Dennis' career path provided 

the parties ,1/ith gr~ater financial prosperity to an extraordinary degree. 

During the trial, Dennis testified in detail about his promotions and training at 

the companies for which he worked. Most of the training appeared to be internal 

training within each company or "on-the-job" training. Other than short training 

(indudingweek-long) seminars, Dennis did not receive any formal education or career 

training during the parties' marriage. Nevertheless, throughout the marriage, Dennis 

obtained relatively broad-based experienc~ in medical sales and mark.eting. Further, he 

acknowledged that his emp.Joymem experience played a key role in "getting me to 

DaVita." His ability to remain with DaVita was something he "earned" through hard 

work and "getting results." The resulting increase in income and wealth associated 

-..vith Dennis' employment v.i.th DaVita was dramatic as reflected in the parties' income 

tax returns and Dennis' compensation summaries discussed later in this Decree. 

(2) The ivfove to Nevada - the beginning a.,t.d the cnd12 

In 2003, the panies purchased their howe at 28 Via Mira Monte, Lake Las 

Vegas, Nevada (hereinafter referred to as the "Lake Las Vegas" home or residence). 

Dennis suggested to Gabrielle that they move to Lis Vegas, and he originally 

32In a March 26, 2011 email, Dennis lamented to Gabrietle: "The house represents sad 
thoughts for 1ne, when we moved I think we were already at that point in our relationship 
where ,ve stoppe<l sharing, stopped being intimate, so when I think about vegas [sic] it makes 
me a little sad, even though I created the vegas [sic) dynamic by making t.hat impulsive decision 
to move there." Exhibit 23: BS 12171·72. 
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2 I researched and found the home. 13 Nevenheless, the move to Las Vegas appeared to be 

31 
i 

41 
I 

5 

6 

a mutually agreed-upon decision. After arriving in Las Vegas in December 2003, 

Gabrielle began working for Sunrise Medical before moving to Dignity Health 

(formerly knuwn as Catholic Healthcare West) shortly thereafter. She has remained 

7 · at Dignity Health working as a cenified legal nurse consultant. Exhibit 000. 
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According to Dennis, the parries' relationship already had started to deteriorate 

in 2002, while they lived together in California. After Gabrielle relocated co Las Vegas, 

Nevada, the parties shared no intimacy. Gabrielle .acknow1edged that the. parties 

shared no sexual intimacy after 2004. The lack of intimacy, however, did not change 

how Gabrielle feit about Dennis. Dennis continued to uavel to Las Vegas (even after 

the start of his relationship ·with Nadya). Further, he continued to stay at the parties' 

Lake Las Vegas residence until June 2010. Dennis initially would spend weekend time 

in Las Vegas in what appeared to be varying degrees of frequency and regularity.14 

Until 2010, it was custon1ary for the parties to speak ·with each other daily {and 

nwhether Dennis intended to move to Nevada or actually did reside in Nevada is 
debatable. The move to Las Vegas appears to coincide genera!Jy with the establishment of 
Den.nis' relationship with Nadya (.although Dennis maintains that his re!ati<mship ·with Nadya 
began in November 2004, nearly a year after the purcha..~ of the Lake Las Vegas residence). 
Gabrielle w.as at least led to believe that Nevada would be the place of the parties' marital 
domicile. During the first year after the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence, Dennis 
testified that he spent most weekends and a couple of days per week in Las Vegas. Further, 
Dennis offered in his Brief that "ilte patties moved to Lake Las V cgas." Dennis' Brief l. Thus, 
this Court finds that Las Veg.as was the place of the parties' marital domicile as of 2003. 
Thereafter, and until June 20 IO, Dennis continued to spend weekend time in Las Vegas, After 
July 2010, however, Dennis did not enter the L,ke Las Vegas home again. 

14Both parties offered testimony about "typical" weekends together in Nevada that 
inducled details about their weekend traditions. These weeke11d traditions included routine 
stops at Metro Pizza and their respective golf games (together and apart). 
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oftentimes multiple times each day). Nevertheless, Dennis maintained that the 

relationship was emotionally and physically distant, devoid of a:ny intimacy, and 

broken. Between 2004 and 20 IO, the time spent together during holidays and special 

occasions became less regular and more infrequent. Yet, Dennis continued to tell 

Gabrielle that he loved her until approximately August 2013. Dennis explained that 

he stiH <lid (and does) love Gabrielle, br1t that he did not want to be married to her. 

In March 2010, Dennis initiated divorce proceedings With the filing of a 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010) in Case No. D-10-426578-D. Gabrielle 

testified that Dennis told herthat he found his .attorney's name (James J. Jimmerson, 

Esq.) in a telephone book. Dennis testified that he did not pursue a divorce at that 

time because he was afraid Gabrielle would "go to DaVita" (suggesting that she would 

compromise his employment).15 In July 2010, Gabrielle received a notice from the 

Court about the pending divorce action initiated by Dennis. 16 Dennis testified that. 

when Gabrielle received this notice, she v{as incredibly emotional. Nevertheless, 

Dennis ad.i.nitted that Gabrielle never made a threat regarding his employment and that 

uNorwit:hstandlng the concerns expressed by Dennis about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, his messages to her during this time included sensitive information about DaVita. 
inc.luding discussions about whether Dennis would stay with Da VitJ. and infonnation about 
a '"Qui Tam" lawsuit. Exhibit 18: BS 12436. When asked why he would share this type of 
"inside information" with her if he truly was concerned about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, Dennis answered that he had no explanation and could only speculate that it was 
because she was the only one he could talk to about it.. 

•"B.cc.ause Gabrielle was never served with the Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), 
it ls unclear what notice she received from the Court. The record in Case No. D· l 0-426578 
appears to suggest that a notice may have been generated by the court regarding the 
reassignment of the case from Department Oto Department D, 
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she never "used those words." Expressing feelings of remorse, Dennis declared to 

Gabrielle by text message: 

I don't know what to say. There are no words to undo what I did. I 
think 1 need to take a .few d;1ys and think. long and hard about what I did 
and what am I (sic] doing because l honestly don't know .... I v.1sh I 
could take this all back, I can't so rather th[a Jn complicate things more 
I need some thinking time .... l never meant for this to happen. Never. 
I have been running from things so long and not dealing with them. I 
should have come to you to see what you thought about our marriage. 
Running to a la\.vyer was stupid. I have no idea what I was thinking 
about. All 1 remember was a sick feeling in my stomach after the 1,1sit 
knowing I had betrayed you. I asked for the process to just stop but it 
fell Lhrough the cracks ... I owe you some answers and I think a lit.de 
time away from home from work will force me to sit and think long 
enough and figure out wha.t. the hell rm doing ... rm. sorry and 1 do 
an[ dJ always ·will love you Gabrielle. As much as I am capable of loving 
another person I love you that much and my heart broke over what I did 
to you ... I ·wish this day never h.appened. It has to be one of the wors{t) 
days of your life and you do not deserve that at all. You deserve a better 
life th[a]n l have given you tJ,e past 5 years. I ,-von't ask for your 
forgiveness. 

Exhibit 25. 

Dennis assured Gabrielle that the divorce action would be dismi.ssed. Although 

it does not appear that Dennis took any action himself to seek the dismissal of the 
20 
21 I Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 20 IO}, the Coun sua sponte dismissed che case by w.ay 

221 of Order of Dismissal Without Prejudice (Feb. I 8, 201 J). Dennis reflected on his lack 

231 
1 of "courage" to follow-through with the divorce at the time, stating that he took the 

241 

25 
I "chicken· way out." He also admitted that he made a multitude of excuses or 

26 ! rationalizations about. the cause of the det~rioration of their relationship. At one point, 
! 
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Dennis told Gabrielle that he had questions a.bout his sexual orient~tion.17 Dennis' 

strategy was to persuade Gabrielle to recognize on her own that their relationship was 

over, even to the point of engaging in marriage counseling under the false pretense of 

working on their relationship. Specifically, Dennis testified that: 

I actually used that [counseling} as a way of getting Gabrielle to come to 

the conclusion on her own that we had a marriage that was broken. I wJ.s 
having a hard time saying the words to her that I wanted a divorce. And 
I was hoping that through counseling and not returning to the marital 
house any time after that one day, and telling her I had questions of my 
sexucllity, that she would conclude this was a broken marriage aP.d would 
make the decision to divorce. 

February 24, 2016 Video: 14:33. 

Dennis surrunarized that he pursued counseling for three primary purposes: ( 1) 

he believed that counseling"-'Vould be beneficial for Gabrielle; (2) he desired to have a 

trained professional help Gabrielle understand that the marriage was irreconcilable, and 

thus to encourage Gabrielle to make the decision to pursue a divorce;
18 

and (3) he 

wanted to avoid any ''scandals" a.rising at work. Dennis admittec! t]1at h~ deceived 

Gabrielle for years. Gabrielle at time_s expressed happiness to see progress in their 

counseling, unaware that the counseling was a complete rouse. Dennis made promises 

11Dennis also fabricated a story about being admitted into a residential treatment.center. 
He sent Gabrielle text messages wherein he claimed th.at he was at an Oregon residential 
treatment center where he was diagnosed with sleep apnea. None of this was true and Dennis 
admitted as much. Sec Exhibit 20: BS 12244 - 12248. 

18:R.ather than working to repair their marriage, Dennis sought to have Dr. Michelle 
Gravely recognize that the marriage was broken and to have Dr. Gravely convince Gabrielle to 
pursue a divorce. ln a March 9, 2011 email, Dennis discussed setting goals for their 
relationship and getting back together. Hls goal was to stay in counseling long enough so that 
Dr. Gravely could help Gabrielle see the inevitability of divorce. Dennis truthfully had no 
intention of following through on the~e goals. He saw the marriage as broken and it w.as not 
going to be fixed. Februa1y 24, 2016 Video; 14:59. 
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10 

in email communications to return home. Exhibit l 9: BS 12529, 12534, At one point, 

he told her: "I'm not stalling hoping I force you into asking for a divorce. I'm certain 

of that." At trial, however, he admitted the contrary - that he indeed desired to 

convince het to pursue a divorce all along. 

111ere were occasions when Gabrielle also made statements in emails to Dennis 

that suggest that she also perceived that the m.ar:riage was failing, such as: ''you're 

living a separate life," and "I don't know who you are." Exhibit 23: BS12151; 12174. 

11 
. Indeed, there were several examples of terse email and text e.xclianges benveen the 

12 1 parties dating back to 2010, many of which emanated from Gabrielle.19 See e.g., 
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Exhibit 18. 

ln summary, it appears uncontroverted that, aft.er 20 l 0, the parties did not share 

any holidays or special occasions together. Furth.er, after filing the prior Complaint for 

Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), Dennis did not physically do anything to get back together 

'"That Gabrielle felt and expressed frustration and hopelessness about their relationship 
is exemplified by 20 I l communications ,vhen she declared: I 

Are you trying to get me to the point where I throw my hands up and walk 
away? Only you know that for sure - I can only tell you how it feels. But as 
I\•e. said before, l think we're worth more than that- I'm worth more than that. 

* * * * 

[I]t's hard for rne to imagine you can be such a high power deeision maker, and 
deal ,vith the interpersonal issues you've de.scribed over these last months, and 
yetkcepdoingwhatyou're<loingwith us and not seeing ahead to theout'°mes. 
Or are you continuing to set this up to fail, setting me up to get so disgusted 
that l walk away from it so you don't have to do it first, like you tried to last 
year but felt "sick to your stomach"? 

Exhibit 23 (emails dated March 26, 201 l and March 13, 201 I). 
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2 \."ith Gabrielle and their relationship was devoid of any physical intimacy. Moreover. 

3 communications were almost exclusively limited to ema.il and text messages after that 

41 
s 
6 

7 

s 
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10 

tirne. The record demonstrates that Dennis perceived that the relationship was broken 

much earlier than 2010. However, Gabrielle did not share that same perception. Up 

until that time, the parties continued to share time together and affectionately 

commurJcated with each other on a regular and routine basis. Nevertheless, the record 

supports a finding that the irretrievable breakdown of the parties' marriage began with 

11 
• Dennis' affair with Nadya in 2004 and continued through the initiation and pendency 
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of these proceedings. Indeed, the maintenance of a secret affair in this case is 

fundamentally irreconcilable ·with a harmonious marital relationship. 

Dennis offered that there was no financial benefit overall to him to remain 

married. Following the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence in 2003, their 

relationship becaJne more geographically and emotionallydistant. At that time, Dennis 

estimated the parties' net worth to be $750,000. In 2010. he estimated that their net 

w<,mh had increased to $4,000,000.20 At the time of the divorce in 20 I 6, the parties· 

net wonh appears to exceed $40,000,000. Den.nis referred to this dday as the cost of 

his inability to have a "tough conversation" with Gabrielle about divorce, Although the 

2°Considering the stock options he had received at. DaVita, the parties' net worth in 
2010 appears to be more than $4,000,000. ln fact, in a November 23, 20IO email, Dennis 
referenced his receipt of 1,000,000 stock options with an anticipated $18,000,000 in profit 
over the tlext few years. Exhibit 23. Even had Dennis pursued chc prior divorce action, he had 
not served the Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010) as of July 2010. Th\ls, it is highiy I 
unlikely that the divorce would h;rve been finalized prior to 2011. 
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timing of their incompatibility may be in dispute, it is uncontroverted at this time that 

the parties are incompatible in marriage and there is no possibility of reconciliation. 

(3) Nadya ~ Honest Deceit 

During trial, Dennis appeared to candidly discuss his relationship with Nadya, 

which, in and of itself, is seemingly oxymoronic. Dermis testified that he met Nadya 

in November 2004. Nadya did not own any assets of material value at the time that 

they met.21 By way of a green card, she worked as a hostess at a restaurant. Since at 

11 
' least June 2005, how't'.ver, Nadya earned no in.come and did not contribute financi.uly 
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to her personal expenses. Instead, Dennis paid for her food, clothing (shopping at 

v.arious stores), cars (the first car being a Porsche22 according to Nadya); a maid, spa 

services, a nanny {who was paid approximately $400 per week), all household and 

maimenance expenses, and additional spending money (generally $400 in cash each 

week and an additional $700 to $800 by d1eck each week). Dennis also paid for 

Nadya to take college classes (paying approximately $7,000), for an investment in Moe 

LLC ("he would trying to help me to .get. in the business with those people, and it 

didn't work"), payment of Nadya's dental and medical expenses (including cosmetic 

21Nadya recailed in her deposition that she had money in savings of approximately 
$20,000. Deposition 7 I :5. However, she added that at least a portion of this money was sent 
to her mother. Deposition 76:13. 

11According to Nadya, her vehicles included a 2015 Bentley GTC, BMW XS, GL 
Mercedes SUV, and a Cadillac SRX. Although Dennis testified that he routinely owned 
multiple vehides at any given time {and it does not appear that Nadya was the registered owner 
of the .aforementioned vehicles), the credible evidence supports a finding that certain vehicles 
·were intended primarily for Nadya's use and benefit. Whether Dennis drove any of these 
vehicles docs not change the finding that these expenditures were for Nadya's benefit. 
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2 surgery), money sent to Nadya's family in the Ukraine, and all travel e.xpenses.

23 

3 Initially, Nady.a used a credit card in Dennis' name to pay her expenses. Dennis later 
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gave Nadya her own credit and debit cards to use for her expenses.21 \Vhen Nadya and 

Dennis were together. however, Dennis would pay an expenses on his cards. In short, 

Nadya relied entire{y on Dermis for her entire support.~ According to Nadya, Dennis 

promised to take care of her for the rest of herlife.26 Deposition: 145:15-22. 

At the beginning of his relationship v .. iith Nadya, Dennis testified that he did not 

disclose to Nadya that he w~s married. In fact, Dennis and Nadya traveled to Caneun, 

Mexico, where they participated in a "civil ceremony" on June 3, 2005 on the beach 

23Nadya enjoyed trips to fas Vegas, San Francisco, New York, Arizona, Paris. 
Amsterdam, Spain, Portugal, Laguna Beach, Palm Springs, Newport Beach and San Diego. In 
addition to paying all travel expenses, Dennis would give Nady.a ~lilce $1,000 for shopping."' 
Deposition: 167:5. 

24Vv'ith the exception of one occasion when Nadya gave her credit card to the nanny to 
purchase groceries, Nady.a testified that aU charges on her credit card were her charges. 
Deposition: 130:3-15. 

25Nadya testified that she stopped filing income tax returns "when Dennis start 
completely lake care of me, so I stopped because he was taking care of us," Deposition: 33: 7-9. 

201\s Dennis' incorr,e began to skyrocket, he opened an investment account .at UBS. 
Until recently, Gabrielle was not named on his UBS finandal accounts (where his bonus 
income and stock option income were deposited). Dennis admitted that, at least in part, he 
did not want GabrielJe to see these accounts because he did not want her to become aware of 
the money he ,;vas spending on Nadya and his children. Thus, Dennis deposited his regular 
payt'.hed.s into the parties' joint Bank of America account (no. 6446), but deposited his 
bonuses into his UBS account. Although Dennis now argues that there "is no evidence that 
Dennis tried to hide any asset from Gabrielle in an attempt to change the amount of money 
that Gabrielle is entitled to" (Dennis' Brief 16}, the record reflects that he actively concealed 
the existence of the UBS account from Gabrielle. Th.e record also reflects that he actively 
concealed the existence of other assets (including real property and a yacht) to the point of 
titling assets in the name of family members. Although these assets are indeed now knmvn and 
subject to division, Dennis actively com .. -ealed the existence of assets until after this litigation 
was initiated. 
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1 

2, that at least appeared to have marriage overtones.27 Although he could not recall when, 

3 l Dennis maintained that at some point in time he told Nadya that he was married. 

41 ! Nadya testified that Dennis "confessed" to her that he \vas married to Gabrielle 
51 

6 

7 

8 

approximately "a month after we (Dennis and Nadya] get marrted.'' Deposition: 

14:20-15:18. 

In approximately June 2005, Dennis moved Nadya into the 1809 Overland 

91 I Avenue condominium that he owned. ln so doing, he acknowledged that he 
lO I 

11 
. misrepresented to G~brielle that a colleague at DaVita owned the property, and that 

12 1 he was living with the son of the property owner. During his testimony, Dennis 
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apologized for his deceit.28 He concealed his relationship out of con~m that someone 

at DaVita would find out about it. Notwithstanding these alleged concerns. Dennis 

continued to have his assistant at DaVita (Pat Murphy), book travel for Nadya and 

Dennis. In June 2013, Dennis purchased the. residence and real property located at 

9716 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills, C&lifornia (hereinafterreferred to as the "Oak Pass 

property") for Nadya and his children .. 

27Dennis was adamant that the ceremony was not a "legal" marriage because he and 
Nadya had not procured an appropriate license or StJhmitted to the procedures required for a 
marriage in Mexico (11ot tq mention that he was already married). A'> noted previously, however, 
Nadya routinely uses the last name Kogod on government documents such as her passport and 
she regularly refers to Dennis as her ·'husband." 

18Dennis similarly started a narrative '\l\ith Gabrielle about his subsequent pl.lrchase of 
the Edinbl.lrgl1 property from someone involved in the "Russian Mafia." Thus, when Gabrielle 
discovered bank statements containing references tQ "Nadya," the explanation fit perfectlyv.1th 
the _"Russian ~afia." narrative and did not ere.ate any i~mediate_ suspicions by G~brie!lc. 1n I 
reality, the E.dmburgh home was purchased m 2010 for Demi.ls, Nadya and l:\1s chddren. 
Dennis had toid Gabrielle that he was living in Denver, Colorado at the time. 
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2 Unbekno,'\T.St to Gabrielle at the time, Dennis fathered tVvih daughters (Denise 

3 , and Nika) with Nadya. His twin c:iaughters were born on December 28, 2007.2
') The 

conception and resulting birth of Dennis' children was no accident. Dennis and Nadya 

were intent on having children even to the point of pursuing in vitro fertilization. The 

cost of in vitro fertilization was $13,000 per procedure. Dennis initially testified that 

he could not recall how many procedures he and Nadya pursued, but he later testified 
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that he believed it was two occasions. Denn.is was present for the birth of his and 

Nadya's t\•1.1:in daughters, .after which he traveled to Brooklyn, New York, to celebrate 

the holidays ·with Gabrielle. Dennis concealed the birth of his children from both 

Gabrielle and his co-workers at DaVita. In fact, because his co-workers knew that he 

and Gabrielle did not have minor children together, Demlis told his co-workers that his 

twin daughters were actually grandchildren that he had adopted. 

Dennis also paid for himself and Nadya to participate in counseling to work on 

issues in their relationship. They separated in approximately January or February 

2015. Nadya and his children continue to reside in the Oak Pass property. Nadya 

attributed their separation to Dennis' affair with another woman, Jennifer Crute 

29The parties dispute when Gabrielle had actual knowledge of the existence of Dennis' 
twin <laughters. As discussed later in this Decree, Gabrielle claimed that she learned of Dennis· 
children at the Case Management Cor1ference on Febmary 3, 2015. Dennis offered that 
Gabrielle knew {or at least should have known) in 2.014. In support of his claim, Dennis cited 
a September 2014 email from Gabrielle's former counsel referencing a 2013 DaVita awards 
dinner in which Dennis discussed the challenges of having small children. According to 
Dennis, the email from Gabrielle's counsel stated: "I always suspected there. was another 
family. Now we have proof." Although it appears that Gabrielle should have known about 
Dennis' thildren, it does not appear to be disputed that Dennis did not personally provide 
Gabrielle with this information {or this admission) until the aforementioned Case .Management 
Conference on February 3, 201.5. 
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Steiner ("fennifer").· "lwas trying to save family and try to accept that fact, but sorry 

I didn't grab more money, and so 1 didn't to go through what Gabriella was going 

through." Deposition: 57: 5-8. Ironically, Nadya personally met Jennifer when Nadya 

showed up ata counselor's office where Dennis was engaged in counseling with Jennifer 

to work on their (Dennis and Jennifer's) relationship. 

( 4) Jennifer - the other "other" woman 

During his extra-marital relationship ·with Nadya, Dennis started an extra

marital relationship with Jennifer. Dennis first met Jennifer when she interviewed \'Vi.th 

him for a position at DaVita. Their intimate relationship did not begin, however., until 

September 19, 2014, after Jennifer had left DaVita. As ""'ith his alleged concems 

regarding any revelation of his relationship with Nady.t, Dennis alleged that he worried 

about the exposure of his relationship with Jennifer in regards to how it might impaet 

his employment. Dennis also testified that f enniferwas concerned about her husband 

and her children learning of her relationship ,:vith Dennis. 

Dennis sought to prevent, or at least limit, Jennifer's exposure to a de.position 

in this matter. He filed his Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and 

No:tic:e of DeposiLion and for a Protective Ordet Prohibiting or Li1nitingtheDeposition 

of Jennifer Crute Steiner {Jun. 11, 2015), Therein, Dennis represented to the Court 

that Jennifer threatened to "report her relationship ·with Dennis to his superiors and 

seek to have him terminated ... if she is subpoenaed for deposition." Affidavit of 

James J: Jimmerson, fa;q., 'II 15. Further, Dennis submkted that "the potential 

251 

26 

27 

28 
RYC:E~OUCKWORni deposition testimony of Jennifer could result in loss of her employment" and "Jennifer's 
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emotional responseduringherdepositioncould present a harm [to] Dermis." Id.,_116. 

Finally, Dennis alleged that: 

If Jennifer's family, including her husband, were to become aware of this 
relationship, hy way of the service of the Notice of Deposition and 
Subpoena upon Jennifer, it would have a disastrous effect on her marriage 
and her minor children. . . . That service of the same could have a 
catastrophic effect on Dennis' gainful employment, which has provided 
not only Dennis, but also Gabrielle, with the above-average lifestyle to 
which they have become accustomed .... [S]ervice of the Notke of 
Depositio; and Subpoena Duces Tecum upon Jennifer could destroy her 
marriage and devastate her minor children, as well as causing Dennis to 
be terminated from his employment, which would prove to be an 
unnecessary and undue burden for a11 parties. 

Id. 11 18-20. Not~1vithstanding Dennis' representations30 to the contrary (in an effort 

to prevent the deposition from taking place), Jennifer denied ever telling Dennis that 

a deposition would compromise her employment. Further, Jennifer denied that she 

expressed any concerns about hex husband learning of their relationship. Finally, 

Jennifer denied that she threatened Dermis' employment with DaVita over the prospect. 

of her dePosition being taken. Instead, Jennifer simply expressed to Dennis that she 

was not interested in having her deposition taken. Th!J.s, Dennis went to ,•.,ork to 

create a narrative to prevent Jennifer's deposition.31 Ultimately, Dennis' request to 

prevent or to limit the deposition \'Va.S denied, out a protocol was arranged to minimize 

10Dennis did not personally sign an Affidavit in support of his Mot.ion to Stay Service 
of Subpoena Duces. Tecum and Notice of Deposition and fot a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner (Jun. 11, 2015). Instead, the Motion was 
supported by an Affidavit signed by counsel on his behalf. 

31Although her testimony was in deposition form, Jennifer's testimony appeared to be 
credible. To be dear, Jennifer did not testify as a «bitter ex-girlfriend." Rather, she 
acknowledged in her deposition that she still saw a future in her relationship with Dennis. In 
fact, they had spent time together during the week prior to her deposition and she and Dennis 
have had ongoing discussions about a possible engagement. 
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concern to Jennifer at any level). 

Jennifer .and Dennis frequently traveled together and, although Dennis did not 

gift her any money, he paid for the expenses associated with their trips. TI1eir travel 

inch.1ded trips on the DaVita jet, .a luxury Gabrielle never enjoyed. Jennifer also 

testified about her understanding that Dennis had a ring made for her (intended as an 

engagement ring), but that he had not given it to her. Finally. Dennis also paid for 

Jennifer's legal fees a,.~odated vvith her deposition. 

(5) Summary of the Irretrievable Breakdm'l.'11 

Overall, it appears that, beginning in 2003, \vith Gabrielle tucked ;nvay at a 

relaUvely safe distance in Nevada, Dennis orchestrated a calculated plan to deceive and 

emotionally manipulate GabtieHe .. As previously noted, it appears that the parties' 

marriage went through an irretrievable or irreconcilable breakdown beginning in 2004 

with the initiation of his secret affair ·with Nadya. Although Gabrielle may have 

sincerely believed that their relationship wa.s not broken, Dennis' actions support a 

finding that their marriage was undergoing an irretrievable breakdown with the 

maintenance of his affair. As nmed previously, Dennis' e:x-penditure of community 

fur1.ds on a girlfriend and children of his a.ffairwere irrec(;mcilable with the maintenance 

of the marital relationship. 

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On December 13, 20 l 3, Gahrielle filed her Complaint for Divorce. Nearly one 

year later, Dennis filed his Answer to Complaint for Divorce and Counterclaim {Nov. 

22 
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24, 2014); which was followed by PJaintiff s Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce (Dec. 

5, 2014). After receiving this case by way of Notice of Department Reassignment 

4
1 (Dec. 19, 2014),31 this Court issued its Order Setting NRCP 16.2 Case Management 

51 
I 

6 
Conference (Jan. 2, 2015). The Case Management Conference was scheduled for 

7

1 
February 3. 20 IS, whicl:l wa, tile first hearing held in this matter. Including the Ca,e 

8 • Management Conference, nine hearings were held before this Court prior to the 

9 
commencement of trial.33 Including the July 13, 2016 hearing, six additional hearings 

10, 
11 

I (compri~ed primarily of evidentiary hearings) have been held. 
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The hearings leading up to trial are summarized as follows: 

(1) Case Management Conference on February 3, 2015: 

At the initial Case Management Conference, Dennis34 offered the follo;.ving with 

respect to his approach to the case: 

Dennis fathered two children, twins, during this marriage with another 
woman and had maintained essentially a separate life that had not been 
disdosed to Mrs. Kogod l.l.ntil approx"i.mate1y May of last year, give or 
take. She may have kno-wn before, but I'm saying in terms of what we 

rzAt the time this matter w.as filed in 2013; the case was originally assigned to 
Department. C of the Eighth Judicial District C..ourt. The matter was reassigned to Department 
G by way of a peremptory cha.Henge. A second peremptory challenge led to the assignment of 
this matter to this Department. A.,, ls not uncommon in cases in which a peremptory challenge 
is filed, multiple hearings were held and significant time was spent adj1.1di~aling the issues. 
Such cases tend to be more complex and time consuming. 

33Hearings before this Court were held on the following dates: February 3, 2015, March 
17, 2015, May 4, 2015, June l, 2015, July 21, 2015, September 8, 2015, October 14, 2015, 
November 18, 2015, and Februruy 17, 2016. Additional hearings were held before the 
Discovery Commissioner. 

HThis Court recognizes that Dennis was represented by different counsel at the initial 
four hearing&. Regardless, his cQunsei of record at the time is his mouthpiece to the Court (as 
is Gabrielle's counsel). 
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understand she knew. There is, therefore, going to be a. claim for waste as 
an issue .... We're going to talc£ that issue aWtQ' from her by providing an 
accounting, an estimate and an offer that will be more than the dollars 
spent, so that one·halj of which will be awarded to lvl.rs. Kogod to at least 
remove the.financial sting or insult of Dennis having this relationship. 
Dennis is embarrassed by this certainly but he is not embarrassed about 
having two wonderful children, age seven.35 ~1 

7 February 3, 2015 Video: 11:05 (emphasis added}. 
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Although Gabrielle acknowledged that she suspected the existence of another 

family, she responded: 

Mrs. Kogod didn't know about the fathering of two children until about 
30 second~ ago .... Though she suspected it because there were 
statements about it and there were things online about it, but that's when 
she found out or it was confinned to her. Mr. Kogod never did that. 

ld. at 11 :09. 

Both parties requested that this Court hold monthly status hearings on the case 

to keep the matter on track. 'Dlis Court noted that it did not need to ''wade" into the 

issue of when Gabrielle actually learned about Dennis' children. Although Dennis' 

expenditures on his separate family are an issue from an economic standpoint, this 

Court did not want the alleged shock of this information co interfere with the ability 

of the parties to evaluate the "numbers" associated 1'Vith the division of assets and the 

issue of alimony. 

. 3sDennis' proclamation that he was "going to take that issue away from her by providing 
an accouhtlng, an estimate, and an offer that will be mm:e than the dollars spent" may have 1 

been conveyed as a moral obligation he owed to Gabrielle. As discussed herein, Oennis' 
responsibility to provide such an accounting was his legal obligation. 
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(2) Continued Case Management Conference on March 17, 2015 

Dennis reiterated that, on the issue of any conm1unity waste, he was in the 

"process of providing a detailed schedule of that and then we're going to make an offer 

to resolve that and take that issue off the table." March 17, 2015 Video: 11 :34. 

Dennis Kogod is certainly, while errant in his behavior, also decent 
enough to say that I'm pleased to make the apptopriate recompense to at 
least ft1tancially assuage the insult that he has caused his J-Vife for wltic1, 
he is i,pofogetic and remotsejul. 

Id. at. I I :47 {emphasis added). 

(3) Continued Case Management Conference on May 4, 2015 

This Court reviewed the parties· complex litigation plans. Once again. both 

parties requested periodic hearings to monitor the progress of the case. Trial dates were 

scheduled, but Gabrielle requested that the trial be continued. This Court invited the 

involvement of experts at the periodic status hearings for the Court to gain an 

appreciation of where the parties were a.t and what. issues remained outstanding. This 

Court noted: 

A lot of this boils down to calculations and numbers. There may be 
perhaps some disa.greem:ents and I have to make the call in tenns of a 
legal and factual detem1ination as to whether or not something is 
construed as waste , •. To touch on that issue a bit, I know there was 
some discussion, you know; how you could construe money being spent 
on children as waste. Sounds like a misnomer. The bottom line for ff1e 

is if there ,vas money that was taken from the community, h.:llf of which 
belonged to the Plaimiff and used for a purpose that. effectively did ilot 

benefit the marital community, that should be recaptured. But it is 
inherently a matter of calculating what that number is. 

May 4, 2015 Video: 9:25. 
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Gabrielle identified a forensic accounting fA'Pert. Despite Dennis' assurances 

that he was going to take the lead on detennining the amount of monies diverted from 

the marital community, Dennis had not yet designated an accounting expert. Dennis 

indicated that he ,vas not certain that an expert would be necessary. 

This Court again noted its desire to diffuse the emotion of the case and 

reiterated that the case becomes essentially a "numbers garne." It was clear to the 

Court that a forensic accounting would be beneficial to the Court. Although the 

existing law removed consideration of the "merits" of the parties, this Court did have 

the statutory authority to analyze and consider the money that was diverted from the 

marital cornmuni:ty as part of the division of assets pursuant to NRS I 25.150. 

{4) Status Hearing on June I, 2015 

Dennis not~fied the Court that he was selling his yacht for $1,050,000, less the 

commission. He also stated that he was buying a condominium in California for 

$3,000,000. He also infom1ed the Court that he was selling the Oak Pass propeny. 

This Court again reiterated that money spent on children that were born <>f his secret 

.affair would be considered waste. At the same time, this Coun noted that i:t did not 

intend to scmtinize "lifestyle" issues (i.e., comparing the parties' spending practices) 

and that the Court ·was not inclined to micro·manage the spending of the parties. This 

Court offered: 

I just want to be clear that ... the time we spend at trial should teaUy be 
confined to any disputes regarding those specificitems that the parries do 
not [agree] constitutes [sic] dissipation or vvast.e or spending money on 
this other relationship and these other children. · 
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What 1 envision seeing is ultimately a ... there are probably going to be 
certain items that are stipulated to. Mt. Kogod through Mr. Jimmerson 
has already represented that. TI1at there's going to be a.n amount that is 
essentially paid to the Plaintiff to reimburse for amounts spent on 
children not of this marriage and on the girlfriend. 

The case law suggests that in doing so you look at when the marriage 
became irretrievably broken. This is a unique situation where the 
Plaintiff indi<:ated some. degree of surprise in learning about Ll-ie 
relationship and even the existence of two children. 

June 1, 20l5 Video: 11:29, 11:37, and 11:40. 

Despite claiming that Gabrielle was on a "fishing expedition," Dennis still had 

not retained a forensic accounting expert. Although Dennis had not retained an e:i...-pert, 

rhis Court noted that it anticipated he would do so. TI1is Court also anticipated seeing 

a "narrowed-dm.vn list'' of expenditures in dispute. For the first time, this Court 

referenced the ability of either party to make an offer to allow entry of decree of 

divor<:e pursuant to NRS 125.141. 

Dennis argued that there should be limits to d1e forensic accounting 

investigat.ive excursion. In response, and 1,vith the understanding and expectation that Dennis 

would pursue au accounting as he had promised, chis Court stated: 

l would not put that burden on the Defendant to answer that type of an 
interrogatory. That's not what I'm anticipating though. I expect, like I 
said, a refined list of . . and I don.'t even see it being, you know, "Vv'hat 
did you spend this $150 or 500," that's not what we're getting into. 

June 1, 2015 Video: l l:53. 
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Gabrielle offered: 

"l11ere might be a category of e.xpe.nses if there's anything like that, but I 
even doubt that. Usually what we do in these cases., and a.gain this is 
something that we've done many times, is we set an amount that's 
significant based on the financial resources of the parties. That's the type 
of list you 're going to get. 

In an effort to avoid spending time on every "nick.el and dime" of the parties, but 

still under the impression that Dennis would do what he had originally promised (and 

was legally obligated) to do, this Court discussed the establishn1ent of a "baseline" 

amount for forensic accounti.'1g purposes. In discussing such a "baseline" of 

n-pendittrres, Gabrielle suggested that it was $5,000, but clarified that there might be 

a "series of e.xpenditures that are less than that" that Gabrielle was "developing." Id. 

at 1 l :54. Contrary to Dennis' claim, this Coun did not indicate "that it was only 

concerned with expenditures in excess of $5,000.00 per transaction." (Dennis' Briefl 4} 

Nevertheless, this Court did express concern about scrutinizing every "nickel and 

dirne." Further, these discussions we~e premised on the understanding that Dennis 

wo1.1ld be providing a thorough accounting as he had promised t0 do. This Court also 

drew a distinction between expenditures on Dennis' girlfriend(s) and children versus 

Dennis' family members. To this end, this Court directed that the analysis of 

-expenditures should be separated by category between his girlfriend(s) and childre.11 and 

other family members. 
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( 5) Status Hearing on July 21, 20 I 5 

Dennis argued that this Coun should not lose sight of the overall size of the 

marital estate. Dennis pointed out that he believed that the amount of money spe11t 

on his girlfriend and children ,vas a relatively small amountin comparisoruo the total 

value of the marital est.ate. Dennis still had not designated a forensic accounting 

expert. This Coun again reiterated its philosophical distinction betvveen expenditures 

on Dennis' girifriend{s) as opposed to expenditures on other family members. Again 

encouraging the parties to utilize the ability to make an offer to allow entry of decree, 

this Court stated: 

r think something for both sides to consider at some point 
understanding the scope of the mmmunity estate that we're dealing with 
. . . it may behoove both sides to start making offers to allow entry of 
decree, offers of judgment if you ,..,,iJt .. , I would expect with the counsel 
that are representing both clients that you're going to be making those 
offers. 

July 21, 2015 Video: 11:35. 

(6) Status Hearing on September 9, 2015 

The parties stated that they had reached a stipulated settlement on the sale of 

the yacht. This Court also leamed that Nadya might be pursuing support from Dennis 

in a legal action initiated in California. This Court once a.gain inquired about whether 

there had been any offers to allow entry of decree. Neither party had made such a.n 

offt~r. This Court noted that it looked forward to ugetting numbers" and to the parties 

exchanging the offers that this Court. had now repeatedly encouraged. 
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(7) St~tus Hearing on October 14, 2015, and hearing on Dennis' Motion for 
an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for 
Failure to Comply with the Di.scovery Commissioners Reconunendat:ion 
Regarding Service of Jennifer Curte Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs (Sep. 14, 2015) 

At the parties· request, this Court rescheduled the trial from December 2015 to 

February 2016. Again, this Court inquired about whether any offers to allow entry of 

decree had been exchanged. Dennis responded that he \•vas not yet in a position to 

make such an offer. This Court expressed that it behooved Dennis to make such an 

offer, noting that Dennis was in the best possible position to know what that number 

should be. The following exchange then took place: 

TI1e Court: In a case that is now two years old almost, I go back to 
'lvhat I said ea.diet: Mr. Kogod's a busin.essn1an. very 
successful and that's ,.,'by I think at some point he's gotta 
be the one to make an offer to the Plaintiff. 

Mr. Marks: Okay, that's fine.it would be very unusual in civil normal 
practice, but rn tell him. 

The Court: No, all I'm saying, no, the statutes are very clear. The 
statutes allow either party, and I would expect at the time 
of trial Lhat both parties are going to come in with offers to 
allow e11try of decree based on all of the information you've 
gathered because that's going to he vour vehicle on both 
sides to ask me to award attorney's fees on your side. 

September 9, 2015 Video: 11 :47 (emphasis added). 

(8) Hearing on November 18, 20l5 on Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to File 
Amended Complaint {Oct. 13, 20\S) 

This Court denied Gabrielle's Motion for Leave to File Amended Complaint 

(Oct. 13, 2015). Although this Court. recognized that tort claims may be plead, this 

Court did nor find that such relief was appropriate at this juncture of the case (three 
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2 months prior to the commencement of trial}. Gabrielle's Motion for Leave to File 

i 
31 1· Amended-Complaint (Oct, l3. 2015)was filed well beyond the May 5, 2015 deadline 

4_,
1
11 originally imposed by this Court's Case and Trial Management Order (Mar. 17, 2015). 

~i 

6
1 See Nutt.on v. Sunset Station, foe., 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 34, 357 P.3d 966 (2015). If such 
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7 an amendment had been allowed, either party would have been entitled to hnpanel a 
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jury. Such relief would have incre.ased the potential likelihood of yet another 

continuance of the trial (in a case that was nearly two years old). Further, this Court 

found that Gabrielle's claims for relief were adequately protected by existing s.tatutes. 

(9) Hearing on Febmary 17, 2016 on Gabrielle's Motion for the Issuance of 
an Order 1.0 Sh.ow Cause Why Defendant Sh0.uld Not Be Held in 
Contempt for His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary 
Injunction; Plaintiffs Motion for an Order Limiting the Access and 
Pavment~ from Community Accounts; Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions, 
Attorney's Fees and Costs' (fan. 19, 2016) (herein.after referred to a.s 
Gabrielle's "Contempt Motion") 

17 1 Approximately one week prior to the commencement of trial, a hearing was held 
I 

18. 

19 
j 

20 1
1 j; 

21 i 
22\ 
23 

24 

2si 
! 

261 

211 ,-
1 

28! 
RYCEC.DUCltWC!lmll 

DISTRICT JUDGE 

'AMl:.Y DM5i0l>I, Oel'l. 0 I 
~ VEGAS. NE\!AOAltrnQ1 f 

on Gabrielle's Contempt Motion. Dennis argued that. Gabrielle's Contempt Motion 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit pursuant t0 Awad v. Wright, 106 Nev. 407, 794 

P.2d 713 (1990), abrogated on different grounds by PengillJ, v. Rancho Sant-e Fe 

Hor,u:owners Ass'n, l 16 Nev, 646, 5 ·P.3d 569 (2000). Dennis also argued that, 

notwithstanding Gabrielle's complaints about Dennis' spending, the marital estate 

continued to grow. This Court found t.ha.t the provisions of the Joint Prelitninary 

Injunction would be treated and enforced as a court orde-r. EDCR 5.8S(b). Gabrieffe.'s 

Contempt Motion does indeed fail to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle 

pursua.n~ toAwad. Nevertheiess, the remedy for this Court with regard to the issue of 
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2 contempt is to allocate to Dennis those e}..-penditures that Gabrielle has identified as 
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part of the division of asset:S and to impose sanctions pursuant to EDCR 7.60. The 

analysis of such sanctions is discussed later in this Decree. 

One final time, this Cou_rt. asked whether either party had ma.de an offer to allow 

entry of decree pursuant to NRS l25J4I. Each party a.gain answered the Court's 

inquiry in the negative. After nine hearings, this Court was: (1) left to wonder 

whether the prior status he.a.rings that the Court assented to setting had served any 

materially valuable purpose; and (2) exasperated that, notwithstanding this Court's 

repeated efforts t.o promote a resolution and to encourage the parties to rely on 

statutory provisions for the purpose of recovering attorney's fees, this Court's efforts 

were essentially ignored by both parties. Each party's failure to heed this Court's 

directive to make an offer pursuant. to NRS 125.14 I makes it highly unlikely that this 

Court will .find or conclude in post-adjudicatory proceedings that either party is a 

"prevailing party" under the terms of this Decree. 

111. DIVISION OF AsSET;S AND D;BETS 

(A) NEVADA LAW RE: COMMUNITY PROPERTY 

NRS 123.220 provides that: 

AU property, other than that. ~tated in NRS 123.130,36 acquired after 
marriage by either husband or wife, or both, is community property 
unless othenvise pmvided by: 

36NRS 123.130 provides that all property of a spouse "owned by her [or him] before 
marriage; and that acqµired by her [ or him] afterwards by gift, bequest, devise, descent or by 1 

an award for personal injury damages, vvith the rents, issues and profits thereof, is her [or his] 
separate property." 
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I. An agreement in 'Writing between the spouses. 
2. A decree of separate maintenance issued by a court of 

competent jurisdiction. 
3. NRS 123.190. 
4. A decree issued or agreement in writing ertteredpursuant to 

NRS 123.259. 

NRS l 23,225 adds, in pertinent part, that "[t}he respective interests of the 

husband and vv.ife in community property during continuance of the marriage relation 

are present, existing and equal interests, subject to the provisions of NRS l.23.230," 

Consistent \\'1th these statutory provisions, the Nevada Supreme Court has declared 

that "the statutes clearly mandate that all property acquired by t11e parties until the 

formal dissolution of t.1-te marriage is community propeny." Forrest v. Fomst, 99 Nev. 

602,607,668 P.2d 275,279 {1983). Thus, thcphysica1 separation of the: parties does 

not tenninate the marital community for purposes of property acquisition. 

Further, NRS l 23.230 provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

2. Neither spouse may make a gift of community property 
without the express or implied consent of the other. 

3. Neither spouse _may sell, convey or encumber the 
co111munity real property unless both join in the execution of the deed or 
other instrument by which the real property is sold, conveyed or 
encumbered, and the deed or other instrument must be acknowledged by 
both. 

4. Neither spouse may purchase or contract to purchase 
community real property unless both join in the transaction of purchase 
or in the execution of the contract to purchase. 

5. Neither spouse may create a security interest, other than .a 
purchase-money security interest as defined in NRS 104.9103, in, or sell, 
community household goods, furnishings or appliances unless both join 
in executing the security agreement or contract of sale, if any. · 
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Finally. with respect to the division ofcommunitypropeny, NRS I 25. I 50(1)(b), 

provides that, in granting a divorce, the court: 

Shall, to the extent practicable, make an equal disposition of the 
community property of the parties, except that the court may make an 
unequal disposition of the community property in such proportions as it 
deems just if the court finds a compelling reason to do so and sets forth 
in w-riting the reasons for 1na.king the unequal disposition. 

(B) CIOFFI·KOGOD Mi\RITAL BALA.~CE SHEET 

Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is this Court's Marital Balance Sheet setting forth 

this Court's findings regarding the value of assets and debts liste5l therein. The Marital 

Ba.lance Sheet also sets forth this Court's division of assets and debts pursuant to NRS 

125.150. For purposes of valuation and division, this Court used February 26, 2016 

( the final regular trial date) to define the end of the marital community, which was the 

date on which the Court orally pronounced the parties divoreed. 37 With respect to the 

value of assets and debts and the division thereof, this Court makes the following 

additional findings artd conclusions: 

( l) The only assets to which the parties did not either stipulate to the value 

or where there is a material difference in value in their Qosing Briefs are the following: 

(a) Radiology Partners investment (Gabrlellec's value: $655,000; 
Dennis' value: $150,000); 

(b) The Oak Pass property (Gabrielle's value: $6,400,000; Dennis' 
value: $5,780,000); 

J1Statements with updated account values were admitted into the record at the July 13, 
2016 hearing. 
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{2) 

(c) 2015 Fem1ri automobile (Gabrielle's value of $376,861.18; 
Dennis' value: $180,000}; 

(d) 2015 Bentley automobile (Gabrielle's value: $255,000; Dennis' 
value:$ l80,000}; and 

(e) 2015 Bentley automobile {Gabrielle's value: $205,000; Dennis' 
value: $135,000). 

Each party's respective marital balance sheet identifies account values for 

81 
9 various investment and retirement accounts. This Court notes that there are 

10 differences in the values of several UBS investment accounts. These differences, 
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however, appear to be a function of updated values supplied by Dennis for me July 13, 

2016 hearing. In this regard, this Court accepted the higher/updated values supplied 

by Dennis as corroborated by the Supplement.al Exhibits admitted into the record. 

Also, additional distributions from these investment accounts were made to both 

parties equally by stipulation. Such distributions necessarily altered the value of these 

accounts. Accordingly, this. Court relied on the updated statements supplied by 

Dennis. 

(3) With respect. to Radiology Partners, r.his Court accepts the value of 

$150,000. This value is consistent ·with the value set forth in the Anthem Report (p. 

17 and the attached marital balance sheet) and the value advocated by Dennls.
38 

~s-rhe record does not instill a high degree of confidence for the C-0\trt with respect to 
the value of Radiology Partners, As rtoted above, the Anthem Report references a value of 
$150,000 for the. investmenL This value appears to be the amount of the original investment. 
The martial balance sheet attached to Gabrielle's Brief, however, values Radiology Partners at 
$655,500 {with iChiil valued at tIS0,000). The marital halancc sheet attached to De.'1nis' 
Brief requests that the investment in Radiology Panners be divided equally between the parties 
{whkh wQu!d obviate the need to ascribe a value to the investment). ln contrast, Gabrielle has 
requested in prior iterations of her marital balance shef!t that Dennis be assigned the value of 
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2, (4) With respect to the Oak Pass property, this Court had the opportunity 

31 to review the testimony of the witnesses, induding Mark Herman, Jennifer Bosco, and 

41 i Veronica. Garcia. This Court also has reviewed a,nd considered the Appraisal Report 
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of Marc Herman dated Jarn1a1y 30, 2016 (Exhibit 5} and the Sun\l\f est Appraisal of 

Real Property dated March 7, 2016 {Exhibits 6 and VVVV). Mr. Herman valued the 

Oak Pass property at $6,400,000, with a range of value (based on comparables after 

adjt1stn1ems) of $6,074,000 to $6,601,400. In contrast, Sun West Appraisals valued 

the OakPasspropenyat$5,780,000, with a range of value (based on comparables after 

adjustments} of $5;025,000 to$6,440,500. In his Financial Disclosure Form (Feb. 16, 

2016 ), Dennis valued the Oak Pass propeny at $6,250,000. 

Based on the review of the evidence in the record, this Court finds that the fair 

market value of the Oak Pass property for purposes of this Decree is $6,300,0.00. 

(5) \Vith respect to Dennis' un-vested stock options/LTIPs/incentive benefit 

programs (hereinafter referred to as "incentive benefits") -.vi.th DaVita, this Court 

adopts the "wait an.d see" approad1. Fol!di v. Fondi, l 06 Nev, 856,859,802 P.2d 1264, 

1266 (1990). Dennis argues that he will be required "to continue working hard in 

order to receive any benefit from those grants" in support of his position that any 

in<.-entive benefits should he confinned to him as his sole and separate property. 

Radiology Partners. {The marital balance sheet attached to Gabrielle's Brief does not contain 
a proposed division.) Although this Court, prefers to disentangle the parties by allocating the 
asset to one party (with the value equaiiz.ed through the division of other assets), this Court 
is open to a timely request to re<.-onsider this allocation (but not as to the value of the 
investment) and to divide the investment equally betv.-een the parties. 
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Dennis' Brief 13. To do so, however, would discount entirely Dennis' "hard work" 

during the existence of the marital community. 

Application of the "time rule" formula spoken of in Fomii and Gemma v. Gemma, 

I04Nev; 473,760 P.2d 772 ( 1988), values both Denrtls' community(pre-divorce) and 

separate (post-divorce) efforts to the acquisition of the asset, with the Court retaining 

j'u.risdiction to "wait and see" whether e.>.1:raordinary post-divorce efforts or 

"performance conditions" should be considered in. the fut.tire division. Absent such a 

showing, and to the extent that Dennis' interest in any incentive benefits have not 

"vested" as of the date of divorce (Le., February 26, 2016), the community interest 

should be calculated as a fractional interest based on the "grant;, date of the asset, the 

date of divorce (meaning the date this Court pronounced the parties divorced), and the 

vesting date (or the date on which Dennis' interest is fully matured). The calculation 

should follow the "time rule" principles enunciated in Gemma v. Gemma, 105 Nev. 458, 

778 P.2d 429 (1989) andFontli v. Pondi, 106 Nev. 856,802 P.2d 1264 (1990). This 

Court should retain jurisdiction to '\\~it and see" the extent to which post-divorce 

"performance conditions'' impact the value of the incentive benefits. 

( 6) With respect to vehides, Dennis' Brief tefetenced multiple leased vehicles 

that are not referenced in Exhibit I as assets. Although this Court assigns no value to 

any leased vehicles, each party should be responsible for any liability associated ·with 

leased vehkles in their respecti've names. Each party's marital balance sheet referen<::es 

three vehicles with value: a 2015 Ferrari, a 2015 Bentley (12 cyL}, and a 2015 Bentley 

(8 cyl.). The 2015 Ferrari was sold and the proceeds have been divided equally 
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I 
2 between the parties, The discrepancies in the values of the 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.) 

3 ($255,000 v. $180,000) and the 2015 Bentley (8 cy1.) ($205,000 v. $135,000) are 

4 , significant. This Court received limited evidence regarding the value of these vehicles. 

sl 
6 

j Although Gabrielle mused during her testimo11y about. the possibility of receiving 

1 I the vehicles as part of the division of assets, this Court was 11ot persuaded that she 

sincerely desired to be awarded the vehkles. This Cou..>t is inclined to confirm both 

vehicles to Dennis as his sole and separate property .at the values he has proposed. 

Nevertheless, this Court provides Gabrielle the option of receiving the vehicles at the 

corresponding values she placed on the vehicles. If Gabrielle so desires, her election 

must be made within 14 days of the entry of this Decree. The Marital Balance Sheet . 

14 
/ should be modified to insert the corresponding values, with the totals recalculated to 
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effectuate an equal division. 

(7) Apart from the UBS line of credit in the amount of $412,723, each party 

should be responsible for the debt they each have incun:ed respectively. Such a result 

is based in part on the significant du~ation of the parties' separation, 111is Court 

presumes that the individual consumer debts inc,,med after the parties· separation 

I 
benefitted each party individually and not the marital cornmunity as a whole. I 

Accordingly, this Court finds that there is a compelling reason pursuant to NRS 

125.150 to assign to each party the consumer debts they each have incurred 

respectively v.rithout any offset in the division of assets. 

(8) With respect to the division of furniture and personai properly, neither 

party testified or argued th.at the other party was in possession of any such personalty 
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2 I that he/she desired to acquire. Further, the record is devoid of any value for such 

3 I personalty except as noted below. The. division of personalty excludes the confirmation 

4 
to Denn.is of the sapphire ring he acquired for Jennifer (which is identified separately 

511 
6 

i in Exhibit l} and the. artwox-k he purchased after the issuance of the Joint Preliminary 
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Injunction (May 15, 2014) for his Wilshire residence. The amount spent by Dennis 

on said anwork is captured as pan of the Anthem Report and is thus included as pa.rt 

of the division of assets. 

(9) Dennis argues that his Chase Cigna Health Savings Account should not 

be included as an asset to be divided. Although it may not he a financial benefit that 

Gabrielle is able to access after the parties' divorce, the Health Savings Account 

nevertheless has value and should be included as an asset confirmed to Dennis. 

( l O) Each party should receive one-half of any credit card/travel reward points. 

This Court. retains jurisdiction to oversee the division of these assets. 

(C) \.'VA.STE &. COMPELLING REAsONS FOR AN UNEQUAL DIVISION 

(1) Defining "Waste" Under Nevada Law 

NRS 125.150 authorizes this Court to "make an unequal disposition of the 

community property ln. such proportions as it deems just if the court finds a compelling 

reason to do so and sets forth in v.'l'iting the reasons for making the unequal 

disposition." The "waste" or «dissipation" of community assets has been considered . 
I 

as a "compelling reason" to "make an unequal disposition." One scholarly auth.or has 

opined that: "The range of human behavior in the ·waste .aspects of family faw is so vast 
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that a specific description of what may constitute 'Waste' ot 'compelling reasons· is 

impossible to se.t forth in either a stat.ute or case rule.." Gary R. Silverman, Esq., I Spent 

The Money on Whiskey, Women and Gambling; Tiu: Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. t9, 

29. (2011 ). 39 This is because a. finding of waste depends on the "particular facts at1d 

circumstances surrotmding the conduct" in eaei.11 case. Erika Driskell, Dissipation of 

Afarital Assets and Preliminary Injunctions: A Preventive Approach to Safeguartling Marital 

Asset.~, 20 J. Am. Acad. Matrim. Law 135, l 42 (2006). For e_xample, courts have found 

waste for excessive alcohol and drug related expenditures (id. at 143); destruction of 

propeny (J. Thomas Oldham, Romance Without Fina11ce. Ain't Got No Chance.: Development 

of the Doctrine of Dissipation in Equitable Distribution Suites, 21 Am. Acad. Ma trim. Law. 

501,505 (2008}); reduction in fair market value of property (Inre Maniageof Hokanson, 

68 Cal. App. 4th 987, 80 Cal. Rptr;2d. 699 ( 1998} ); and even charitable donations (In 

re MarriageajCeT1Jcn, 317 Ill.App. 3d 895,742 N.E.2d 343 (Hl. 2d. Dist. 2000)}. 

.Although the case law precedent regarding waste or dissipation in Nevada is 

limited, the Nevada Supreme Court has sanctioned waste or dissipation as "a 

compelling reason for making an unequal disposition of community property." Lofgren 

v. Lofgren, 112 Nev. 1282, 926 P.2d 296 (1996). In Lofgren, the Nevada Supreme 

Court held that: 

391\{r. Silverman offered a general definition of "dissipation" or "wastev as "community 
property spent., conveyed, hidden or otherwise converted by a spouse that . . . compels the 
court i.n Justice and equity to reinstate the property to the community bal:.mce sheet and then 
divide such property as the facts compel." Gary R. Silverman, I Sprnt The Monry on l1Vhiskcy, 
Womm ami Gumbling; Tl1e Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 19 (2011). 
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if community property is lost, expended or destroyed through the 
intentional misconduct of one spouse, the <:.ourt may consider such 
rnisconduct as a compelling reason for making an unequal disposition of 
community property and may appropriately augm.ent the other spouse's 
share of the remaining community propeny. 

Lofgren, 1 I 2 Nev. at 1283, 926 P.2d at 297. 

In Lofgren, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the district. coun's ruling that 

Mr. Lofgren's tlnandal misconduct provided a compeUing reason for an unequal 

division of community property. Id. at 1283, 926 P. 2d at 297. Specifically, the di~trict 

court found that, during the pendency of the divorce action and in violation of the 

joint prelimina..ry injuncti011, Mr. Lofgren had: transferred community funds to his 

father (about one third of which husband could not account for); used community 13 

14 
, funds for his own purposes (including improving and furnishing his home); and made 

15 

16
1 unauthorized gifts ofcommunity funds to his child.ten. Id. at 1283-1284, 297-298. 
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The Court reaffirmed the Lofgren holding in Futterman v. Puttennan, 113 Nev. 

606, 939 P.2d 1047 {1997), noting that financial misconduct "in the form of one 

party's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce process ... negligent loss or 

destruction of cornmunity properly, unauthorized gifts of community property" may 

constitute compelling re.asons for an uneq~l division. Puttemutn, 939 P.2d at 1048. 

In Puttem1@, the Nevada Supreme Court again affirmed the district coun's unequal 

division of community property based on its "meticulous findings of fact which set 

forth numerous compelling reasons." 113 Nev. 606, 608, 939 P.2d .1047, 1048 
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2 . (1997).40 The district court found that Mr. Putterman had engaged in finand.al 

: \ :misconduct that included: his failure to account for his earnings or any financial 

l. matters "over which he had control;" his lies to the court about not having an incon1e; 
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and, after the parties had separated, his charging of "several thousand dollars" on credit 

cards that Mrs. Puttenmm repaid. Id. at 609,939 P.2d at 1049. 

The Puttemum case contains insightfui language about the extent to which a 

coun should scrutinize the parties' financial dealings. The Court made the following 

instmctive comments: 

In Lofgren, we defined one species of "compelling reasons" for 
unequal disposition of community property, namely, financial misconduct 
in the form of one party's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce 
process. There arc, of course, other possible compelling reasons, such as 
negligent loss or destruction of community property, unauthorized gifts 
of cornrnunity property and even, possibly, compensation for losses 
occasioned by marriage and its breakup. 

**** 

It should be kept in mind that the secreting or wasting of 
community assets while divorce proceedings are pending is to be 
distinguished from under contributing or over consuming of community 
assets during the marriage. Obviously, when one party to .a marriage 
contributes less to the community property than the other, this cannot, 
especially in an equal division state, entitle the other party to a 
retrospective accounting of e.xpenditures made during the marriage or t<> 
entitlement to more than an equal share of the community property. 
Almm,'t. all marriages involve some disproportion in conttibution or 
consumption of community property. Such rttwspective considerations are 
nor and should not be relevant to c.ommuniry propero, allocation and do notpresent 
"r..ompelling reasons" for an unequal disposition; whereas. hiding or wasting of 

41'The unequal division in Mrs. Puttetman·s favor was "not excessive" and consisted of 
a country dub membership and a portion of stock in a closely-held corporation which she was 
able to purchase because she was an employee of the corporation. Id .. l 13 Nev. at 609-610, 
939 P.2d at 1049. 
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communiry assets or misappropriating communiry assets for personal gain mtp 
indeed ptovitlc tmnpelling reasonsfvr unequal disposition of communigi property. 

Puttennan, 113 Nev. at 609,939 P.2d at 1048-49 (emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Court has considered and found other forms of 

misconduct that may constitute a compelling reason for an unequal division of 

community assets. For example, in Wheeler v: Upton-Wheeler, 113 Nev. ll85, 946 

P •. 2d 200 { 1997), the Nevada Supreme Court hcld that "if spousal abuse o~ marital 

misconduct of one party has had an adverse economic impact on the other party, it 

may be considered by the district court in determining whet.her an unequal division of 

community property is warranted." 113 Nev. at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203 (1997). 

UEvidence of spousal abuse or marital misconduct" alone, hm.,1ever, is not a "compelling 

reason under NRS 125.150(1)(b) for making an unequal disposition<>f community 

property." Id . .at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203. The Nevada Supreme Court explained its 

holding by reference to the 1993 amendment to NRS 125.l50(l}(b}: 

In 1993, the legislature amended NRS 125.I50(1)(bJ to provide for an 
equal division of community property, rat.her than an equitable division. 
It appears that in amending NRS 125.150(1 )(b), the legi$lature wanted 
to ensure that Nevada would re1nain a no-fault divorce state. Prior to the 
amendment, the district court could consider r.he "respective merits of the 
parties" in making a "just and equitable" disposition of the parties' 
community property. In amending NRS l25.l50(l)(b}, the legislature 
provided that the district court shall make an equal disposition of the 
community property, unless the court finds a "compelling reason" to 
make an unequal division. The legislature, however, did not define the 
"compeHing reasons" exception to equal division, 

Id. at I 189~1190, 946 P.2d at 203. 
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In Wheeler, the district court. found, based on its admission of photographs 

depicting numerous bruises on Ms. Upton-Wheeler allegedly inflicted by Mr. Wheeler, 

that an abusive relationship existed between the parties in which she "suffered from 

[Mr. Vlheeler's] conduct" and that therefore a compelling reason existed to make an 

unequal division of community property in her favor. Id. at. I 186·1187, 946 P.2d at 

201. However, to the extent that the district court simply.{and improperly) relied on 

the spousal abuse alone instead of properly relying on the "adverse economi~ impact" 

of the spousal abuse upon Ms. Upton-v\'heeler "vvhich would warrant an unequal 

distribution of the community property," the Nevada Supreme Court reversed and 

131 remanded for further proceedings. Id. at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203. 

14, 
' 

151 

16 

17 

18 
1 

19 1 

20 I 
21 

22 i 

23 l 
2411 

2sl 
2611 

I 

271 
l 

281 
' 

I\YC£C.DUCtCWOfm{I 
O..STR!CT ,JllDGE I 

'AM!LY 01\IIS!Otl. !Jl:PT Q 
'IS 'IEGN>. ME'IAO~ mt\l1 • 

i 

In Maldonado JI. Rabies, 2015 W'L 7356364 (Nov. 17, 2015), the district. court 

found that there was a compelling reason for an unequal division of community 

propeny. 41 Approximately four years after the parties married. and approximately nine 

years prior to t..11e parties' divorce, Mr. Maldonado was convicted of sfA'Ually abusing 

Ms. Robles' daughters from anot11er r~lationship. The district court found mat Mr. 

Maldonado's: 

misconduct had a continuing economic impact on Robles due to the need 
for past. and future counseling to address trauma resulting from his sext1al 
crimes against her daughters. The record further reflects that she 
incurred lost wages and e:!q)ense when she was requested to appear at 
Maldonado's numerous criminal proceedings, that the. trauma resulted in 
medical bills for a hospitali7..ation and medications, and that she vvas 
required to move because the molestation had occurred in their resjdence. 

41Notably, the parties did not have any community property to divide but the district 
court nonetheless found that a compelling reason for an unequal division (of nothing) existed. 
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Id. at 3. On Mr. Maldonado's appeal, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the district 

court, stating: "Based on the record evidence and fVheeier, we conclude that the district 

court did not abuse its discretion by finding a compelling reason to make an unequal 

distribution of property." Id. 

7 In summary, Nevada recogniies that community property may be divided 

I 8 1 unequally between the parties if the court finds that one spouse has engaged in: { l) 
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community waste {i.e. intentional financial misconduct per Lofgren v. Lofgren, l 12 Nev. 

1282, 926 P.2d 296 {1996)}; (2) negligent finandal misconduct (i.e., unauthorized 

gifts and losses occasioned by marriage and its breakup per Pur,,ennan v. Puttmnan, 113 

Nev. 606, 939 P.2d 1047 (1997)); (3} marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

economic impact (i.e., spousal abuse or marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

economic impact per Wheelerv. Upton~v\lhcelcr, I 13 Nev. 1185, 946P.2d 200 (1997)); 

or { 4) criminal marital rrdsconduct that resulted in adverse economic impact per 

Maldonado v. Roble.~, 2015 WL 7356364 (Nov. l7, 2015). 

(a) Timing: vVhen Does .. Waste" Start? 

Lofgren and Puttennan shed some indirect light on the timing of ,,,hen a coun 

should consider expenditures as an incident of community waste.. In Lofgren, Mr. 

Lofgren's community v.,raste occurred after the commen~ement of the divorce 

proceeding and in violation of a joint prel:imjnary injunction. 112 Nev. 1282, 1283, 

926 P.2d296, 297 (1996). InPutterman. Mr. Put.terman'scomntunitywaste occurred 

after th~ commencement of the divorte proceeding and "after separation" from Ms. 

Puttem1an. 113 Nev. 606,609,939 P.2d J047, 1049 (1997). Taken together, the 
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Nevada. Supreme Court has implicitly held that waste can occur as early as the date of 

the parties; separation. This Court concludes. however, that this direction from the 

Nevada Supreme Court is not limiting language that was intended to preclude an 

earlier date for a court to consider conduct that cortsti.tutes "waste." Guidance from 

other jurisdictions regarding the timing of "waste" or "dissipation'' is instructive. 

Generally, case law from other jurisdictions suggests that a finding of waste 

occurs only after an irretrievable or "irreconcilable hreakdmvn" of the marriage. For 

example, in Barriger v. Barriger, 514 S.W.2d 114 (Ky. Ct. App. 197 4.), the Court of 

Appeals of Kentucky Court reimbursed the community unaccounted funds spent by 

husband on gambling and "any good looking broad that. comes by." In so doing, the 

coun noted that dissipation or ,va.ste exists i.vhen one spouse utilizes community 

property for his or her own benefit for a purpose unrelated to the marriage at a time 

when the marriage is undergoing an irreconcilable breakdown. Id. at 514 S.W.2d at 

l l5, Further, in In Re Marriage of St'Vmen, 228 Ill. App.3d 820, 593 N.E.2d 747 

( 1992), an Illinois appellate coun found that ''dissipation refers to 'the use of marital 

property for the sole benefit of one of the spouses for a purpose unrelated to the 

marriage at a time that the marriage is undergoing i:m rrreconcilable brc,-tk.4fJwn. "' 228 Ill. 

App.3d at 824, 593 N.E.2d at 750, quoting In re Marriage of O'Neill, 138 Ill.2d 487, 

563 N.E.2d. 494 (1990}. 

Schol.arly authors have opined that; in a comm.unity propeny state, waste can 

occur at .any time during the marriage. "No community property state appears to have 

developed a marital breakdown requirement, probably because of the fact that a 
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dissipation of community property even prior to marital breakdown is still an 

interference with a present ownership interest of the other spouse." Lewis Betker, 

Conduct of a Spouse That Dissipates Propert, Available for Equitable Propaty Distrib1,ttion: A 

SuggestedAnarysis, 52 Ohio St. Ll 95, I08, 123 (1991). 

Notwithstanding this scholarly discussion that "waste" am occur during periods 

of "martial bliss," this Court concludes that, if reasonably possible, the more sound 

approach is to determine when the marriage is undergoing an "irretrievable" or 

"itTecondlable" breakdown as a ''line of demarcation" for the Court's analy·sis of waste. 

In this rega.rd, this Court should be less inclined to St.Tiltinize, second-guess, or micro

manage the financial affairs of spouses living in relative harmony. Rather, a court 

should presume that financial decisions made by parties living in marital hannony are 

not w.aste. To ccmdude othenvise i.vould encourage "retrospective accountings" that 

the Futterman Coun warned against and invite a.n audit in virtually evt::ry divorce case 

of all financial decisions from the moment the couple declared "I do." Rather, the 

Court should apply greater scrutiny to the parties' financial affairs after the irretrievable 

or irreconcilable break.dm'VIl has started. 

Dennis acknowledges that .. [o]nce the marrfage begins to undergo an 

irreconcilable breakdovm, courts have recognizeu that pa.rties wight. not be looking out 

for their spouse's best interest and, in fact, may try to harm their spouse financially .... 

Defendant's Brief 19. Dennis argues that this "period ends as soon as the court is 

involved because once the court is involved. the parties are able to seek judicial · 

intei:vemion regarding these issues." Id. This Court concludes, however, that the 
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heightened scrutiny of the patties· financial activity does not cease upon the filing for 

divorce or once the "breakdmNn" has been recognized by both parties. (In other words, 

there is not a "green light" to start spending comm.unity funds without. consequence 

once the relationship is deemed to have been ''broken.") To the contrary, the financial 

practices of the parties should be scrutinized from the time of the "irreconcilable 

break.down'' until the divorce is finalized. Moreover, the very filing of the Complaint 

for Divorce (Dec.. 13, 2103) and the Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014) 

constitute tiling judicial action.42 

(b) Burden of Proof 

Although the burden of proof has not been addressed directly in Nevada case law 

precedentf both Lofgren and Puttennan offer, at least indirectly, some guidance ·with 

respect to who has the bu.tden to account for allegedly wasted community assets. For 

example, the Coun in Putternum refer<>.nced the trial court's finding that the husband 

''had refused to account to either [wife] or to the court for any finances over which he 

had control, i.nduding separate property or earnings." 113 Nev. 606,609,939 P.2d 

1047, 1049. The Coun concluded that "[t]he husband's fina.11cial misconduct in the 

form of his having refused to account to the coun concerning 'earnings· and other 

12Dcnnis suggests that Gabrielle's inaction (including her failure to file more than two 
motions prior to trial) confirms at least tacit approval of his spending practices. Thus, while 
Dennis assured Gabrielle {and this Court) during the first two hearings in rhis case that he 
would spearhead a.n accounting and that he would c.-ompensate GabrieHe for his spending (i.e., 
lulling het into an apparent false belief that he was pro-actively addressing the issue and that 
there waS·no need for any filings with the Coun). he now criticizes her for accepting his 
promises· and not running into court immediately. This appears to be a recurring pattern in 
the parties' relationship. Further, the suggestion that more th.an 11ine pre-trial hearings sho11ld 
have been held during the pendency of this case is not a welcome thought. 
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financial matters 'over wliich he had ct,mtrol' and the husband's 'lyh1g' to the court 

about his income both provide compelling reasons for unequal disposition." Id. 

(Emphasis added). 

Similarly, in Lofgren. the Court found that Mr. Lofgren's community waste 

totaled $96,000, comprised of community funds that he either failed to account for or 

that he used for a no°'~marital purpose. l 12 Nev. at 1284, 926 P.2d at 297-98. In 

summary, the Nevada Supreme Court has subtly held that the wasting spouse has the 

burden of accounting for alleged wasted community funds and showing that the funds 

in question were used for a 1t1arital purpose. 

Placing the burden on the wasting spouse is also consistent with Nevada Jaw in 

the context of par+Jes involved in a fiduciary relationship. "A fiduciary relationship ... 

arises from the existence of the marriage itself. Thus precipitating a duty to disclose 

peninent assets and factors relating to those assets." Williams 11• Waldma1t, 108 Nev. 

466; 472, 836 P.2d 614,618 (1992). See also Gary R. Silverman, Esq .• ! Sperit The 

MO'nty on vVJziskey, ·women and Gambling; The Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 20-

21 {2011 ). In Nevada. spouses are regarded as partners who owe each other fiduciary 

durjes. .ld. The Nevad; Supreme Court has held that the burden of proof is on the 

party who violated the fiducia..1 1 duties owed to the other party:. Id. at 2 I. "The most 

elementary conceptions of justice and publk policy require that the wrongdo~r shall 

bear the risk of the uncertainty which his m..;n wrong has created." Folry v. Morse & 

Mowbray, 109 Nev. 116,121,848 P.2d 519,520 (1993), quotingBigclo1-v1]. RKO Radii> 

Pictures, 327 U.S. 251. 265, 90 L.Ed. 652, 66 S.Ct. 574 (1946). 
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In the majority of other states, the burden of proof is similarly established. Brett 

R. Tu.mer, Equitable Distribution of Property vol. 2 §6. 105, 557 (3d. ed., Thomson ·west 

2005).43 First, the spouse alleging dissipation must.. establish a prima facie showing of 

the value of marital or community property that was spent. See Brosick v. Brosick, 97 4 

S.'W.2d 498, 502 (Ct. App. Ky 1998). It is essential to establish the value of the 

dissipated property because the court "cannot determine the amount of the remedy 

9 I without undue speculation." Tutner, Equitablt Distribution of Property, supm;ieeAlsenz 
lO I 

11 

12 

13\ 
141 
15 

16 

v. Alsenz, 101 S.W.3d 648 (Tex. App. Houston Ist Dist. 2003) {although husband 

<:ommitted dissipation when he lost community funds while "day trading securities," 

it was error for the court to "arbitrarily" award ·wife $35,000 where the amount of loss 

had not been established by the evidence}. Then, the burden of proof shifts to the 

spouse charged with dissipation to rebut the shovving through presentation of evidence 

171 sufficient to account for the property at issue having been used for a marital purpose. 
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Brosick at 502; Gutien-ez v. Gutierrez, 193 Ariz. 343, 972 P.2d 676 (1998) (husband 

could not "explain with any specificity how he had spent" $62,000 that he withdreW 

from the community retirement accm .. mt). In Morrison 11. Marmon, 7 I3 S.W.2d 377 

(1986), a Texas appellate court similarly found that, "[b]ecause a trost relationship 

~sts between husband. and wife as to that community property controlled by each 

4:rrhere are two minority rules.. The first places the burden on the dissipating spouse 
to produce primafacie evidence that the lost asset wa..~ either beyond his or her control or that 
it was used for a marital purpose. Once produced, the non-rjissipating spouse bears the burden 
of overcoming the evidence produced. The second places the "complete" burden of proof on 
the non-dissipating spouse. Brett R. Tume.r, Equitahle Distribution of Proper91 vol. 2 §6.105 at 
559-560, 
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spouse, the burdm of pro~f to show Jaimess in disp~sing i?f community assets is upon the disposing 

spouse . ... Thus, once evidence of the e,.1lenditures of:community funds was admitted, 

it was incumbent on David to fustifytheexpendit.ures." 713 S.W.2d at 379 (emphasis 

added). 

(c) Evidentiary Standard 

In many t;tates, the spouse charged with dissipation must meet his/her burden 

of proof by .. clear and convincing evidence." 

[A] mere summary denial of dissipation is clearly not sufficient to meet 
the burden, Rather, the spouse accused of dissipation must show specific 
evidence of the purpose for which the asset was spent. While there is no 
absolute requirement that the evidence be writtet1 or documentary, 
testimony .alone is unlikely to meet the burden if there is any likelihood 
that the claimed purpose. would have produced douunentS. Testimony 
is more likely to be accepted where the amount at issue is small, or where 
documentary evidence accounts for most of the questioned expenditures. 

Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution. qf Propm:y Vol. 2 §6.105, 557-558 (3d. ed., 

Thomson West 2005). The rationale behind the majority approach "is _access to 

evidence: in most cases, only the dissipating spouse will know how the asset came to 

be losl. If the complete burden of proof is on the innocent spouse, then the innocent 

spouse must not only prove the disappearance of the marital property, but also the 

precise way it disappeared or purpose for which it ·was spent - a burden \\1-l.kh will 

often be impossible t.o meet." Id, at 559-60. 

Similarly, jn In re Marriage of Severson, 228 IlLApp.3d 820, 593 N.E.2d 747 

(1992), an Illinois Appellate Court held as follows: 

[a.] person charged with the dissipation is obligated to establish by cle11r 
and specific evidence how tlu: fi,fnds were s,,ent. General and vague statements 
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that the funds were spent on marital expenses or to pay bills are 
inadequate to avoid ~ finding of dissipation. (Citations omitted). 
Moreover, an explanation given by a spouse charged with dissipation as 
to how funds were spent requires a trial court to determine her 
credibility .... A finding of dissipation is required where the charged 
party fails to e,.-plain specifically how the disputed fonds were spent. 
{Citation omitted). An inadequate explanation has been found "vvhexe the 
charged party merely testified that the money was spent "to live on and 
pay the bills" or for "his cost of living and his bills" and where the 
charged party produced no evidence. . . . In contrast, Claudia, as the 
charged party, provided a detailed accounting of how the furtds were 
spent and testified that the figures were based on canceled checks, credit 
card statements; bills, receipts, and estimates for cash e.:xpenditures. 

228 Ill. App.3d at 825-26 (emphasis added}. 

Guida.nee in Nevada is limited. However, thereis authority for the proposition 

that the pany who violated fiduciary duties owed to the other party must satisfy their 

burden of proof by "clear and convincing evidence," Gary R. Silverman, Esq., I Spent 

The Money on l1Yhisk(!Y; Jt\lomm and Gambling; The Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 

20-21 (2011), ci6ng In re Tiffany Living Trust 2001, 124 Nev. Adv. Op. 8. (2008). 

Further, it is persuasive that the "dear and convincing" evidemiary standard is similarly 

applicable to rebut presumptions relating to community property and gifts. 

Accordingly, this Court concludes that the evidentiary- standard to be applied in this 

matter is that Dennis must meet his burden by dear and convincing evidence. 

(2) Application to Dennis and Gabrielle's Divorce 

This Coun condudes that, once Gabrielle established a primajacie case that: { 1) 

community funds had been spent on non-community purposes; or (2) community 

funds were otheraise unaccounted, it was Dermis' burden t.o provide this Coun With 

proof (byv,'ay of an accounting) that his expenditures did not constitute waste. In light 
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witnesses and expert reports offered to the Court can be narrowed t<> the issue -of the 

evidentiary burden. Dennis critiqued Gabrielle's exven's reports based on her failure 

to provide "proof' that community funds were "wasted'' orspent on a non-community 

purpose. However, it was Dennis, and not Gabrielle, who had the burden t0 

demonstrate that unaccounted community funds were not 'liVasted or that funds spent 

for specific purposes should not be found to constitute waste. 

This Coun's analysis of alleged waste in this matter is not about comparing, 

scrutinizing or challenging the lifestyle exprndittires claimed in the parties' rel)-pective 

financial disclosure forms. Rather, after giving credit to Dennis for spending 

community funds on those items (and corresponding amounts) that he claimed in his 

financial disclosure forms, the issue for this Court is t\,vofold: ( l) whether expenditures 

that have been dearly identified constitute waste; and (2) whether Dennis has provided 

a suffident accounting for "unaccount~d" e.'Penditures. tlltimately, it was Dennis' 

legaJ burden to provide such an accounting and, at least early in the case, he 

acknowledged as mu<'h when he boldly proclaimed at the February 3, 2015 Case 

Management Conference that he was "going to take that issue away from her by 

providing an .accounting.'' Just as he had given Gabrielle false hope that, through 

marital counseling, their marriage could be saved, he gave this Court false hope that he 

would provide "an estimate and an offer that '\.Vi.ll be more than the dollars spent, so 
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that one~half of which will be awarded to Mrs. Kogod to .at least remove the financial 

31 sting or insult of Dennis' having this relationship." 
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TI1is Court further concludes that the existence and analysis of ·waste by Dennis 

in regards to identifiable e."-penditures on Nadya and Dennis and Nadya's children 

begins in November 2004, Such a conclusion is based on this Court's finding that the 

irretrievable breakdov,'11 of the marriage began irt 2004 with Dennis secretly spending 

money on a purpose that was irreconcilable with a harmonious marital relationship. 

In regards to unaccounted expenditures that have not been specifically identified as 

having been spent on Nadya., Dennis and Nadya's children, or Jennifer, this Court 

concludes that the analysis of waste by Dennis begins in March 2010. In this regard, 

Dennis' filing of his Complaint for Divorce {Mar. 10, 2010) in early 20IO, .and the 

parties "permanent" physical separation in 2010 reflect a permanency of the 

irretrievable breakdown of the marriage. The year 20 IO also marks the period of time 

in which Gabrielle became aivareof serious issues and problems in the parties' marriage 

which would give rise to heightened s~tiny by this Court as to all expenditures (and 

not just those expenditures traceable to a girlfriend and children of an affair). 

.A..s previously discussed, it is undisputed that Dennis initiated his extra-marital 

affair ·with Nadya no later than November 2004. This relationship, a.s ,•vell as at least 

one additional extra-marital affair (with Jennifer}, continued through the filing of these 

divorce proceedings (with financial suppoxt extending through the date of the divorce 

proceedings). Thus, any expenditures traced directly to these affairs. should be 

recaptured as part of the Court's co11sider~tion of NRS 125 .150, This Court finds that 
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Dennis' maintenance of extra-marital affairs is inherently inimica.l to maintaining 

marital harmony and invites this Courfs scrutiny as to these traceable expenditures 

that took place even during a time in which Gabrielle rnay not have perceived that the 

relationship was undergoing an irretri.evable or irreconcilable breakdown. A'> in 

Puttmnan, Dennis failed in large part to account for his expenditures despite repeated 

assurances to this Court that he would dt'J so. 44 

(3) Remedy for vVaste/Dissipation 

The majority of courts in equal division states and equitable djvision states 

appear to approach the remedy for waste or dissipation in the same way: "the court will 

deem the wrongfully dissipated assets to have been reccived by the off ending party 

prior to the distribution." Brosick v. Brosick, 974 S.W.2d 498, 501 (1998}. This 

essentially places the non-wasting spouse in the position he or she would have been in 

had the other spouse not wasted community assets. Lori D. Hall, Dissipation of Marital 

Assets: How South Carolina and Otlit'f States Prevent and Rcme4Y tlte Problem, IO S. C. Law 

4 t, 43 (I 999}. Indeed, the remedy ''must bear some relation to the evidence 

presented" and must be based on the court's specific findings regarding the value or 

amount of ,vaste or dissipation. Brosick, 97 4 S.W.2d at 501. 

" 4Dennis' failure to provide this Court with his own accounting is distinct from his 
participation in discovery. It is not disputed that Dennis produ<:ed thousands of pages of 
records in discoveiy in response to discovery requests. Despite his evidentiary burden to 
account for the monies reflected in these documents, he abdicated his responsibility to 
affirmativeiy account for his expenditures. Instead, he sat back and waited for the opportunity 
to critique and "pr.ike holes" in Gabrielle's accounting. 
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Under Nevada law, the statutory remedy of NRS 125.150 provides the 

mechanism by which a spouse is made whole through an unequal division of assets. 

Further, pursuant to Lefgnm, this Court ''may appropriately augrnent theother spouse's 

share of the remaining community property." 112 Nev. at 1283, 926 P,2d at 297. 

Based on this Court's review of the expert reports and. testimony offered by both 

parties, this Court has included the equalizing amount in the Martial Balance Sheet 

attached hereto as Exhibit I. The amount of waste to be attributed w Dennis ba.sed 

on the expert ana:iysis discussed below totals $4,087,863. 

(4) Expert Analysis: Findings re Waste: $4t087,863 

NRS 50.275 provides that, "[iJf scientific, technical or other specialized 

knowledge \'\.ill assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact 

in issue, a witness qualified as an eJq>ert by special knowledge, skill, experience, training 

or education 1nay testify to matters ·within the scope of such knowledge." Further; 

NRS 50.29S provides that .. ft]esrimony in the form of an opinion or inference 

otherwise admissible is not objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be 

decided by the trier -0f fact." 

Gabrielle and Dennis both offered expert accounting testimony that focused on 

Dennis' spending. There were limir.ations, however, on the forensic accounting 

endeavors, including the unavailability of records and information as a. result of the 

26 passage of time and faded memory. Jennifer A. Allen and foseph L Leauanae of 
! 

27 j Anthem.Forensics (Ms. Allen and Mr. Leauana.e a.re sometimes referred to collectively 

28 
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as "Anthem Forensics") testified on Gahrielle's behalf, and Richard M. Teichner of 

T eichner Accounting .Forensics & Valuations, PLLC, testified on Dennis' behalf 

Ms. Allen deS<:ribed Anthem Forensics' function as threefold: First, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed transaction activity of financial accounts in existence during the 

marriage to determine who benefitted from the account activity. The analysis in.duded 

review of bank and credit card statements. and additional supporting documentation 

that was made available to Anthem Forensics. Second, Anthem Forensics identified 

assets and values for purposes of developing a marital balance sheet. Finally, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed Dennis' inmme for purposes of the issue of spousal support. 

Despite Dennis' assurances to this Court that he would be spearheading the 

forensic accoUi"lting of his spending, and despite his Jegal burden to demonstrate by 

dear and convincing evidence that his spending v.-as not wasteful, Dennis did not offer · 

to the Court. an investigative forensic accounting repon. Rather, Mr. Teichner 

reviewed and critiqued the reports from Anthem Forensics, but did not conduct his 

O\.vnindependent accounting analysis. _Mr. Teichner admitted that he accepted at face 

value Dennis' representations without further investigation or independent 

verifica.tion.15 

The following Exhibits prepared by the experts involved itl. this matter were 

admitted into the record and reviewed hy this Court: Index of documents in support 

45Anthem Forensics opined: "Telchner has simply relied upon Dennis' representations 
and has not obtained supporting documentation eyen though his client has more access to this 
information than does Anthem. It is our opinion that the unsubstantiated regurgitation of 
Dennis' opinions may not constitute, nor require, the provision of expert testimony." Exhibit 
64, p. 8. 
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of Spreadsheets in Anthem Forensic's Reports (Exhibit 55); Anthem Forensics' Expert 

Witness Report dated November 17, 2015 (t'(hibit 56); Anthem Forensics 

Supplemental E>..-pert. Witness Report dated December 15, 20!5 (hereinafter referred 

to as the "Ant.hem Report") (Exhibit 57); Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 

for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report dated Decetnber J 5, 2015 (Exhibit 

58); Em.ail from Joe Leauanaeto Daniel Ma:rks, Esq., dated Febrn.ary 9, 2016 (Exhibit 

59); Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 (Exhibit 60); Transactions that comprise 

the "'adjusted" column to Exhibit 6 (Exhibit 61 ); 'Withdrawals - Gabrielle Kogod 

(Exhibit 62); Teichner Accounting Forensics & Valuations, PLLC Rebuttal fa.pert 

Report dated January 25, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the "Teichner Report") 

(Exhibit D); Anthem Forensics' Response to Rebuttal Report dated February 5, 2016 

(hereinafter referred to as the "Anthem Response Report") {Exhibit 64:)~ Anthem 

Forensics' Supporting Documentation for facts set forth in the Februa1y 5, 20I6 

Report (Exhibit 65)~ and Teichner Accounting Forensics &. Valuations, PLLC 

Surrebuttal Expert Report dated February 15, 2016 (Exhibit F). This Court also 

reviewed additional summaries prepared such as Exhibit 72 (spreadsheet re expenses 

for Khapsalis children from May 2014), Exhibit 73 (spreadsheet showing outflows 

greater than$10,000 since date of Anthem Report}, Exhibit 75 (spreadsheet showing 

payments to or on behalf of Dennis' family members since May 2014), and Exhibit 76 

(spreadsheet shov1.ri.ng payments to Jennifer since Septembe.r 2014). 

':'ith respect to their analysis of financial. transactions and spending/account 

activity, Anthem Forensics examined more than 2 7,200 transactions. Anthem Repon. 
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8. Anthem Forensics defined the "relevant period .. of time of their examination as . 

covering January 2004 through the present, Id. at 7. How·ever,.Anthem Forensics did 

n.ot receive account statements prior to March 2008. Id. Thus, some elements of waste 

that pre-date March 2008 were not discoverable and excluded from the analysis. 

The Anthem Report organized Dennis' spending and transaction activity into 

various categories or "buckets" of expenses. Specifically, these "buckets" 1,vere 

organized as follows: ( 1) expenses traceable to Nadya and her a.nd Dennis' twin 

daughters; (2) expenses traceable to Jennifer; (3) expenses traceable to Dennis' yacht 

12 ! purchases; (4) expenses "not elsewhere dassified;" (5) expenses traceable to Dennis' 

13 family members; ru1d (6) the opportunity cost of potential community waste.46 The 
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categorization and calculation .of e.xpenditures vvas also based on information Dennis 

offered by way of his deposition testimony and his svvorn representations in his 

financial disclosure fom1s filed ,:vith the Coun. Notwithstanding these classifications, 

Ms. Allen reiterated that whether particular expenditures constituted "waste .. was to 

be determined by tl1e trier: of fact. Similarly, the Anthem Report provides that .. tw]hile 

we have endeavored to analyze potential . community waste, the ultimate 

characterization of the transactions identified in this section ,'Vill need to be resolved 

by the trier of fact." id. at 8. 

In· stark contrast ,'Vi.th his admissions at the initial Case Management 

Conference, Dermis argued that, because there has been no diminution in value of the 

4~Although items (5} and (6) were treated separately in the Anthem Report and not 
necessarily segregated into "buckets,» the Court analyzes these categories in this section. 
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waste. Dennis argued that both Puttennan and Lo.£gren involved factual scenarios where 

the marital estate diminished in value as a result of the spending of one spouse. In the 

instant matter, it is undisputed that, not only did the marital estate not diminish in 

value from 2004 through the divorce action, but the marital community increased in 

value exponentially. Dennis also d1a1lenged .Anthem Forensics reliance on labels to 

qt1.1ntify alleged "waste." Although Mr. Teichner was critical of the labeling of 

expenditures in the Anthem Report, he nevertheless opined that "Dennis should have 

had the freedom to spend a relatively small percentage of his sizable annual 

compensation on discretionary expenditures, as should anyone else." Teichner Report 

3. In response to a query a.bout "[w]hat is the amount of money somebody can spend 

on a girlfriend without it being community waste?," Mr. Teichner testified: 

Well, I don't think there's any threshold amount ... You~ve got to take 
in conte)..1. as to whether those expenditures would have been made 
otherwise. You gol to take into account how much was e,,.'Pended, what 
the person's earnings were, whether or not that person is living, is apart 
from their normal spouse and for how long ... You've gotta take the 
expenditures in context and then say, what's reasonable? Are these living 
eA-penses expenditures that Mr. Kogod would have spent anyway had he 
not had a girlfriend. . . Or are they a little bit more? And, 1f they're a 
little bit more, then still is he dissipating the marital estate by doing this 
while his income is going up, while his net worth is going up, I think you 
have to take this an into context. 

* * * * 

Again, ... you've gotta. take everything into context. If he's living apart 
from his wife, he's got his own life, she's got ... the wife has her own life. 
Yes, I think_you 're entitled to go out and have friends, havegirifriettd$,you 
know, have some entertainment e1tj(?Jlment in your life. 
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As a preliminary observation, the analysis of the Anthem Report does not appear 

t.o quantify the panies· expenditures in a comparative analysis. Indeed, the issue of 

waste is not necessarily .a rnatter of equalizing or even comparing the amount of 

expenditures by each party. In fact, over tlte span of their analysis {and relyillg on. each 

party's respective financial disclosure forms), Ms. Allen testified that Dennis would 

have spent $2.4 million, compared to $1,8 million spent by Gabrielle. February 26, 

2016 Video: 9:20. This difference is of no consequence to the Court and equality of 

spending is not determinative of whether a compelling reason exists to unequally divide 

existing community assets. To engage in such an analysis would contravene the 

directives of Putterman by getting caught-up in the "over consumption" of one party ot 

the "under contribution" of the other party. I 13 Nev. at 606, 939 P.2d at 1048-49. 

Apart from fl(}t focusing on a comparison of each party's relative expenditures, 

it also does not appear that the Anthem Repon questioned or critiqued the amount 

spent on the categories identified in either party's financial disclosure forms. Ms. Allen 

testified that Anthem forensics accepted as reasonable Dennis' expense daims on his 

financial disclosure forms {hereinafter generically referred to as "FDFs"). 47 Indeed, it 

"'The parties· Financial Disclosure Forms admitted into the record include; Gabrielle's 
Financial Disclosure form (Feb. 25, 2015) (Exhibit XX) (hereinafter referred to as Gabridie's 
"2015 FDF"); Gabrielle's Financial Disclosure Form (Feb, 19, 2016) (Exhibit!) (hereinafter 
referred to as Gabrielle's «2016 FDF"); Dennis' Financial Disclosure form {Feb. 27, 2015) 
{Exhibit 4) {hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "fehruary 2015 FDFtt); Dennis' Financial 
Disclosure Form (May 29, 2015) (Exhibit 3) (hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "May 2015 
FDF"); and Dennis' Financial Disclosure Form {Fe.b. 16, 2016) (Exhibit2) (hercinafter referred 
to as Dennis' -"February 2016 FDF~). 
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party in their FDFs are accurate (and that any amounts spent in excess thereof would 

require an accounting and explanation). The experts similarly should be able to rely48 

on said sworn financial declarations to establish the amount each party spends monthly 

on the expenditures listed therein. 49 

Based on this Court's re"iew of the evidence, including the reports submitted by 

the parties' respective experts, this Court finds that the total amount of waste 

committed by Dennis was $4,087,863. Oennis failed to meet his burden by clear and 

convincing evidence ( or even a preponderance of the evidence) that this .amount was 

not wasted. In this regard, a compelling reason exists to divide the assets unequally by 

attributing to Dennis as part of his distribution ofassctS the sum of $4,087,863. Thus, 

48This Court recognizes that each party's FDF may not reflect $Ctual expenditures 
throughout the marriage or even dating back to 20 l 0. There is nothing in the record, however, 
that demonstrates that either party's legitimate and.appropriate spending was higher prior to 
the commencement of the divorce (or in any prior year during the marriage). Taking into 
account the combined annual income of the parties prior to 2010, it appears unlikely that the 
parties' spending was as high as theyeath rePorted in their respective FDFs. Thus, reliance on 
current FDFs to <:akulate spending practi~cs would tend to understate the level of wasteful 
spending by giving each party credit for mpre than hefshe actually spent, 

~9 At a. minimum, "living expenses in dude all payments for food, clothing, housing, 
transportation, a.nd medical costs incurred by the parties. Living expenses. clearly do not 
indude expenditures for the benefit of a paramour, or transactions which .are legally or morally 
reprehensible. H Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution ef Propeny vol. 2 §6.105, 578, 581-582 
(3d. ed., Thomson West 2005}. Where the parties have physically separated and in their own 
residences, the.y are each entitled to their "reasonable" living expenses. However, what i.s 
ureasonable" depends on the particular facts and circumstances in each case, taking into 
account the value of the marital est.ate, the marital standard of living, and the established 
pattern of expenditure. Erika Driskell, Dissipation of Marital Assets and Preliminary lnjum:tions: 
A Puve11tiveAppru11.Ch to S,ifeguarding Marital Assets, 20 J. Am. Acad. Ma(rirn. Law 135, 144 
(2006 ). Thus, even discretionary expenditures consistent with the marital standard of living 
can be included as reasonable Living expenses; Tf]he parties .are not required to live Spartan 
lifestyles during separation." Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Propert;_p vol. 2 §6.105, 
580 {3d. ed., Thomson West 2005). 
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for purpose.s of accounting and calculation, this amount should be included as an asset 

on Dennis' side of the marital balance sheet ledger. This amount is based on the 

discussion of the specific areas of waste/dissipation identified in the Anthem Report. 

With respect to the different "buckets" of alleged waste, this Court additionally finds 

as follows: 

(a) Nadya and Dennis/Nadya's Children: Tot.U Waste: $1,808,112 1 

l'rdirninarily, Dennis acknowledged that Gabrielle did not and would not have 

approved of spending any community funds on Nadya or their children.. Thus, 

contrary to his argument, this Court cannot"' find that Gabrielle "tacitly agreed" to 

Dennis' spending. The Anthem Report details that a total of more than$ l.6 million 

of community funds were diverted from the marital c-0mnmnit.y for the benefit and 

support of Nadya and Nadya and Dennis' children. 

The Anthem Report also provides that, based on Dennis' deposition testimony, 

he provided Nadya '-\'1th approximately $3,000 in cash each month. Thus, "we have 

estimated that Dennis provided Nadya ':Vith approximately $279,000 from March 2008 

through November 2015." Anthem Report IL A-. discussed below, this Court is 

attributing waste to Dennis from 2010 fonvard for monies not elsewhere classified 

(which includes a category for withdrawals and cash advances (Reference 123 of 

Exhibit 6 to Anthem Repon)). Accordingly, and to avoid potential duplication -..,,11th 

··vvithdrawal" and "cash .advance" categories, this Court is r\ot inclined to include the 

total an:i-ount as part of the waste calculation. Nevertheless, it is reasonable and 

appropriate to find that an additional $72,000was given to Nadya in cash from March 
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2008 through February 20IO (the month preceding Dennis' filing of the initial 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010). Such a consideration avoids potential 

duplication {as pre-2010 expenditures have been excluded from the monies not 

elsewhere classified) and is sufficiently certain based on the record so as to establish a 

prima Jaeie sho,-ving of waste that Dennis has acknowledged.. 

Pursuant to the Anthem Response Report, an additional $54,934 in 

CA.1)enditures was discovered from additional ;iccount statements produced after the 

completion of the Anthem Report. This amount should be included as pan of the total 

amount of funds spent on Nadya.5° Combined ,vi.th the $1,681,178 set forth in 

Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Report, the e.xpenditures total $1,808,112. 

The Anthem Report summarizes the types of expenditures included a.~ part of 

this total, ~':ith Exhibit 2 attached thereto setting forth the detail of these expenditures 

dating back to 2008. The Anthem Report noted that additional information is needed 

to "asse.ss the amount of cash that was pr0vided to Nadya." Anthem Report 10. The 

Anthem Report also notes that "missiIJg source documentation was requested during 

21 the course of our engagement," but that additional documentation has not been 

22 ' received. Anthem Report 6-7. Thus, it appears that the amount ident.H'ied \>y the 
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Anthem Report may have understated the actual expenditures from the marital 

community that benefitted Nadya and the children. 

50It appears that some of these addition.ii expenditures were for Jennifer's benefit 
{including Jennifer's legal fees of more than $8,000). Whether it was for Nadya or Jennifer, 
it is the same analytically for this Court. 
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Dennis complained that the Anthem Report failed to recognize that a portion 

of the grocery ( or other) expenses listed under the Naqya/children category may have 

benefitted him (and therefore should be either excluded or reduced). Contrary to his 

claim, however, Ms. Allen testified that adjustments were in fact. made based on the 

am.aunt. Dennis claimed for the same expe:nditure (e.g., grocery expenses) on his May 

2015 FDF. Further, it appears that this sectfon of the report did not include 

allocations ''for living expenses paid directly by Dennis such as utilities, groceries, 

property taxes, and costs related to the Overland apartment, the Edinburgh home, and 

12 the Oak Pass home. These costs are discussed later in this report.,. Id. 11. Finally, it 

13 I is notable that Anthem Forensics had not received infonnation regarding account 

14 
activity/expenditures for Nadya for the period of time dating back to Ja..·1uary 2004. 

15 

16 
J Thus, it appears that the $1,808,112 likely understates the amount spent on Nadya 

17 and the children. 

18
1 Mr. Teichner testified, and Dennis argued, that the money he spent on Nadya 

191; 
1 and the children would have been spent elsewhere and speculated that such other 

201 
I 

21 ! "hobby" would have been more costly financially to the marital community. Thus, 

22 , indepen~ent of his challenge to the forensic tracing of these expenditures to Nadya and 
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the children, Dennis submits that this spending should not even be considered or 

categorized as waste. In support of this argt.mlent, Dennis offered analysis of the 

relatively low percentage of expenditures on his Nadya "hobby" in comparison to his 

total income: 
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[The.Anthem Report J assumes potential community waste on t..¾e premise 
that Dennis w.as not entitled to spend monies the WJ.Y that he chose to 
do so. If there had not been expenditures by Dennis for Nadya and their 
children, for fennifer, or for other items for which Anthem alleges 
[p )otential community ,"vhaste, he may have spent the money elsewhere 
while living apan from Gabrielle. However Dennis chose to spend his 
money from 2004 through the date of [the Anthem Report] earl.not be 
assumed t:o be potential community vva.ste, especially in light qf the 
amount of his spending in rel~tion to his dramaticaUy increasing annual 
income and due to the fact that the purpose of many of the e.xpendilures 
in [the. Anthem Report] are either mischaracterized or unknown. 

Teichner Report 3. 

This argument somewhat presupposes that this Court should recognize a wealth 

exception to the analysis ofwc1ste. In other words, Dennis could have and should have 

been allm.ved to spend community funds on any "hobby" or pursuit (including a 

girlfriend "hobby") based on the sheer size of the marital estate and amount of income 

he has generated. Alternatively, such an argument suggests that all spouses should have 

a similar pelentage of their hudget to spend on such things as girlfriends/boyfriends. 

In the conte:ll.1. of this case, this Court cannot ratify or condone such a theocy or 

argument. It is for a higher court to dec!are rhat community funds spent on a girlfriend 

and children born of a secret affair is not ½"3Ste of the other spouse's present and 

existing share of those commun.ity fund.s.51 The :nature of the expenditure (i.e., is the. 

e};,-pense item contrary to the maintenance of marital harmony?}, is relevant to the 

s1A distinction should he dra\vn between expenditures on the support of children of 
another relationship born prior to marriage versus dt1ring marriage. Indeed, expenditures on 
_children bom prior to a marriage are inapposite to this analysis. Such a "pre-existing" 
condition necessarily requires the finandal support of a parent. and is not inherently inimical 
to a marriage; In contra.st, carrying on a secret. relationship that bore children is inherently 
inimical to the continued existence of a harmonious marital relationship. 
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Court's determination of whether it is merely a "lifestyle" choice (i.e., a legitimate 

hobby} or ··waste" that justifi<!s an unequal division of assets. The notion tnat 

spending money on a girlfriend or boyfriend \s somehow acceptable conduct and th.at 

this O~urt would "open the floodgates for these type of claims" (Dennis' Brief 30) by 

requiring reimbursement in some form is not a tenable argtiment. 

Dennis also pointed out that Gabrielle was free to spend money on any hobby 

or pursuit and that he never imposed any limitations on her spending or criticized her 

spending. Neither did Dennis monitor Gabrielle's spending; 1n short, Gabrielle was 

never restricted in her spending or her access to money. The record reflects, however, 

that Gabrielle did not spend extrn.vagam.ly. To the contrary, she would inform Dennis 

of transactions as small as gifting a washer and 4ryer. Sec Exhibit 20 (October 21, 

201 l message from Gabrielle inquiring: "Jennifer needs a washer. Okay for her to have 

ours?"). This Court finds and concludes that Gabrielle's unrestrained access to and U$e 

of community funds- does not overcome the finding and conclusion that Dennis' 

spending (both unaccounted and accounted) is a compelling reason to divide the 

community assets unequally between the parties. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evidence that the expenditures set 

forth on Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Report. and Exhibit 2 t0 the Anthem Respon;;e 

Report were not diverted from the tnaritAl community and that the total amount 

reflected therein does not constitute marital waste. Therefore, this Court finds a 

compelling reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by attributing the 

sum of $1,808, l l 2 as pa.Tl of Dennis' division of assets. 
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(b) Jennifer: Total Waste: $45,100 

The Anthem Report details that $45,100 of community funds were diverted 

from the marital community for Jennifer's benefit. The Anthem Report summarizes 

the types of expenditures included as part of this total, ·with Exhibit 4 attached thereto 

setting forth the detail of these e:i.-pendittJtes. The evidence also establishes t11at Dennis 

purchased a sapphire ring intended for Jennifer vtorth $14,000. The record reflects 

that the sapphire ring remains in Dennis' possession. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate ,,v:ith credible evidence that the $45,100 amount 

was not diverted from the marital community. Therefore, this Court finds a compelling 

reason exists to unequally divide the communiry assets by attributing the sum of 

$45, I 00 as part of Dennis' division of assets. Moreover, the sapphire ring is confirmed 

to Dennis as his sole and separate property, ·with a value of $14,000. 

{c) Yacht: Total Waste: $0.00 

During the marriage, Dennis sold and purchased two yachts. first, he purchased 

a 2007 Cruiser yacht in 2012. He traded the Cruiser yacht for a Marquis yacht in June 

2014 (while these divorce proceedings were pending), Although the Marquis yacht was 

acquired in the name of Dennis' parents, it is undisputed that Dennis funded the entire 

purchase and his parents had no interest in the yacht. ln July 2015, Dennis sold the 

l\.farquis 'yacht for $990,000. Anthem Forensics detetn\ined that Dennis spent 

$626,658 in excess of the sales proceeds on yacht-related expenses. 
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2 Dermis testified that his purchase of the yachts was his pursuit of a hobby that 

3 11 
replaced old hobbies that ,vere no longer physically practical..52 Although this Coun 

4, 
recognizes that Dennis' newfound "hobby'' was not disclosed to Gabrielle and it does 
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not appear that she ever expressly consented to these expenditures, this Court finds 

th~t Dennis· yacht expenditures are the type of .. over consumption" referenced in 

Puttcnnrm, that does not necessarily constitute a compelling circumstance for an 

unequal division of assets. Pl-1ttennficn, 939 P.2d at 1048-49. This finding takes into 

consideration the size of the marital estate (i.e., lifestyle considerations) and Dennis' 

argument that bis spending on such .a hobby did not cause a diminution in value of the 

marital estate. Combined with a finding that this type of e>.-pendit.ure is not necessarily 

inimical to the maintenance of a harmonious marital rela.tiortship, this Court finds that 

these expenditures do not provide the Court with a compelling reason to unequally 

divide the community property. Thus, this Court does not attribute any amount to 

Dennis as pa.rt of the division of assets. 

(d) Family Expenditures: Total Waste: $72,200 

During their maniage, the parties donated monies for the benefit of other family 

1nernbers. Most of these contributions, however, benefittcd Dennis' family members. 

It. appears that the donations or monies forwarded to Gabrielle's family members were 

limited primarily to small birthday gifts a.nd contributions to e>."penses associated with 

; 2Ironicaily. the parties' Lake Las Vegas home was located on the lake with a large dock. 
At no time, however. did the parties own a boat at Lake Las Vegas. 
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property inherited by Gabrielle and her siblings. With respect to Dennis' family, the 

contributions to his family members included the following: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The March 20 l3 purchase of the property located at 32 l South San 
Vicente, Boulevard, Los Angeles, California (hereinafter referred to as the 
"San Vicente" property) where Dennis' parents reside. This property is 
listed a~ part of the division of community assets in this divorce. See 
.Exhibit 1. (Denn.is' parents testified that they believed the property 
would belong to Dennis upon their passing. Although his father signed 
a note for the property, he did not believe Dennis would require any 
payments and he has not, in fact, made any payments on the note.) 

Dennis has paid and continues to pay the property truces and homeovvners 
association dues (approximately $600 per month according to Dennis' 
father) for the San Vicente property. fo.rther, Dennis has paid and 
continues to pay for his parents' car insurance. 

For .a period of time, Dennis contributed $1,000 per month for the 1 

support of his parents. 

Dennis gave his father $50,000 to contribute to a political campaign. 

Dennis purchased the property located at 434 Sol.lth Canon Drive, 
Beverly Hills, California (hereinafter referred to as the "Canon Condo") 
for the benefit .of his brother's familv. The Canon Condo is also listed as 

~ 

a comrnunity asset in the divorce. See Exhibit L 

Dennis adv.meed money to his brother, Mitchell K.ogod, to assist with the 
opening of Mitchell's restaurant. Dennis also paid attorney's fees on 
Mitchell's behalf. It is unclear, h<Jwever, whether this amount has been 
repaid. 

As noted above, it vvas not tmcon1mon for Gabrielle to communicate with 

Dennis about all expenditures or "gifting'' of even relatively sma.ll items of personal 

property. Further, although Gabrielle had the freedom to spend without limitation, she 

did not spend community funds either recklessly or without Dennis' prior knowledge. 

Dennis 'did not reciprocate. Such one-sided communication, however, was not 
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uncommon throughout the marriage. [n fact, Gabrielle complained on November 23, 

3 · 2010 that~ 
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Our finances are what we've been contributing to and building together 
over the course of our marriage. My thought was that any decisions 
being made about what we - individually or jointly - would do v.>ith 
them would have been, at least discussed •... I'm asking that, before any 
more decisions be made, you do make me aware of them and that we 
work them out together. 

Exhibit 23. On December 12, 2013, however, Gabrielle lamented: 

And one of the saddest tlungs is that, throughout our marriage, you've 
pretty much always done what you wanted to do, whether it was cars, 
cats, travel, m()ving and buying homes - \vhatever. l always wanted you 
to be happy and have wh.at you wanted, way back to when we were just 
starting out. I don't know why, at some point you felt the need to start 
doing things ·without telling me, and it got to a point where that simply 
became your way of doing things. 

15 i Id. (emphasis added}. 
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Notwithstanding the lack of communication by Dennis to Gabrielle about the 

assistance that he provided to his direct family members, this Court finds and 

concludes that, '"'ith exception to the specific expenditures discussed below, said 

expenditures should not receive the same level of scrutiny as those monies spent on i 

non or nevi family members concealed from Gabrielle. Although it is undisputed that 

Gabrielle did not share a dose or friendly rel.atioI1Ship with Dennis' family, such family

related expenditures, even when not disclosed or agreed to, are not necessarily inimical 

to a harmonious marital relai:ionshipwhen viewed in the context of this marital estate. 

\"!hen questioned about Dennis' spending on his parents, Gabrielle acknowledged that 

such spending was not inappropriate, exclaiming, "they are his parents." Gabtielle 
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qualified her testimony by emphasizing that these expenditures should be discussed 

and that "you come tO a decision together." Nevertheless, Dennis' expenditures on 

family members was relatively long~standing and regular. 

Although a married couple may disagree about. money spent on family members 

{and such disagreements may result in discord), such gifts standing aloi,e should not 

be deemed dissipation or waste ·without examining the context of the expenditures, 

including consideration of the overall marital estate and implied consent under t.he 

facts and circumstances of this case. Ultimately, this Court does not find th~t, again 

with the exception of those items discussed below, such expenditures constitute .a 

compelling reason to divide the community property unequally. Moreover, the assets 

acquired for the benefit of Dennis' family members are captured in t..rie Marital Balance 

Sheet as community assets .confim1ed to Dennis with Gabrielle receiving her one-half 

interest as a result. 

The foregoing findings are limited to those expenditures that benefitted direct 

family members, which this Court defines as Dennis' parents, Dennis' siblings and 

Dennis' children from his prior marriage. It appears that DeI'.nis gifted communily 

funds to an :nmt totaling $ l 5,000 in August and September 2014. Exhibit 7 5. These 

gifts took place after the issuance of the Joint Preliminary Injunction {May 15, 2014). 

24 I 

25 
1 Dennis failed to demonstrate by dear and convincing evidence that said $15,000 is not 

26 
I 

271 
2sl 1 
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11 
' 

waste of community assets or that this particular family member was the beneficiary 

of regular -and routine gifts. Funher, since May 2014, Dennis made what appear to be 
i 

two non-routine large payments of $3,600 each (in January and May 2015) to his I 
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father. Sheldon Kogod. These payments occurred after the initiation of these divorce 

proceedings and do not appea:r to be related to his pa.rents' routine and regular support. 

Finally, the $50,000 Dennis advanced to his father for a campaign contribution cannot 

be classified as an appropriat.e e:xvenditure of community funds. 

Dermis failed to demonstrate with credible evidence that the $72,200 detailed ,I 
81! 1 I above ,:vas not improperly diverted from the marital community. Therefore, this Court 
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finds a compelling reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by 

at.tributing r.he sum of$72,200 as part of Dennis' division of assets. 

(e) Amounts Not Elsewhere Qassified: Total Waste: $2,162,451 

Anthem Forensics included as pan of its analysis .a category or "bucket"of 

expenditures not elsewhere classified in the Anthem Repon. Anthem Forensics 

explained: 

While we have sought to identify potential community waste related to 

specific cost centers, the documentation that we have thus far received 
has prevented us from being able to precisely allocate other outflows 
between Dennis and non-community uses. As such, we have prepared a 
summary of outflows between Dennis and non~con1munity uses. 

Anthem Report13. 

Anthem Forensics aggregated the outflows by category and year in Exhibit 6 to 

the Anthem Rcpon. For ease of reference, Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report is attached 

hereto as this Court's Exhibit 2. Anthem forensics then made adjustments to the 

amounts that included: ( 1} removing amounts that were already included in the marital 

balance ~heet as pan of the property division; (2) removing amounts already ::illocated 

MC£C.~ elsewhere in the Anthem Report; (3} adjusting the amounts that Anthem forensics 
e>tSTRlCT Jlll)GE 

'l>,"'1LY DIVISION. OEPT Q 
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assumed "may have reasonably benefitted the community" (even though Dennis did 

not provide proof that such a community benefit existed) ;33 and { 4) adjusting amounts 

based on Dennis' represe11tations in his May 2015 FDF and his deposition testimony 

of his monthly spending on a particular ex-pense item. 

As previously noted, it appears Anthem Forensics accepted and relied on Dennis' 

representations regarding his monthly expenditures as he defined them in his May 

2015 FDF. Although Dennis and Mr. Teichner complained that Anthem Forensics 

11 
. somehow placed Dennis on an "allowance" or set limits on his expenditures, the record 

12 I establishes that Anthem Forensics relied on Dennis' claimed expenses (or, in other 

13 

14 1 

isl 
j 

1611 
17 

18 

words, Dennis himself defined his monthly "allowance" for each expenditure based on 

his swom May 2015 FDF). After allocating or crediting certain categories with the 

amount of e>..-penses claimed by Dennis in his May 2015 FDF, Anthem Forensics 

allocated the excess amount by c-.ategory into "amounts not elsewhere dassified." 

Anthem Forensics also offered that some of the entries could not be determined 

191 
' ,vithout additional information. Thus, having already given credit to Dennis of the 

20 
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amount he claimed as his monthly expense in his May 2015 FDF, the amounts 

reflected in Exhibit 6 to the An~em Report (and attached hereto as this Court's 

Exhibit 2} appear to be the excess amounts for which information is lacking or Dennis 

s3Under Note 5 to Exhibit 6, Anthem Forensics gave Dennis the benefit of the doubt. 
1l1 this regard, although Anthem Forensics lacked information to determine whether these 
e.x-penditures benefitted the martial community, Anthem forensics ultimately concluded that 
the expenditures may have benefitted the con;munity. Therefore, these amounts were not 
induded as excess expenditures not elsewhere classified despite the fact that Dennis failed to 
provide an accounting. 
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has failed to otherwise justify. It was Dennis' burden to demonstrate that such 

unaccounted expenditures did not constitute waste.54 

After making adjustments to the category totals, the Anthem Report identifies 

a total of $3,6 I 1,035.81 in "non-communitv outflows not elsewhere classified." As . ~ . 

noted above, this total is broken dM.1n into specific references in Exhibit 6 to the 

Anthem Report. In response thereto, the Teichner Report included the same exhibit 

with deletions (represented by a "D" in his Schedule I) for those "expenditures for 

asse~. investments, loan repayments and other items that should not be assumed by 

[Anthem Forensics J to be potential community vvaste." For ease of reference, Schedule 

1 to the Teichner Report is also induded as part of this Court's Exhibit 2. This Court 

finds that sufficient evidence exists to make the follovi.iing additional downward 

adjustments {organized by the corresponding ''Reference number" in Exhibit 2): 

Reference Description/ Adjustment Explanation 
number Category amount 

! 
: · Associated v.'.ith real property that. is 

7 Auto Related - $273,000.00 ; suhject to division and is unrelated to an 

, GMAC (Cadillac) 
i 

I auwmohile { not.withstanding the 
i confusion created at Dennis' 

i I deposition); some entries pre-date 20IO. -~-- ---~-- .. _. ---+---------···--··· : ·---- ---·- --·~-
$3,182.97 ( No prima.fac'ie' showing that category of 17 : Bank fees: Cash ' : 

i Advantage ! expenc:Utures constitutes wasle; some 

l ' ! entries pre-date 20 I 0. 

54Dennis also complained that Gabrielle scrutinized "nickel» and udime" expenditures 
that would be impractical to account for. I·le cited to the discussion before this Court at a prior 
hearing (and noted above) aboutestablishinga $5,000 "baseline" amount forreview of Dennis' 
spending. Considering the fact that Dennis .abdicated his responsibility to accoo.nt for his 
waste of community assets, this Court is not inclined to entertain argument about ignoring all 
expenditures below $5,000 for purposes of determ1ning wast~. 
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Reference 
number 

l8 

Descriptjonf 
Cat~gory 

Adjustment 
amount 

Explanation 

! Bank Fees: Finance I $7,337.72 f No primafacie showing that category of 
l i ! expenditures constitutes w,m.e; some 
, . I l ent.ries pre-date 20 IO. 

--· ----~-'-'--·. --············· ··--···--·+····---················-+------ ..... ·---------··· 
i BankFees: Interest i $17,669.601 Noprimafacieshowir.gthatcategoryof 20 
: ) exocndit.ures constitutes waste; small 
~ ____ : 1 e1{try pre-dates 2010. 

~····-;····· ·1··~~nk fees: ~~n - .. ·f-- $26,989!}6~~~~/~;;e sho~~ngt~-~t,~~~~~~:;-

J-------: mter_-e_st _______ J_ ·. .. . . . I :;:~dt=u_re_:s_· c_.o_n_s_~~u~~~va~~_te_. ------1 

23 ! Capital ('.,ail- ! $25,000.00 ! L9ss from investment.; is not sufficient 
i Mutual fund i alone to constitute a compelling reason 

~- .. --····+·-··----···· . __ 1 : for an unequal divis~?:t_?.!.~cts._ .... __ -·-
\ Loan Payments: ! i These loan payments appear to be 

68-74 ! BankofAmerica: I $593,743.73, associatedwit.hpropertythatispartof 
; $249,821.56; Chase: i : the Maritai Balance Sheet. Line of 
! $4,598.06; UBS: i , credh was used _for investment purposes. 
) $87.749.66;. US Bank: : · These expenditures do not constitute a 
: $22,146.96; ! · compelling reason for an uuequal 
: Washington Mutual: I i division of assets . .t\Jso, some entries. 

• S91,96L20; Wells I, ;!:. pre-date 2010. 
Fargo: $13,245.25; 

; LOC: S·J24J21.04.. l 
------·--t-·-------· .. - .. ~····----·-------

7 6 , Markdale Corp. : 
.. ··---+·--'•-··------·········-=····· 

$7,300.00 iPre-dates :'.0_10: ___ -------1 

80 I Need Cancelled Check --·- 1-··· - ....... , $172,435.941 !.:.~ates_~Ol~: ...... __ . ~------1 
! These payments are associated '.\-ith 

$8,953.00 ! property that is ii,cluded in the Marital 9.5 

I 

I 

TOTAL:/ 

Property 
Management 

l i $1,135,612.92 

i B.a.lan,.e Sheet. Accordingly, these 
expenditures do not constitute a 
compelling reason for an uriequal 
division of assets. 

This Court finds that the foregoing expenditures do not constitute a sufficiently 

compelling basis to divided tl1e parties' assets unequally. In addition to these specific 

references set fotth above, various categories of expenditures included expenditures that 

pre-date 2010. ,tv; discussed previously,for purposes of evalua.ting amounts not elsewhere 
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classified, this Court is not persuaded to include expenditures that pre-date 2010.55 

Thus, the following addjtional adjustments (by reference number) should be included 

s j as part of the amounts not elsewhere classified: 
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(26) "CC Payment - Black Card": $615.25; 
(27) "CC Payment --BofA": $56,133.39; 
(29) "CC Payment - Ci ti Cards": $40,781.95; 
(31) "Cellular-AT&T": $4,771.82 (½ of pre-20 IO expenditures consistent with 

adjustment reflected in Exhibit 2); 
(33) "Checks ·written to Cash": $4,850.00~ 
(43) "Dues & Subscript.ions -Fitness (CA)"; $4,334.00;*56 

(51) "GaNFuel": $916.85;'* 
(54) "Groceries"': $2,757.21:* 
(56) "Home related": $1,547.00; 
(59) "Home related (CA)": $12,427.66; 
(75} "Lodging'': $28,382.06; 
{76) "Meals and entertainment": $25,213.41; 
(79) "Moving e},,-penses": $3,513.63; 
{82) "Payments to individuals": $4,039.03;"' 
(104} "Shopping": $23,948.66~* 
(114} "'Uncategorized": $8,140.69;* 
{123} "\Vithdrawals and cash advances": $90,598.28.*57 

TI1e foregoing additional adjustments total $312,971, for a combined 

adjustment.amount of $1,448,584. Deducting$I,448,584 from the total ofamounts 

not elsewhere classified leaves a remaining total of $2,162,451 in such expenditures not. 

51ln part, some of these u1uu:countcd pre-201 O expenditures fall into the "nickel and din1e" 
category that this Court is not inclined to entertain as part of the waste analysis. Heightened 
scrutiny is more appropriate for such u11acc01mterl expenditures beginnlng in 2010 when the 
marriage was indisputably broken and the parties were permanently separated. 

¾Those entries denoted above by an asterisk ("*") were calculated by determining the 
percentage amount atttihuted to pre-2010 expenditures in relation to the total amount and 
then multiplied by the "Adju.i,ted" amount. Thus, where an adjustment was already included 
as part ofthe UAdjusted" amount, the full amount was not credited to a.Vt)id duplicating the 
_reduction. Instead, the applkahie percentage amount was used. 

s7Part of this amount was recaptured by this Coun by in duding $72,000 as part of the 
cash given to Nadya from March 2008 through February 2010. 
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justified by Dennis. This Court finds sufficient justification in the record to conclude 

that the foregoing adjustments are appropriate in the context of the spending from the 

marital estate. However, with respect to the remaining $2,162,451, this Court is 

unable to make a similar finding. Specifically, Dennis failed to meet his burden to 

show that $2,162,451 was not "wasted" or that said amount was used for community 

purposes. Accordingly, this Court finds that a compelling reason exists to unequally 

divide the community assets by attributing the sum of $2,162,451 as part of Dennis' 

division of assets. 

Notably, as pan of the Teichner Report, Dennis argued for the elimination of 

the following itemized "References" ("with the parenthetical description of those items 

T\9tdiscussed.above by this Court); 7, 9 (auto-relatednotclsewhereclassified}, 23, 57 

(home related-art (Wilshire apt.)), 64 (legalfees), 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 79, 80, 

95, 114, and 122 (vvire transfer-unknovvn) for total "eliminations" of $1,768,251.69 

"Before Accounting for E.limi nation of Business Re.lated and Normal Living Expenses." 

Many of the References to which Dennis objected have resulted in further adjustments 

from the total as set fonh above. For those References that Dennis.argued for removal, 

but have not been deducted or adjusted by this Court, Dennis failed to satisfy by de.at 

and convincing evidence his burden to demonstrate that those unaccounted monies did 

noc constitute waste. Moreover, some of r.he auto-related e>..-penditures took place after 

the issuance of the Joint Preliminary tnjunction and Dennis failed to meet his burden 

_to justify said e..xpenditures. Accordingly, there is a compelling reason to divide the 

assets unequally by the resulting amount of $2,162,451. 
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(f) Opportunity Cost of Potential Community Waste 

Gabrielle argued that she should be compensated for the opportunity cost ''of 

foregone returns" associated vvi.th Dennis' use of community assets and income for 

purposes that did not benefit the marital community. Anthem Report 16. Further, 

Gabrielle.also argued that she should be compensated for lost rental income for real 

property in which a family member or Nadya and the children resided. Although the 

Anthem Report did not identify a specific dollar amount of reimb~rsement, the 

Anthem Report cited Dennis' deposition testimony that the "targeted rate of return on 

his UBS accounts approximated 3.5 to 4.5 percent after taxes." Id. 

This Court :is not inclined to either find or conclude that, under the 

circumstances of this case, there is a compelling reason to divide the assets unequally 

on the basis of "foregone retums" associated with the diversion of community funds 

by Dennis. Independent of the speculative nature of evaluating such an opportunity 

cost, this Court takes into consideration the precipitous increase in the value of the 

marital estate during a period of time in which t.l).e marital relationship was irretrievably 

broken. Although this finding does not excuse the waste that this Court previously 

found Dennis to have committed, the fact that there was no diminution ill the value 

of the marital estate is relevant lO the Court's consideration of this issue raised by 

Gabrielle. Moreover, this Court similarly finds that potential lost rental income from 

26 I real property in which either Dennis or a family member resided is not a sufficiently 
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compell~ng reason for an unequal division of assets in this matter. 
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1 
2 In summary, this Court finds that a compelling reason exists to unequally divide 

3 I the assets of the marital community pursuant to NRS 125. l SOby attributing to Dennis 

41 
{ the following amounts as part of the division of assets: 

5 

6 

1 l 
8 

9 

ioli 
11' 

12! 
! 

13 j' 
141 
1s I 

j 

' 16 I 
11 I 
18 

1.9 

20! 
21 

22 I 
I 

231 
241 

25 l' 
26 · 

271 
281 

~;~\ 
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0 
0 
Q 
Cl 

Nadya and Dennis/Nadya's Children: 
Jennifer: 
Family E.xpenditurts: 
Amounts Not Elsewhere Classified: 

TOTAL: 

IV. SANCTIONS 

$1,808,112 
$45,100 
$72,200 

$2,162,451 

$4,087,863 

Gabrielle also seeks sanctions against Dennis for his violation of this Court's 

Joint Preliminary Injunction. (Ma.y 15, 2014) and the tenns of the parties' Stipulation 

and Order (Aug. 10, 2015). As noted previously, Gabrielle's request for contempt 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle consistent -..vith Awad -v. l-1/right, 

106 Nev. 407, 794 P.2d 713 (l 990), abrogated on different grounds by Pengil[y v. 

Rancho Sanu Fe Homeowners Ass'n, 116 Nev. 646, 5 P.3d 569 {2000). Nevertheless, 

ptirsuant to EDCR 7.60,58 this Court may consider sanctions against Dennis for his 

conduct. 

s'EDCR 7.60 provides, in reievant part, as follows: 

(b) The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, 
impose upon an attorney or a party any and all sanctions which rnay, under the 
facts of the case, be reasonable, including the impositlon of fines, costs or 
attorney's fees when an attorney or a party without just cause: 

( 1 ) So multiplies d1c proceedings in a case as to increase costs 
unreasonably and vexatiously. 

(5) fails or refuses to comply with any order of a judge of the 
court. 
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With respect to Dennis' alleged violation of the Stipulation and Order {Aug; I 0, 

2015), the terms thereof fail to provide this Court \'vith an adequate basis to make 

findings of c:ontempt (apart from the failure to include an appropriate Awad affidavit). 

The Stipulation and Order (Aug. I 0, 2015) is devoid of any specific deadlines for the 

condut:t required therein. Further, it appears from the record that the proceeds from 

the sale of the yacht have been preserved in the accounts being divided by this Court. 

This Court's Joint Preliminary Injunction {May lS, 2014) (hereinafter 

referenced as the "JPI") provides, in relevant pan, as follows: 

YOU ARE HEREBY PROHIBITED AND RESTRAINED FROM: 

I. Transferring, encumbering, concealing, selling or otherwise 
disposing of any of your joint, common or community property of the 
parties, or any property which is the subject of a claim of community 
interest, except in the usual course of 'business or for the necessities of 
life, vvithout the V.'Iitten consent of the parties or the permission of the 
court. 

The record ret1ects that, after the issuance of the JPI, Dennis spent more t:han 

$10,000 on thirty-seven (3 7) individual transactions that totaled $1,486,452. Exhibit 

73 (Examples of Outflows Greater than S l 0,000 Since May 2014). These e,..l)enditures 

do not include his purchase of a yacht and his Wilshire re.<;idence (whid1 have been 

captured in the Marital Balance Sheet attached hereto), These expenditures do not 

appear to qualify as the "necessities of life" or to have been made in "the ordimuy 

course of business." Nevertheless, it appears that the amounts listed in Exhibit73 are 

included in either the Anthem Repon for purposes of accounting, or are part of the 

Marita.I Balance Sheet. This includes references in Exhibit 73 to categories contained 

in Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report. Although these expenditures ha\.-e been captured 
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in the Anthem Report and included as part of this Court's analysis of community 

waste, each transaction violated the terms of the JPI. TI1ere is no wealth exception m 

the express tenns of the JPJ. This Court sanctions Dennis the sum of $500.00 for each 

of the 39 viola1ions itemized in Exhibit 73, for a total of $19,500. Dennis should pay 

to Gabrielle the $19,500 sanction within thirty (30) days of the entry of this Decree. 

This Coun is not inclined to find that sanctions should be imposed for the 

c.xpenditures detailed in Exhibit 72 (Nadya/Children"Related OutfloWs Sirice May 

2014 ), or Exhibit 7 5 (Spreadsheet showing payments to or on behalf of Dennis' Family 

Members since May 2014). Again, these expenditureS are included in other sections 

of the Anthem Report and have been considered by the Court ¼1th respect to the issue 

of\-vaste. Further, many of the expenditures listed in Exhibit 72 a.nd Exhibit 7 5 were 

for relatively sm.lll amounts and were for ongoing living expenses that this Court would 

not expect would cease upon the initiation of the divorce. Although these expenditures 

are appropriate for considcration in evaluating Gabrielle's daim of waste, this Court 

does not find a suffident basis to impose additional monetary sanctions against 

Dennis. 

AUMONY 

A. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

NRS 125.150 provides cllat, in granting a divorce, this Court "[mJayaward such 

alimony to the vvife or to the husband, in a specified principal sum or as specified 

periodic, payments, as appears just and equitable." NRS 125.150 further adds, in 

pertinent part, as follows: 
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5. In granting a divorce, the court may also set apart such 
portion of the husband's separate property for the ·wife's support, ·the 
wife's separate property for the husband's support or the separate 
property of either spouse for the support of their children as is deemed 
just and equitable. 

9. In additim1 to ;my other factors the court considers relevant 
in determining whether to award alimony ahd the amount of such an 
award, the court shall consider: 

(a) The financial condition of each spouse; 
(b) The nature and value of the respective 

property of each spouse; 
(c) The c.ont.rihution of each spouse to any 

property held by the ·spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030; 
(d) The duration of the marriage; 
(e) The income, earning capacity, age and health 

of each spouse; 
{f) The standard of living during the marriage; 
(g) The career before the marriage of the spouse 

who would receive the alimony; 
(h) The existence 9f specialized education or 

training or the level of marketable skills attained by each 
spouse during the marriage; 

(i) The contribution of either spouse as 
homemaker; 

(j) The award of propeny granted by the court in 
the divorce, other than child support and alimony, to the 
spouse who would receive the alimony; and 

(k) The physical and mental condition of each 
pany as it relates to the financial condition, health and 
ability to work of that spouse. 

10. In grm1ti.ng a divorce, the court shall consider the need to 
grant alimony to a spouse for the purpose of obtaining training or 
education relating to a job. career or profession. In addition to any other 
factors the court considers relevant in determinh1g whether such alimony 
should be gi·anted, the coun shall consider: 

{a.) vVhether the spouse ·who would pay such 
alimony has obtained greater job skil1s or education during 
t.hc marriage; a.rid 
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(b) Whether the spouse who would receive such 
alimony provided financial support v:hile the other spouse 
obtained job skills or educ-.ation. 

(Emphasis added). 

There have been a number of cases from the Nevada Supreme Court ove.r the 

1 j years that have discussed various factors to consider when determining the propriety 
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ofan award of spousal support. For the most part, these factors have been codified in 

NRS 125.150(9). However, these eleven statutory guidelines provide no guidance as 

to the relative weight to be applied to eacl1 factor or the measure of balancing these 

factors. Further, there is no formula to be applied by this Court in calculating or 

determining the propriety of awarding spousal support or the amount thereof. Rather, 

this Court ,•veighs and b:alances the foregoing factors to adjudicate this issue. 

Scholarly discussion of these statutory guidelines is instructive, specifically 

including the Honorable David A Hardy's Nevada Alimo,!}': An Important Policy in Need 

of a Coherent Po!ig, Purpose, 9 NEV. L. J. 325 {2009). To this end, the statutory factors 

support a conclusion that spousal support is not limited to a "need" based 

determination. Rather, there are three general categories or theories of support. First, 

need ba,sed support (looking at need and ability to pay). Second, support that is in the 

nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and divorce 

(which includes support that is based on the subordination of a career by one spouse, 

suppon that is adjunct to property division where the payor spouse has developed a 

"career asset," and support that. is based on a spouse's reliance on the existence of 
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marriage}. Finally, support that is intended. for welfare avoidance, or to prevent a 

spouse from becoming a public charge. 

The purpose of spousal support is not to equalize post-divorce incomes, but "to 

allow the recipient spouse to live as nearly a.s fairly possible to the station in life 

enjoyed before the divorce," Shydler v. Shydler, I 14 Nev. 192> 198,954 P.2d 37, 40 

(1998). Further, "[a}lthough the amount of community property to be divided 

between the parties may be considered in determining alimony," a spouse should not 

be required to deplete his/her share of community property for support.. Id., l 14 Nev. l 

at 198, 954 P.2dat 40. Further, this Court should not consider the respective "merits" 

of the parties in adjudicating the issue of spousal support. Rodriguez v.Rodriguez,116 

Nev. 993, 13 P.3d 415 (2000). It is not a "sword to level the wrongdoer~" nor is it a 

"prize t.o reward virtue." Jd.ll6 Nev, at 999, 13 P.3d 419. Rather, .. Alimony is 

fi:nancial support paid from one spouse w the other whenever justice and equity require 

it." ltl. 

Prior to addressing Gabrielle's request for periodic spousal support, this Court 

disposes of the issue of rehabilitative support. Pursuant to NRS 125.150(10), this 

Court is required to consider whether there is a basis to award rehabilitative alimony. 

Based on the record before this Court, there is no basis for an award· of rehabilitative 

alimony. There are no fac'ts in the record establishing the existence of a plan for 

rehabilitation and no evidence establishing viable options for rehabilitation or training, 

Indeed, it appears that Gabrielle is satisfied v,ri.th her existing career and there was no 

indication that she desired or needed further training or education. Moreover, 
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2 Gabrielle leaves the marriage with an educational background that is superior to 

3 Dennis. Gabrielle has neither sought nor presented facts that warrant consideration 
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of rehabilitative support. 

B. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Preliminarily, this Court finds that, takinginto consideration Gabrielle's income 

(both from her employment and the passive income she will earn on the assets she 

receives as part of the division of community property), the spousal support considered 

by this Coun is not need based or for the purpose of welfare avoidance. Nevertheless., 

there is a sufficient factual basis for the Court to consider an award of support that is 

in the nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and 

divorce. With respect to the statutory factors to be considered, this Court finds as 

follows: 

{I) The financial condition of each spouse; the income, earning 
capacity, age and health of each spouse; and the physical and 
mental condition of each party as it relates to the financial 
condition, health and ability to work of that $pouse. NRS 
125. l50(9)(a), (e) and (k) 

Although the focus of these statutory factors is the recipient's need and payor's 

ability to pay, subsection {e) includes an element of examining the development by the 

payor of a career asset and reliance on the part of the recipient on the continuation of 

marriage. It is undisputed that both parties are capable of continuing to work and 1 

neither party suffers from any limiting mental or physical condition that inhibits their 

respective ability to earn income. Although Dennis referenced an upcoming hip 
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1 

2 j· surgery, there is no evidence indicating that he ¼ill be unable to continue his 

31 employment in the future. Gabrielle. is 58 years of age and Dennis is 57 years of age. 

4' I In :evaluating the financial condition of each spouse, this Court considers and 
s. 
6

1 defines the income of both Gabrielle and Dennis to evaluate their income and earning 

7 capacity. With respect to income earned by the parties during the marriage, the 

8 l increase in Dennis' annual income has been dramatic. For C}{ample, in 2003, the 

9' 
parties reported $826,179 in combined total income/adjusted gross income (vvi.th 

10 
$826,902 in "wages. salaries, tips,..).59 Exhibit 16. from $826,179inincomein2003, 

11, 
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their combined income thereafter is summarized as follov.75: 

Year I Total/Adjusted Gross Income I Wages, salaries, tips / Exhibit 

2004 , $821,971 l $819,175 j J.5 

200s i $2,702:oio--1···---·--·s2~693,810-r--~ 
t--- ··.·-----t--------·---------··· ~---.. -·---·-------- . _. -

~ ~:~1 ;t.:::~ r :::::;~1 :;----------: ---------.---------------,-·--·-----····-·········--~ . .-

2008 ! $1,062,4241 $1;066,662 i 11 

~009 I ----- s1,6s9'.92s 1 si-.-667,831 I 10_ 
-·:2010 -! __ $2,484,867 l $2,485,526T _________ 9 ________ _ 
--- ·-- ·······----.. ··------- .. --· ·-

--2~001l_21 __ !_,---- _ $15,4_~?,I 10 '-------~~_,512,26IJ _____ ~-
$21,535,200; $21,401,381 : 7 

., ....... -~:-·· ·---·-············------------- .. ---~----... ·i--··-

2013 $7,746.799 1 $7,248,488 \ 6 

soit appears that Gabrielle's portion of the parties' combined income was a very small 
percentage, gcncralry \ess than five percent (5%). As a "Section l6" employee, Dennl.ll' 
compensation is reported on a IO(k) form, which includes any transactions associated with 
~1.ocks or stock options. Exhibits 91 through 98. Dermis' perquisites include private or 
personal "plane" hours and sorrte health care contributions. Also, costs associated with his 
business travel generally arc covered by the company up to a certain "good se,'1.se" paint. 
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11 

Year I Total/Adjusted Gross Income I Wages, salaries, tips [ Exhibit 

2014 • $14,976,489 ! $14,459,056 r s __ .... ·;r' - --- .... ----·--··-------!-----------· ..... __ _ 
201560 ' $ ' \ lO,J 32,746.52 \ IJJJ 

The record regarding the parties' 2015 income is incomplete and unclear. In 

thi.s regard. Dennis' 2015 bonus was to be detem1irtedin March 2016 { after the trial 

in this matter). According to Dennis, his projected income for the calendar year 2016 

·will be a base salary of $700,000 to $800,000. He will learn of his 2016 bonus in 

March of 2017. 

12 As seen above, the parties' average annual adjusted gross income for the years 

13 2011 through 2014 is $14,935,899.50. Including 2010 as part of the analysis, the 

14' 
parties' average annual adjusted gross income over the five years {20 l O through 20 I 4) 
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ls $12,445,693. Including Dennis' 2015 W-2 income, the average annual income for 

the five years from 2011 through 2015 is $13,975,Z68.90. Dennis testified that his 

average income from 2011 through 2015 was $13,000,000. 

It is undisputed that Dennis' income histori<:aUy has dwarfed Gabrielle's income 

throu.ghout their marriage. It also is undisputed that Gabrielle's cateen:vas secondru::y 

to Dennis' career pursuits as evidenced by the parties' multiple relocations throughout 

their marriage. The parties agreed that it was more beneficial to follow Dennis' career. 

Even so, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career necessarily suffered or that she was 

ever precluded from pursuing employment. 

~irfhe 2015 income information is limited to Dennis' 2015 W-2 Wage and Tax 
Statement from Renal Healthcare, Inc. E.xhibit fJJT. Therein, Dennis' reported 201.5 
"Medicare" wages of $10,132,746.52, with income taxes withheid of $3,798,481.09. 
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Gabrielle has worked as a nurse manager, nurse recmit.er and a clinical nurse. 

Although her Certified Legal Nurse Consultant credential lapsed i..'1 approximately 

2012. she has worked at Dignity Health for approXimately ten years. She works 24 

hours per week (or 48hours over a two-week pay period). Throughout their marriage, 

there was not an e:xpe<;tation that Gabrielle would work more than her present part

time employment. Gabriel1e enjoys her current employment and, during the marriage, 

Dennis encouraged Gabrielle to remain with Dignity Health.61 Gabrielle has not 

11 
! applied for any different employment since 2004. Gabrielle defined her income in her 

121 2016 FDF, wherein she represented that her average gross monthly in«>me was 

13l I $4,624.30. Gabrielle's 2016 FDF. After deductions, her net monthly income ·was 

11451.1. l $3,800. Id. 

16 
I In contrast ,\.>ith Gabrielle's income, defining De1mis' income for support . 

17 purposes is complicated. A comparison of his various FDFs filed ·with. the Court 

18. 
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illustrates the wide range of income reported by Dennis. For example, Dennis 

represented average gross monthly income of $66,666.66 in his February 2015 FDF. 

Hts repmted average gross monthly income increased to $600,310.40 in his May 

2015 FDF. Finally, Denn ls represented average gross monthly income of $61,538.48 

in his Febrnary 2016 FDP. Dennis' income and benefits of employment with DaVita 

61During the marriage, there was some consideration of Gabrielle attending law school 
(which went only so far as Gabrielle purchasing an LSAT study guide}. Even had she done so, 
the «success" of her legal career would be speculative. 
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1 

2 is summarized in the annual Proxy Statements he received from the United States 

3 Securities and Exchange Commission, which provide the following detailed summary:62 

4 

5 

6' 
l { 

7, 

81 
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12 
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141 
151 
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16 

I 
All Other I Year Salary Bonus Stock Options Non~cqtilty Total 

Awards Awards Incenrive Plan Compen- 1 
Compensation .satio11 

200$ 472,414 150,000 2,353,580 750,000 ll.109 3,737,103 

2009 628,855 250,000 4,230,240 950,000 772 6,059,867 

2010 727,075 1!8,000 2,377,500 2,364,780 I,500,000 l7,095 7,104,450 

2011 800,010 118,000 6,028,575 1,7:50,00Q 107,383 8_,803,968 

20i2 800,004 118,000 4,036;057 1,358,.'364 1,400.000 •15,877 7,758,302 

2013 r 800,004 
I 2,970,770 1,wo,000 90,042 4,960,812 

20H 800,000 200,000 667,422 1,860,796 6,142,500 104,792 9,775,510 

Dennis' base salary has remained relatively constant from 2011 through 20 I 4, 

His additional income is attributable to bonus income, stock awards, option a,vards, 

and othe:r incentive awards. This additimlal income is detennined by and at the 

17 j discretion of the DaVita Compensation Committee and is not awarded until March 
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of the foilowing year. Also, there appear to be fluctuations in awards from year-to

year. Dennis testified that the "days" of earning significant incentive based income 

t.: '1' are over. 

Upon review of the record, this Court recognizes the fluctuating nature of 

Dennis' incentive compensation awards in contrast with the relativc!J constant and 

consistent base salary and bonus income he has received for more than five years.63 

~
2Not reflected in the compensation summary above is Dennis' flight benefits with 

DaVita. Dennis' allocation of flight hours as one of his perquisites of employment ranged from 
zero in 2009 to a high of $106,61 l in 2011. Exhibits 93 and 95. 

63From 2008 through 2014, Dennis received bonus income totaling $954;000, for an 
average annual bonus of $136,000. How<.>Ver, excluding 2013 (which was the only year in 
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Moreovei:, from 2003 through 2009, this Coun notes that the panies' combined 

income from ''wages, salaries, tips" totaled $8,861,289, for an annual average 

cotnbined incomeofSI,265,898.43. This Court also takes into consideration the fact 

that the highest income earned by Dennis came at a. time that the marital relationship 

was broken and the parties had permanently separated. Without ascribing credit or 

blame, the delay in the parties divorcing has resulted in significant gro,"lth in the size 

of the overall marital estate. Although this Court does not accept Dennis' hypothetical 

10, 

11 
proposition that the marital estate to be divided in 2010 would have been $4 million 

12 j had he prosecuted his Complaint for Divorce (Mar. IO, 2010), thisCoun does accept 

13 I the argument that the amount Gabrielle will receive as part of the property division has 
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increased significantly during the five plus years that the parties have been 

permanently separated. 

Recognizing that this is not a need based spousal support case, this Court 

similarly (as v,rith Dennis' incentive compensation income) discounts the passive 

income that Gabrielle v..Ul earn from tlle property that she will receive as part of the 

property division. 64 Instead, this Court foc..uses on Dennis' base salary plus his average 

bonus income received from 2008 through 2012, .and 2014 and Gabrielle's income 

from her employment. Thus, this Court finds that Dennis' average gross monthly 

which a "b<>nus" was not reported pursuant to SEC filings), the annual average bonus was 
$159,000. 

6'!Unlike Sl!)'dfer, supra, this is not a situation in which Gabrielle will need to deplete or 
rely on tl,e principle amounts of her property award in the divorce for her support. Rather, 
Dennis testified that Gabrielle could earn at least four percent ( 4%) on the liquid amounts she 
wiH receive as part of this divorce. Gabrielle did not challenge Dennis' testimony or suggest 
any lowe.r rate of return. 
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income for purposes of support is $80,000, with average net monthly income of 

$58,000 (after deducting federal income taxes .and social security deductions). The 

TeS\1Iting difference in the parties' average monthly net incomes is $.54,200. 

(2} The nature and value of the respective property of each 
spouse and the award of property in the divorce to the spouse 
who would receive alimony. NRS 125.150(9)(b) and (j) 

Dennis proposes that he receive the majority of the non-liquid assets as part of 

the division of assets. This includes: {l) the residence in which Nadya and the 

children reside (the Oak Pass propeny); (2) the residence in which Dennis' parents. 

reside {San Vicente propeny}; and (3) the residence in which Dennis' brother's family 

reside (Canon Condo). Based on such a division, Dennis argued that Gabrielle would 

leave the marriage ,vi.th approximately $18,000,000 in cash and $2,000,000 in real 

est.ate. Dennis added that Gabrielle should be able to earn a reasonable rate of return 

of at least 4%. As such, Dennis projected that Gabrielle could earn between $500,000 

and $800,000 in passive income if Gabrielle invests the liquid assets ·with a 

convention.al investment house {or even with a bank).65 

Accordingto Gabrielle's FDFs, she spends between $180,000 and $240,000 per 

year. Her 2015 FDF {~.hibit XX) shows total monthly expenses of $15,255 per 

month, or $183,060 annually. Gabrielle acknowledged, however, that her expenses 

would likely be reduced slightly after the Lake Las Vegas residence was sold. Thus, 

65In support of this argument, Dennis cites to the parties' 2014 U.S. Individual Income 
Ta."'<. Return wherein the parties reported $133,666 in intere.<it. income, $60,099 in tax-exempt 
interest income, $284,303 in ordinary dividends, and $96,223 in qualified dividends, Exhibit 
.5. 
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Gabrielle does not "need" support to meet her expenses. Nevenheless, comparing the 

total income each party-will earn based on the history of their earnings during the past 

five years (combined. with the passive income Gabrielle likely will earn}, the record 

6 
t supports a finding that Dennis will continue ro earn more income annually than 

7 Gabrielle. 

8i 
f. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
! 

isl 
I 

16! 

171 
181 

191 
20 

21 I 
221 
23 

24 
ii 

251 
26 

27 
i 
' 28i 
I 

R~~~I 
'AMllY O!\'!SIO!I!, OEl'T Q I 
'1$1/1:GAS, IISVADA 89101 I 

I 

(3) The contribution of each spouse to any property held by the 
spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030. NRS J.25. l50(9)(c} 

This factor is not applicable in this case. 

( 4) The duration of the parties' marriage. NRS I 25. l 50(9)(d) 

The parties married on July 20, 1991. Thus, they have been m.mied for nea.rly 

25 years, which qualifies as. a long-term marriage. As a result, Gabrielle has relied on 

the continued e'dstence of their marriage for her suppon. However, it is not lost Oll 

this Court that the parties have not shared a harmonious marital relationship since 

approximately 2004. By no later than 2010, the parties were permanently separated. 

Further, as discussed throughout this Decree, this Court has determined that their 

marriage was irretrievably broken in 2004. Finally, this divorce action ·was initiated 

in December 2013. At that time, the parties had been married for 22 years. 

(5) Standard of living during the marriage. NRS 125.150{9)(f) 

The parties' standard of living is defined hy the historical earnings of the parties 

previously discussed. Again, although not need based, Gabrielle relied on the existence 

of the parties' marriage to maintain the standard of living achieved as a result of 

Dennis' income capacity. Without objection, Gabrielle followed Dennis' career 
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pursuits, which ·will result in Gabrielle leaving this marriage with more than $20 

million in assets. 

( 6) The career before the marriage of the spouse receiving 
alimony, NR.S 125. l50(9)(g) 

Both Gabrielle and Dennis had established a. degree of success in their respective 

careers beforetheir marriage. Although the parties followed Dennis' career throughout 

their marriage, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career materially suffered as a result 

of this mutual decision, or that she would be earning significantly more based on career 

subordination during the marriage. 

(7) The existence of specialized education or training or level of 
marketable sldlls attained by each spouse during marriage. 
NRS 125.150(9)(h) 

Although Dennis did not receive specialized education during the marriage, his 

career experiences laid the foundation for his role and position that he now enjoys at 

DaVita. Indeed, he acknowledged that his employment experience played a key role 

in "getting me to DaVita," and that his ability to remain with DaVita was something 

he "earned" through hard work and "getting results," At the same time, though to a 

lesser degree, Gabrielle remained employed throughout most of their marriage and 

benefitted from the job training she experienced at various places of employment and 

in various capacities. 

(8) The contribution of either spouse as a homemaker . NRS 
125. l 50(9)(i} 

This factor includes clements of career subordination, but it is not of significant 

impon in this matter. Gabrielle testified that, as between the parties, she was 
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primarily responsible for ,.are-tak.i11g duties of their various marital homes. Although 

the parries routinely employed house-cleaners, Gabrie11c would cook and care fortheir 

home. Ho\vever, this Coun does not find that Gabrielle served as a homemaker in a 

traditional sense. At no time did it appear that she avoided or terminated employment 

for the purpose of taking care of the parties' home. Although Gabrielle;s Brier cites 

sl . multiple cases discussing the significance of the career sacrifices of homemakers. many 
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of the citations involved full-time homemakers that. remained at home to manage the 

home and raise children. Such is not the case in this matt.er. 

Weighing and balancing the foregoing factors, this Court finds that Dennis 

should pay~pousal support to Gabrielle in the sum of $18,000permonth, fora period 

of 108 months, for a total of $1,944,000. Considering the length of the parties' 

separation, and recognizing that the support is not need based, this Coun funher 

concludes and finds that the support should be paid in a specified or lump sum 

amount so as lO disentangle the parties. NRS 125.I50(l)(a} and (5). Accordingly, 

applying a 4% discount rate (the rate of return commonly referenced in the record} to 

the periodic monthly sum of $18,000 per month for a period of l08 months, resuits 

in a present value lump slim amount of $1,630,292. This amount should be 

effectuated by awarding Gabrielle the sum of $1,630,292 from the UBS Resource 

Management Account ( account 127 45) awarded to Dennis. 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, and Conclusions of Law, and good 

cause appearing therefor, 
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-. -------------~-

It is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that .an absolute 

DECREE OF DIVORCE is hereby GRANTED and the bonds of matrimony are hereby 

4 s I DIS.SOLVED and the parties are returned to the status of single, unmarried 
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individuals, ,-vith Plaintiff henceforth knovm as GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFfl. 

It is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the assets and debts 

are divided pursuant to the Marital Balance Sheet attached hereto as Exhibit 1. In 

this regard, it is further ORDERED that the fo!lmving assets are confirmed to Gabrielle 

as her soie and separate property: 

( l) the residence and real property located at 21 Augusta Canyon Way, Las 

Vegas, Nevada; 

(2) the sum of $186,030 from the net sales proceeds realized from the sale 

of the Lake fas Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half (!/2) of any 

amount in e.xcess of or below net sales proceeds of $570,502); 

(3) the following bank and financial accounts: 

(a) the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America checking account (ending 

0129); and 

(b) one-half of the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America joint checking 

account (ending 6446); 

( 4) the follov,1ing investments: 

{a) the l.JBS Strategic Advisor account (no. 12743}; 

(b) the UBS Private Wealth Solutions account (no. 13134); 

(c) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 21076); 
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(5) 

(d) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 20329); 

(e) the Merrill Lynch CMA ac(l)unt (no. 10637); and 

(f) the Merrill Lynch CMA account (10093}; 

one-half {½) of the fractional community property interest in any 

incentive awards granted or awarded to Dennis associated ·with his 

employment prior to Febnrary 26, 2016, calculated based on th.e total 

time between the award or grant of the asset/a\.\ra.rd and the date on 

whid1 said asset/award vests or matures, with the Coun retaining 

ju1isdiction to "wait and see" whether post-divorce perfonnance 

conditions should be considered a.s part of the division; 

(6) one-half of the net sales proceeds realized from the sale of the 2015 

Ferrari; 

(7) the golf cart; 

(8) the folloi\ing retirement accounts:. 

(a) the Fidelity Dignity Health retirement account; 

(b) the sum of $289,409 from the DaVita Executive retirement plan; 

(c) the Merrill Lynch IRA { I 1040); 

(d) one-half of the Teleflex defined benefit pension plan, with this 

Court retaining jurisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; 

(9) one-half(½) of all credit card/travel reward points accumulated during 1 

the parties' marriage; and 
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(10) all of Gab1ie1Ie's furnishings, jewelry, clothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is further ORDERED that the follmvingassets are confirmed to Dennis as his 

sole and separate property: 

( 1) the following real properties: 

(2) 

(a) the sum of$384,472 from the net sales proceeds realized from the 

sale of the Lake Las Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half{½) 

of any amount in excess of or below net sales proceeds of 

$570,502); 

(b) the Oak Pass property; 

(c) the San Vicente property; 

(d) the Canon Condo; 

(e) the residence and real property located at 10776 Wilshire 

Boulevard; and 

(f) the nanny quarte~ located at l 0776 Wilshire Boulevard; 

the following bank and financial accounts: 

(a) one-half of the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America joint checking 

account (ending 6446); 

(b} the \.\Tells Fargo checking account (ending 5397}; 

(c) the \\Tells Fargo checking acco:unt {ending 8870); and 

(d) the Wells Fargo savings account (ending 6253}; 
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(3) the following investments: 

(a) the UBS Resource Management Account {account 12745); 

(b) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 18575): 

(c) the NEA investment; 

{ d) the Radiology Partners investment; 

(e} the iChill invest111ent; 

(f} any interest in the Pray for Ukraine/Winter movie; and 

(g} any interest in the Thomasina movie; 

( 4) Dennis, interest in any incentive awards through his employment with 

DaVita, less Gabrielle's one•half (½)interest in the fractional community 

property percent.age in any such incentive av,iards granted or awarded to 

Dennis associated with his employment prior to Fehruary 26, 2016, 

calculated based on the total time between the award or grant of the 

asset/award and the date on which said asset/award vests or matures, 

·with the Court retainingjurisdiction to "wait and see" whether post

divorce performance conditions should be considered as pan of the 

division; 

{ 5} the following automobiles: 

{a) the 2015 Bentley 12 cyl.; 

(d) the 2015 Bentley 8 cyl.; and 

{c) one-half of the net sales proceeds realized from the s~le of the 

2015 Ferrari; 
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(6) receivables due and ovnng from Kim Matthews, Bernie Kogod, Mitchell 

Kogod, and Sheldon Kogod; 

(7) the following retirement accounts: 

(a) the UBS Rollover IRA (46); 

{b) the sum of $13,427 from the DaVita Executive retirement. plan; 

( c) the Cha~e Cigna Health Savings account; 

(d) one-half of the Teleflex defined benefit pe11.sion plan, ,ivith this 

Court retaining )Urisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; and 

(e} the Voya DaVita retirement account; 

(8) the Principal life insur.ance policy; 

(9) the sapphire ring; 

( 10) one--balf (½) of aJI credit card/travel reward points accumulated during 

the parties' marriage; and 

(11) all of Pennis' furnishings, jewelry, clothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is further ORDERED th:;11 Gabrielle has the option of receiving as her assets 

the 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.) and the 2015 Bentley (8 cyl.) at the corresponding values 

she placed on the vehicles. It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle must make her 

election to receive these vehicles within 14 days of t11e entry of this Decree. It is 

further ORDERED that, if Gabrielle exercises this option, the Marit<1l Balance Sheet 
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shall be modified. to insert the corresponding values in Gabrielle's column of assets, 

\vith the totals recalculated to effectuate an equal division 

lt is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume, pay, and hold Gabrielle 

harmless from the outstanding amount owed on the UBS line of credit (which is 

treated as a community debt), 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle shall assume, pa.y and hold Dennis 

harmless from the follov.iing debts as her sole and separate responsibility: 

( l) the amount awed to Banana Republic (account ending 4713}; 

(2) the amount owed to Discover (account ending 5161 ); 

(3) the amount owed to Merrill Lynch AMEX (account ending 9677); 

(4) the amount owed to Kohl's (account ending 557); 

(5) the amount owed to Nordstrom (account ending 992}; 

( 6) the amount owed to TJX Rewards (account ending 6951 ); 

(7) the amount owed to LoveLoft Mastercard (account ending5363) and 

(8) the amount owed to Saks (account ending 688). 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume~ pay and hold Gabrielle 

harmless from the follm,ving debts as his sole and separate responsibility: 

( l) the am.otmt owed to American Express Centurion (account ending 3005}; 

(2) the amount owed to American Express Optima (account ending 2003}; 

(3) the amount owed to American Express Platinum (account ending 9008); 

(4) the amount owed to Mastercard Black Card (actount ending 1588}; and 

(5) the a.mount owed to Wells Fargo Visa (ae<::ount ending 1032). 
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1 with the preparation of any Qualified Domestic Relations Order(s) necessary to 

I effectuate the division of retirement accounts set forth herein. 
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j It is further ORDERED that, as part of the division of assets, the sum and 
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7,, amount o $4,087,863 is attributed as an asset to Dennis in the Court's E,x.hibit I. 
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It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle is awarded the sum and amount of 

$ J ,630,292 as a specified principal sum as and for spousal support, with said 

$1,630,292 paid from the UBS Resource Management Account (account 12745}. 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall pa.y to Gabrielle the sum of $19,500 

,vithin thirty (30) days of the entry of this Decree as and for sanctions associated \'I.1th 

his violation of the JPI. 

?~,.J 
DATED this t,;v day of August, 2016. 
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Cioffi"'.Kogod v. Kogod 
Marital Balance Sheet 

Property Value 
~ Net Commuttlly I &.lparate 

=A.,,ss..,.E,,,,T~S=~======,,+,.._-_-_-v_a-_1-u_e ____ ~':.1-=_-0e ___ ·b_t __ _,__v_a ... 1u_e _ _,__D_e __ n ..... 11_ls_.....__G .... ab_n_·e_ll_a_l,___0e_n_ni,_s_,__G_a_b_r:l __ e_lle""-....__ __ N_O_T_E_S ______ __J 
.oA$HIB:6~";(\q¢0'1;1~;§l.i'ttr.*t?i.Ji 

1 Bo1nk: of America Checking (129) $65,200 $0 .. ~~~.200 $65,200 ........ _ ....... Exhibit 141 
2 ·sa~-ofAmerlca "decking(S446} ......... ···---·-$1$~356 .. ·- ·-·· ,.$0 $18,356 ;9;\ 1e. $9,178 Exhibit 142 

3 Wells Fargo Checking (5397) . . $10,192 $0 . $10,192 $10,192 . . . . .. Exhibit MMMMM 

4 ~~lls .. Fargc Chec~.i~~ .'~8.:..0)_ .. ···-·- _ ........... J~2~,.. ··- . . .~:<> ... ~2.-~ ·- ..... -- .. J1~ ····· .... ·····- -··· ..... ········--- ··-···-·-····-·-- E.:hibit NNNNN 
5 Wells Farg9 $avings l6263) ~96 $0 $496 $496 Exhibit MMMMM 
6 $locked .account (Yacht) · · · · · ·- Placed in ues 45 per Anthem Report -+-------1----,-.--1-----.,-+-----,-'C'I 

Subtotal $94,673 $0 $94,673 $20,295 $74,378 $0 $0 

7 U8S Strategic Advisor (1274~) $6,033,694 $0 $6,033,694 $5,033,694 Exhibit JJjJJ 
8 UBSResourceMgt.Accounl(12745) $4,180,085 . . $0 $4,180,085 $4,180,085 . ·- .. Exhibi1KKKKK 
9 UBS Prtvate We11lth So!utlqn~(1;i134J $2,252,231 .. ·"- ... -$0 $2,252,231 . . .. .... . .. s·2;2si;2;fj .... - .......... , ..... ··-··-·-····· Exhibit LLLLL 

10 UBS Resource Mgt. Account (21078) $9,203,992 so ·$9,203,992 · · · ···· · .. · · · $9.,203,992 .---··--·-·· ····· ···· ·--·- Exhibit 11111 
11 UB$ Resour~ tv!Jgt. Account (18575) $95,056 $0 .... ··-·$90.000· -·-·ssa;-066 .......,_,,., .......... _.,. ____ -------. - - -----.. ··~-.· ... Exhi~it FFFFF 

12 USS Resource Mgt. A.cr..ount (20329) $1,232.061 $0 $1,232,061 · · · $1,232,061 Exhibit 144; Stip. & Order (8110/2016) 
13 Merrill Lynch CMA (10537) -: $496,802 $0 $496~ - . $496~ Exhibit 143 
14 Mei-rii1 Lyrich .CMA(10093)···········--·- --- "'sis2:02s . .. .. $0 ...... "$'iau525 ·-············:··----1--······ .. ·s:foio2s -·········· ....... ·-··. •.• Exhibit 1.43 

Subtotal $23,775,946 $0 $23775,946 $4,275,141 $18,268,744 $0 $1,232,051 

15 !'f.?~.!~~e~~fl)e_ryl _______________ . --· _ -·· .. ~9.?'!!!~~~ .. ·····-······!_q ·-···---~~~~ ..... ...... ~~!~-~~ ___ ·-········---·-··· __ .............. _ ..... . .. Dennis & Gabrielle's Briers 

16 Radiologr,_£'~~!!.!:!.~. . .. ~ ................. $150,0.Q.q .. -------~~ ~115.Q:p<.)_O ..• ~1..~Q.!JO.~ ..... ___ ·····- ····--···-·-·····--···-s··-·····-· Anthem~epo111'.7 
"\7 !chill $150,000 $0 $150,000 $i50;000 . Dennis & Gabrielle's 8rlef'II 
18 Prayf1)rUkraineNVinterMovie · $81,000 · $0 $81,000 · $81;000 · ·.· · . · · Denni:.&Gabrielle'i;Srief& 
19 Thomasina Movie ·-- $100,000 $0 $100,000 $100,000'.. · ·:-'"" D'$r111is & Gabrielle's Brl&ra 

Subtotal $1,460,388 $0 $"1,460,388 $1,460,388 $0 SD $0 

20 Business Loan (Kim Matthews) $25,00() ~Q _____ $25,000 . ~2~i~ .... . . . .. .. ~ ----···· ··-- ______ Dennis a Gabrielle's Briefs 
21 Personal loan (Bernie Kogod) - . $2!;,000 .$0 $25,000 $25,000 Dermis & Gabrielle's Brief!\ -··--·········-··-····--············-:··· ···-···---- --················- ···-·-- . . ....................... ;~-----~-······· ·······--!----·-·--~ --
22 But1lness loan (Mitchell Kogod) $178,000 $0 $118,000 $178.000 Oennit&.Gabrlelle's artefll 
23 Perso~al loan (Sheldon Koaodl $25,000 $0 $is,ooo,-. $25,000 . ·- . .. . . . Denni~ & G~brielle's Briefs 

Subtotal $253,000 $0 $253,000 $253,000 $0 $0 $0 
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Prooertv Value 

ASSETS 
.------.......-----11 Net 

Vaiue Debt Valu.e 

____ c_ommunitv 

Dennis -· Gabl'ieUe Dennis _.._G __ a_b,..ri_e_ne_.._, __ N"'-0'-T'""E_S ______ __,,j[ 

24 28 Via Mira Monte, Henderson $1 .400,000 $829,498 $570,502 $384,472 $186.,03!? .•• _ .......................... -·-· --·· . To be S()ld w/ proQleds dlVldetl 
25 97,160a~.f~.!'t~d. B~).l~!!YJ'!~I~.: [ .. jifai:io:ooo ·:~~--~]f~-~.!)~P.;~~ ...... ~.~ .. ~Q~~ .:~.-: ..... _ .. S1te Decree 

El~~~~;·:·····• J=·:;~~~f ~-~~:~ :-=:==:. -~·~~~:~~ ~1;:~~E~:: 
Subtotat ___________ _J $15,356,278 $829,498 $14,526,780 $8,350,689 $186,030 $3,615,os, .12,375,000 

~$'.-Gsi~sa<ii.!'{EA;:t(;Nru::&-et.t~'I:: t~Jttr~:Jrti~t-
31 201$ Bentley 12 cyl. $255,000 $0 $255,QOO $255,000 
32 2015 Benlley a cyl..(Nadya's) $205,000 $0 $205,000 $205,000 ..... 
33 2015fe.rrairi 458 ... ,. - . . . . ....... )°276,675 1 

................ _$0 -·-·· $276,675 .. . $13ii.'3:fr .. $138,337 . . ...... - .. -· .. ,. ......... Sold & proceeds divided; Ei<. CCCCCC 
. ~ . --

Subtotal $73~!675 ,_ ___ $0 $736,675 $5~8.337 $138,337 $0 $0 

tP.J:85'.<:J.N'~tt'JJ:illOP!iltGt~(-~.'Ai.Jiiflll:,_.._. ___ ...,... _________ ,__ ____ ,.._ ____ ...,... _____ ...., ____ ..., 
34 Furniture (Dennis) $0 . . . . . . . . ...... -........... - ___ ,. ________ , ............... _ 1: ~~~~~;eu~;bb~) . . ........... ---··-. ........... -- .... : ... " ................... :b. .. . ................... _____ .. _,,., ........ -- ---------
37 S!ifphire Rln_u ........ _ . . $14,000 $0 $14,000 . $14,000 ....................... _ ~ --.. ---· ..... --·--· .. ···-·- _ 

i! ~;;;;;;;.;:::.~ :: ...... .:::·_:=::··~ =-~:: ~--·- e- .......... · .·~ " ~---·-!! .......... , __ ,. ____ """-·"' ....... :. -~·~ -~ ·:.=:---=-::::·.::_·~- ,_ ·-··· ........... ~:::: :::::~ 

Subtotal $14,000 SO $14,000 $14,000 $0 $0 $0 

40 Principal ....... .......... ,-· ........... $20,500 ........... , .... $0 ·-·- $20,500 . _ ... $20,5.~0 Exhibit xxxxx 

Subto~I $20,500 .$0 $20,500 $20,500 $0 
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ASSETS Val~ Debt 
Net 

Value 

ProDertY Value 
Communitv Separate 

Dennis Gabrielle l tl&nnla Gabrielle NOTES 

41 DaVita Mullen TBG ~?9:?.,,8-~~ SO $302,836 $13.4.27 $289.409 ExhlbltZZZZZ 
42 Teleflex Perisio"ri0($99Simonth) ········ ........... -······----- - -··-··- - .... ... .. ···---·-·-.. · · __ ·-.·--·~----~·-··· .... Define¢ benerit plan: dMda equeHy 

43~Fidelily Dignity Health . . ·stfa:S-93 - ··-····-so ···- -$69,693 .. $69,693 - ···- . See Cloi;Jng Briefs 
44 Ch~Se c;gr,a Hea·1,h·saViOQS ........ ' - $1,.882 . so $1 t882 $1 fS82 -· . . -·----· ··~······ Exhibit AAAAAA 

45MerriHLynchlRAc11040} ···--·s1·55.4·7e-----$Q·--~ $f56~4-75·· . . · i.. .. $156,476. ··-·· --·-Exhibit1.43 

48 UBSRo(loverfRA(46) . $113,296 . $0. $113,296 . $113,2\16 . . • . . ······-········· Exhl!lit/JDDDO 
47 Voya DaVita Retirement Savings !,3_6_6.a.,9._7_3+-· ___ ·$0--+ __ $_3_86 .... ,_97_3-i--..;.$3_8'--6 ... ,9..,7_3-.._..._,_...,...,.....~----+----Exhlbit YYYYY 

Subtotal $1,031,156 $0 $1,031,156 $515,578 $515,578 $0 $0 ,_, ______ _._ ___ ___, 

48 Dennis $4,087.863 
,__s_u_b_to_ta_1 _________ $'!_~087,863f 

$01 $4,087,8631 $4,087,8631 
$01 $4,087,8631 $4.087,863[ 

I 
$01 

I 
$01 

!See Decree 

$Of 

lffitALMSETs:>,· ;,_ .. _ :1 f!e,a30,479I $829,iyaj $4S,ooo,9a1I $19,59(t~11 :s1s,1s3,offi3:s.s1s,oe1I $3,607,os1j 

I 
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----------------------------------··················-

Value 
Net 

Va!ue 

OebtValue 
Commun Separate 

1---De-n-n~is...;;.;;.;..;,;;.;.;.;.;_G""ab_r_le_ll_e-1---0-e_n_ol'""'"s · Gabrielle NOTES 

·--+--$'-4;...;1;.;c.2•:..,7;;.;23+------,.,+----·!-----IExhiblt AAMA 
i.....;;..;;... __________ ......, ___ __._-'----'-_.._ ___ _.__'""'$4'--12.?_23_,_ ____ $ __ 0,,,_ __ --'$;..:0....__..,.....--e.$'-'O 

50 Banana Republic Visa (4713) _____ -------·---· $30~ ....... - .. -..... $308 Exhibit 133 
51 Discover (5161) ..... ____ ........ _. ____ . .. .. . $2,435 ··-·---- _ .......... _ ...... __ ,_ · : ... :- ___ .... $~?435 E><llibit 134 

52 ,K<>hl'.~{~57) ____ ...... _ . ·-- ···--··"'""''••·--~--.. _J_Q ---· .. ... ... . ............. ------··-··-·· _ ....... $0 Eichbiit 136 
53 LoveLoft Mastercardj~.36~ ........ -- ____ ...... ,. _ • !?~ .. __ . ______ .,_ ~-.. - ........ _ ..... - ......... ---------· ... __ .. ___ ..... $29 Exhibit 1.32 
54 Merrill Lynch AMEX (9677) $392 $392 Exhibil 138 
55 Nordstrom (992} $319 · · · ·· -··- ·- ·------------...... ~ S3frl Exhibit 139 

i-,-'..-. ...... •--••-'-•-'•U•-• - •' • .,- ... •~•••-- .. •-•••••• ., .... --~----•• -••-••.••••••~ ""••• • -oO,,•o-u •••.-•• - ...... ,, .. , ... -,-r--••--•--•-- --••••••u••uu,~•• '-- ---··• ', ..... 

56 Nieman Marcus $0 $0 
57 AMEX ¢'ei'itu0ricin.(3005t···-·· ., __ ... . ... . . . . . . -"'"si0:a'7'1-··-·-·---- ............. __ ,, ____ "" .. . .... -- ... ''i1'ci,a11 . . .. -. . -.... - Exhibii sssss 
58 AMEX Optima (2003} . . ·- ·- $18,425 . . . $18.425 . -- Exhibit uuuuu 
59 AMEX Plaiinum (9008) . . . $555 _ . _ $555 Exhlblt.QOQQQ 

60 Mastercard B1ar::k Cafd (1588) · $20,194 $20,194 ExhibitWWWWW 
61 weiisFargo"vfsA(1-032).. ... . .. · . ... ___ ... _ ............. ----$15,'351 -·-· ..... · ................................. ~ .. -... - . --_:~ =---$1s:ae1 ,__ ______ -Exhibit P?PPP 

S3 Saks (688) ._ . _ $289 _ . . ..... .. .. ... .•. .... $2139 Gaprielle's Brief 
64 ,'jx' Rewards-(69ifff'""""' _____ " .... .. ..... ,_ ___ $620 ....................... .... . ...... "iifao Gabrielle's Brief 

Subtotal $69,798 SO $0 $65.406 $4,392 

~82,521! $412,7231 $OJ 

ff $19,183,oeai = $12,,183,06711 $3,549,655)1 $3,602,66@1 

ff $1lj 
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OPP 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 011878 

5 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

6 Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

8 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

9 DISTRICT COURT 

Electronically Filed 
10/12/201612:41:40 PM 

' 
~~.~~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
10 GABRJELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 

11 Plaintiff, 
12 V. 

13 DENNIS KOGOD, 

14 
Defendant. 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

15 11----------------___J 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF 
DECREE OF DIVORCE AND FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF AND COUNTERMOTION 

FOR ATfORNEY'S FEES 

DATE OF HEARING: October 18, 2016 
TIME OF HEARING: 8:30 a.m. 

COMES NOW Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ("Gabrielle"), by and through her 

attorneys Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Garima Varshney, Esq. of the firm of Radford J. Smith, Chartered, 
22 

23 and submits the following points and authorities in Opposition to Defendant, DENNIS KOGOD's 

24. ("Dennis") Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and Other Related Relief and 

25 countennoves for attorney's fees pursuant to EDCR 7.60. 

26 

27 

28 

-1-
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2 

3 

This Opposition and Countermotion is mad.c a:nd based upon fhe points and authorities attached 

hereto, and any evidence or oral argument adduced at the time of the hearing of this matter. 

I D.ATEJ) this l'- day of October; 2016, 
4 r , · 

5 
I RADFORD.· J. SJll_.· ITH, CHARTERED . a 11 ---· 

6 Hy: · / /,. ·· .1 

RA.DFOR . SMITH, ESQ. 
7 Nevada s· Bar No. 002791 

2470St. RoseParkv,·ay, Suite 206 
g Henderson, Nevada 89074 I 
9 Attorney for Plaintiff ! 

10 I., .1 

11 INTRODUCTION 
u I 

On August 23, 2016, Dennis filed a Notice of Appeal of the Court's Findingli of Fact, I 
G I 
14 

; Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divotce ("Decree of Divorce") entered on August 22, 2016. The j 

15 !1 Court\: decision is composed of 114 pages, and provides dear citation to th.e evidence upon which it' 
d 

16 11 mad:e its findings, and the law upon which it based its condusj(.)IlS~ The law in many iru."tances is clear 
I . 

p! 
· j and applicabie Nevada precedent 

l& 

]9 

20 

21 

Dennis's docketing statement filed as part of his appeal suggests that he is challenging the 

Court's award of alimony to Gabrielle, the Cout:t's order awarding Gabrielle an unequal division of 

co1nmunity property, and the award of sanctions to Gabrielle based on alleged violations of the Joint 

22 · PreEmlnary Injuncti<m {JPI) by Dennis. His docketing statement further indicates, "vithout explanation, 

23 

24 

25 

that he is challenging the Comt's decision to admit the Anthem· Forensic expert reports, and an order 

directing Dennis. to pay Gabrielle's expert fees that has not been entered. Si:e A:ppella:nt's Docketing·· 

26 
I Statement filed September 12, 20 I 6. Dermis has now moved to enter a stay of the Decree of Divorce• 

27 I pursuant to NRAP B{a)(l )(A). 

I 
ZS !I 

I 
! 
l 

-2-
t 

i 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

JI 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Dennis seeks a stay of distribution of the funds granted to Gabrielle for alimony, unequal 

distribution, and sanction. As addressed below, the factors upon which the Rules of Appellate 

Procedure state that the Court should consider in addressing Dennis's request for s~y do not support his 

request. 

II. 

DENNIS' CANNOT DEMONSTRATE A NEED FOR THE STAY UNDER THE DESIGNATED 
FACTORS 

NRAP (8) reads in relevant part: 

(a) Motion for Stay 

(1) Initial Motion in the District Court. A party must ordinarily move first in the 
district court for the following relief: 

(A) a stay of the judgment or order of, or proceedings in, a district court pending 
appeal or resolution of a petition to the Supreme Court or Court of Appeals for an 
extraordinary writ; 

(B) approval of a supersedeas bond; or 

(C) an order suspending, modifying, restoring or granting an injunction while an 
appeal or original writ petition is pending. 

(b) Stays in Civil Cases Not Involving Child Custody 

(1) Whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be defeated if the stay is 
denied; 

(2) 'Whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay is 
denied; 

(3) Whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer irreparable or serious injury 
if the stay is granted; and 

( 4) Whether appellant/petitioner is likely to prevail on the merits in the appeal or writ 
petition. 

The stated factors do no support Dennis' s motion. 

-3-
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14 
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16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 
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25 

26 

27 

28 

(l) Whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be defeated if the stay is denied; 

Dennis seeks to avoid the distribution of monies granted to Gabrielle under the Court's order. 

As Dennis has pointed out, Gabrielle will receive sufficient additional funds so there is little or no 

chance that she will spend sufficient monies to preclude her from transferring money back to Dennis in 

the unlikely event of a reversal. 

(2) Whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay is denied; 

Dennis argues that "if the stay is not granted he could suffer irreparable or serious injury 

because Gabrielle could spend the money and/or make it difficult to collect the money if Dennis 

prevails on appeal." See Dennis' Motion, page 4, lines 9-10. Nothing in the Court's findings or 

Gabrielle's history suggests she will spend money :frivolously, or hid money from Dennis or the Court. 

The Court found: 

Dennis also pointed out that Gabrielle was free to spend money on any hobby or pursuit 
and that he never imposed any limitations on her spending or criticized her spending. 
Neither did Dennis monitor Gabrielle's spending. In short, Gabrielle was never restricted 
in her spending or her access to money. The record reflects, however, that Gabrielle did 
not spend extravagantly. To the contrary, she would inform Dennis of transactions as 
small as gifting a washer and dryer. (citing Exhibit "20" (October 21, 2011 message from 
Gabrielle inquiring: "Jennifer needs a washer. Okay for her to have ours?'')) 

See Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce ("Decree of Divorce") entered on 

August 22, 2016, page 67, lines 8 through 17. The Court's findings, and evidence submitted at trial, 

show that throughout the parties' twenty-four (24) year marriage, Gabrielle was extremely frugal in her 

spending while Dennis spent monies on girlfriends, lifestyle and dalliances which continued even after 

being served with the Joint Preliminary Injunction. Gabrielle will have the sums available to pay 

Dennis in the event of a reversal. 

Further, Dennis has not identified an "irreparable injury." In Dixon v. Thatcher, 103 Nev. 414, 

415, 742 P.2d 1029, 1029-30 (1987), the court noted that with respect to injunctive relief, irreparable 

-4-
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

harm is harm for which compensatory damages would be inadequate, such as the sale of a home at 

trustee's sale, because real property is unique. That notion is applicable here; Dennis will not suffer 

irreparable harm because he challenges an award of funds. 

Dennis argues that he will suffer irreparable injury or harm because Gabriele may owe Dennis a 

large amount of interest that may not be feasible for her pay. Again, the facts of this case evidence that 

Gabrielle will handle the distribution funds that she receives in a prudent and reasonable manner, and 

she will be able to pay any amounts she is ordered to pay after appeal, if any. 

(3) fVhether respondent/real party in interest will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay 

is granted; and 

The presumption underlying the motion is that Gabrielle has sufficient funds, and will not be 

prejudiced if some of those funds are limited to a blocked account. Gabrielle is prejudiced by her 

inability to access or use those funds. She has been granted a judgment, and if she is not going to 

realize the use of the funds granted, then she should be afforded legal interest on funds held, if any. 

The effect of a stay is no different that Dennis not paying the judgment granted. 

(4) Whether appellant/petitioner is likely to prevail on the merits in the appeal or writ petition. 

In Hansen v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 116 Nev. 650, 6 P.3d 982 (2000), the Nevada Supreme 

Court held that although, when moving for a stay pending an appeal or writ proceedings, a movant does 

not always have to show a probability of success on the merits, but the movant must ''present a 

substantial case on the merits when a serious legal question is involved and show that the balance of 

equities weighs heavily in favor of granting the stay." (quoting Ruiz v. Estelle, 650 F.2d 555, 565 (5th 

Cir. 1981)). Here, the equities of the case strongly support the Court's findings granting alimony, 

determining an amount of "community waste" and sanctioning Dennis. 

-5-
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A. Community Waste 

During the last ten years of the parties' marriage, Dennis maintained a surreptitious physical 

and emotional relationship with Nadya Khapsalis. He fathered two children with Khapsalis through in 

vitro fertilization. He transferred millions of dollars of community funds for the benefit of Khapsalis 

and the children. Gabrielle, through her experts, Anthem Forensics, provided a meticulous accounting 

of Dennis's deceptive waste, dissipation, and improper gifting of community property in violation of 

his fiduciary duty to Gabrielle, Nevada statute, and the JPI. The district court correctly found that 

Dennis hid his conduct and spending from Gabrielle through deception, artifice and fraud, made false 

promises to the district court to provide an accounting of his community waste, and submitted 

knowingly false statements to the district court to protect his relationship with another one of his 

mistresses, the "other other woman," Jennifer Steiner. Gabrielle submits that those findings (and 

frankly, all of the Court's factual findings) were supported by substantial evidence, including Dennis's 

admissions. 

After careful review of the testimony of the parties, the parties' experts, and the expert report, 

the Court found that Dennis had spent or transferred approximately $4,000,000 in community waste1
, 

and found "compelling reason" for an unequal distribution of property in Gabrielle's favor. On appeal, 

Dennis seeks reversal of that finding. 

Dennis's primary argument at trial on this issue was that Dennis's transfers, gifts and spending 

identified as waste by the experts Gabrielle presented, Joseph Leauanae and Jennifer Allen of Anthem 

Forensics was not "material" due to Dennis's wealth. His expert, Richard Teichner, posited (without 

citation to any authority) that Dennis could have spent money on more than one girlfriend, which he 

did, and that spending would not be waste if it was not "material" in relation to Dennis's income. The 

district court did not agree with that position, and that position contradicts basic Nevada law. Dennis 

-6-

09154 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

ostensibly argues on appeal that Nevada law does not support the Court's position on waste. The 

district court expressed the basis for its order by citation to Nevada statute and case law that supports its 

finding that the "corrununity waste" it found was a basis for an unequal di,.,,ision. Gabrielle and her 

counsel believe that Dennis has little chance of demonstrating that the Comt' s order is not supported by 

substantial evidence. 

Gabrielle has, however, filed a cross-appeal for a portion of the district court's analysis limiting 

the period for which Gabrielle could recover expenditures that the district court deemed waste. In her 

cross-appeal, Gabrielle also seeks an interest on the funds spent by Dennis. That cross-appeal, 

however, does not require a stay of the Court's order. 

B. Alimony 

The district court correctly found that including Dennis's average annual income for the five 

years from 2011 through 2015 was $13,975,268.90 ($1,164,605.00 per month). It further correctly 

found that Gabrielle's average gross monthly income was $55,491.60 per year ($4,624.30 per month). 

The district court found that the training, skill and acumen Dennis acquired throughout the marriage 

community afforded him an income (millions of dollars per year) that Gabrielle could never hope to 

achieve. Despite the wide gap in the parties' income, the district court awarded Gabrielle only $18,000 

per month in alimony for 108 months (9 years). The district court ordered that the alimony be paid in 

lump sum with a 4% discount rate. 

Dennis alleges that Gabrielle has no "need" for alimony and therefore, the district court's order 

regarding lump sum alimony should be reversed. "Need" as a driver of alimony has not been the 

standard in Nevada for nearly 20 years, and is not one of the criteria for alimony in the defining Nevada 

statute. See, Nevada Alimony: An Important Policy in Need of a Coherent Policy Purposse, Hon. 

David A. Hardy, 9 Nev. L.J. 325 (2009). 

1 "Community" waste is a colloquial term for a much broader concept of transfers, spending and gifts that Judge Duckworth 

-7-
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There is no common law right of alimony. Freeman v. Freeman, 79 Nev. 33, 378 P.2d 264 

(1963). A Nevada district court's right to grant alimony is confined to the statutory law set forth NRS 

125.150. NRS 125.150(1) states that in granting a divorce, the court "[m]ay award such alimony to 

the wife or to the husband, in a specified principal sum or as specified periodic payments, as appears 

6 just and equitable." 
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19 
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Dennis will ask that the Supreme Court find that once a party has sufficient income from assets 

to meet his or her "need," no court should award alimony. Nothing about Nevada law in the last 

approximately 20 years, and modern divorce law, supports that position. The principles of property 

division and alimony are different. In Rodriguez v. Rodriguez, 116 Nev. 993, 996-97, 13 P.3d 415,417 

(2000): 

The legislature also chose to separately address alimony and community property division. This 
is significant because for the first time the legislature clarified that different considerations exist 
for each. Alimony is to be awarded according to principles of what is "just and equitable." 
Community property is to be divided equally unless a specifically stated compelling reason 
exists for making an unequal division. 

In Shydler v. Shydler, 114 Nev. 192, 954 P .2d 3 7 (1998) the court held: 

Alimony is an equitable award serving to meet the post-divorce needs and rights of the former 
spouse. It follows from our decisions in this area that two of the primary purposes of alimony, at 
leastin marriages of significant length, are to narrow any large gaps between the post-divorce 
earning capacities of the parties, and to allow the recipient spouse to live as nearly as fairly 
possible to the station in life enjoyed before the divorce. 

Id. at 198, 954 P.2d at 40 [citations omitted; emphasis supplied]. 

Courts and commentators have recognized this view of alimony as arising out of the Jong-term 

commitment ofa spouse to the career of the other. In Gardner v. Gardner, 110 Nev. 1053, 881 P.2d 

645 (1994) the parties had been married for 27 years at the time of divorce. The wife had worked 

while the husband received his education during which he obtained two degrees. The husband 

received military training ac; a pilot during the marriage, and then went to work for an airline as a 

addressed in great detail in his findings. 
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commercial airline pilot. The wife worked as a teacher during the marriage, and at the time of divorce 

she was earning $43,000.00 per year. During the marriage, the wife followed the husband when he 

moved to advance his career. At the time of divorce, he was earning $75,000.00 per year. Id. at I 055, 

881 P.2d at 646. The district court awarded the wife alimony for two years, $1300.00 per month in the 

first year, and $1,000.00 per month in the second year to achieve "parity" in the two incomes by 

permitting the wife to pursue additional education. Both parties appealed the findings. 

Upon appeal, the husband argued that the court had abused its discretion in equalizing the 

incomes of the parties by the support, and that the wife was "tenured and comfortable" in her career, 

and did not "need" his support. The wife sought a longer period of support due to the parties' disparate 

earning capacities, her support of her husband's career, and the sacrifices to her career. The Gardner 

court rejected the :findings of the trial court, and in a somewhat unusual move, set the alimony at 

$1000.00 per month for 12 years inste.ad of remanding the issue to the trial court. 

At the center of the Gardner court's decision was its distinction between the concept of 

rehabilitative alimony and equitable alimony. The Gardner court observed that the alimony awarded 

by the district court was designed to provide additional education to the wife to bring her closer to 

economic parity. Id at 1057-1058, 881 P.2d at 647-648. The Gardner court observed, however, that 

such support was "in addition" to equitable support, and thus did not address the economic disparity 

brought about by the ·wife's subordination of her career to that of her husband. Tellingly, the court 

stated, 

· Ruth and Brian were married for twenty-seven years. Ruth continually sacrificed in 
order to promote Brian's career desires and opportlmities. Although she was able to 
further her own education in the process, the benefits she derived therefrom within the 
context of marriage were substantially diluted when the marriage bond was severed. The 
magnitude of Ruth's contribution to the community over many years is not fairly 
recognized by the two-year alimony award she received when the marriage was 
terminated. 
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Id. The focus of the equitable alimony in Gardner can be fairly characterized as a return on the wife's 

investment to the career of the husband. The Nevada Supreme Court's recognition of these principles 

placed it finnly in the camp of the contract theorists of alimony. As eloquently summarized by Judge 

Posner: 

[Alimony] is a method ofrepaying the wife (in the traditional marriage) her share of the 
marital partnership's assets. Often the principal asset to which the wife will have 
contributed by her labor in the household or in the market . .. [ such as when a wife 
supports her husband while he is in graduate school] is the husband's earning capacity. 
This is an asset against which it is difficult to borrow .... So it might be infeasible for the 
husband to raise the money necessary to buy back from the wife, in a lump sum, as 
much of the asset as she can fairly claim is hers by virtue of her contributions; instead he 
must pay her over time out of the stream of earnings that the asset generates. 

Richard A. Posner, Economic Analysis of the Law, 151 (7th Ed. 2007). 

The contract theory ostensibly espoused in the Shydler and Gardner decisions is in direct 

contrast to the "needs" based alimony decisions that preceded them. In his analysis of those decisions, 

which he numbers at 28 spanning 114 years, Judge Hardy posits that the decisions are of "little 

contemporary value because none explain why one spouse must support a former spouse after the 

marriage has ended." Hardy, 9 Nev. L. J. at 339-340. Judge Hardy concludes his analysis by finding 

that "need" based alimony determinations are "pervasive but trending downward" and that "economic 

loss" alimony is trending upward. He concludes by arguing: 

Under Nevada law, economic loss resulting from career subordination may be cured by 
a disproportionate property division, rehabilitative alimony, or permanent alimony. 
Economic loss resulting from the indivisibility of the payor spouse's career asset may be 
cured by rehabilitative or pennanent alimony, but the published decisions suggest the 
return on career investment is influenced by the recipient spouse's economic needs. 
Economic loss resulting from reliance upon the continuation of marriage may be cured 
by permanent alimony, but virtually every Nevada decision in this regard contains a 
component of economic need. The tools for better alimony awards nominally exist, but 
they come without an all-encompassing instruction manual. The concept of alimony as 
an entitlement ba')ed upon economic loss should dominate in future legislation and 
decisional authorities. 

Id at 345. 
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Judge Hardy's prediction of the trend of modern alimony follows the continued citation by the 

Nevada Supreme Court to its holding in Shydler that one of the two purposes of alimony in a lengthy 

marriage is to "narrow any large gaps between the post-divorce earning capacities of the parties." See, 

e.g., Devries v. Gallia, 128 Nev. Adv. Rep. 63, 290 P.3d 260,264 (2012 

Here, Gabrielle's community share of the property exceeds $20M in value. Dennis, therefore, 

argues that she has no conceivable need for support. The Nevada Supreme Court's now universal 

recognition of the two component goals of alimony in divorce after long term marriages is a 

recognition that alimony is not based on only need, and inherent in its finding in Shydler that 

"[ a]limony is an equitable award serving to meet the post-divorce needs and rights of the former 

spouse." Shydler, 114 Nev. at 198,954 P.2d at 40. 

The argument that Gabrielle's acquisition of her portion of community property will meet her 

"lifestyle" needs presents a myopic view of lifestyle. Here, when judging the parties pre-divorce 

lifestyle, the district court recognized that not only has Dennis's lifestyle been wildly expensive and 

rich, the parties have saved millions of dollars in investments and cash due to Dennis's large earnings. 

That savings and investment was part of the established lifestyle of the parties over a period of many 

years. Without alimony, Gabrielle's approximately $55,000 per year income will allow nothing close 

to the substantial savings and investment that arises from Dennis' average income of $12,629,873 over 

the last five years. 

The second component of the Shydler elements compensate Gabrielle for the "career asset" 

De1mis acquired in the marriage. The district court correctly found tliat Gabrielle followed Dennis to 

support his career and to support him even through the embarrassment, bizarre behavior, and shame he 

put her through. The district court found that during the term of the parties' marriage, Dennis's career 

went from a regional sales director for Pilling, a company that sells surgical products, to the dual role 
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of Chief Operating Officer of DaVita, Inc., a Fortune 500 company with 55,000 employees, and Chief 

Executive Officer International and President of Healthcare Partners. His rise in DaVita occurred over 

the last approximately 16 years of the parties' marriage. 

Gabrielle has filed a cross-appeal asserting that even though the district court correctly awarded 

Gabrielle alimony, the award of alimony was not based upon Dennis' current income. Dennis placed 

himself in the position of earning an average of approximately $12.6M per year by acquiring and 

honing marketable skills during the parties' community. Gabrielle did not advance her career, and her 

income is flat at around $55,000 per year as a nurse consultant. The gap in their average incomes is 

approximately $12,500,000 on average. Gabrielle's cross-appeal, however, does not necessitate a stay 

of the Court's order. 

C. The District Court's Award of Sanctions 

Gabrielle served Dennis with a Joint Preliminary Injunction (JPI) on May 15, 2014. The JPI 

prohibits either party from: 

Transferring, encumbering, concealing, selling or otherwise disposing of any of the 
joint, common or community property of the parties or any property which is the 
subject of a claim of community interest, except in the usual course of business or for 
the necessities of life, without the written consent of the parties or the permission of the 
court. 

Both Lofgren and Futterman hold that violation of the JPI can constitute community waste, and can 

justify a finding of "compelling reason" for an unequal division of community assets. Under the 

definition of the JPI in EDCR 5.85, the injunction is "enforceable by all remedies provided by law 

including contempt." 

Dennis ignored the prohibitions of the JPI, apparently believing they do not apply to wealthy 

individuals who can pay the other spouse money to make up for spending and transfers in violation of 

the JPI. The district court correctly found that Dennis's expenditures (that the Court specifically 

detailed) were not expenditures that met the JPI criteria of "necessities of life" or ''usual course of 
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business." The district court found that after the issuance of the JPI, Dennis spent more than $10,000 

on thirty-nine (39) individual transactions that totaled $1,486,452 of community funds on his 

girlfriends, lifestyle, and dalliances even after being served with the JPI. The court sanctioned Dennis 

$500 for each of the 39 violations, for a total of $19,500. Gabrielle submits that Dennis's income, his 

duplicity with the Court, and his complete disregard of the JPI should have led to a substantially greater 

award of sanctions under EDCR 7.60, (that does not limit the amount of sanction). Dennis's challenge 

to the Court's order granting sanctions is highly unlikely to succeed. 

III. 

GABRIELLE SHOULD BE AWARDED ATTORNEY'S FEES FOR HAVING TO RESPOND 
TO DENNIS'S MOTION 

Gabrielle should be awarded attorney's fees for having to respond to Dennis's frivolous Motion. 

The Court has continuing jurisdiction in a post-trial matter to award attorney's fees under NRS 

125.150(3). Love v. Love, 114 Nev. 572, 581, 959 P.2d 523, 529 (1998). 

The Court may further award sanctions under EDCR 7.60(b), as follows: 

lbe court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, impose upon an attorney or a 
party any and all sanctions which may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable, 
including the imposition of fines, costs or attorney's fees when an attorney or a party 
without just cause: 
(1) Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a motion which is obviously 
.frivolous, unnecessary or unwarranted. 
(2) Fails to prepare for a presentation. 
(3) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs unreasonably and 
vexatiously. 
(4) Fails or refuses to comply with these rules. 
(5) Fails or refuses to comply with any order of a judge of the court. 

(Emphasis added.) 

NRS 18.010 permit the entry of fees and sanctions for a parties' bad faith claims. 

In Miller v. Wilfong, the Court held that 

Second, while it is within the trial court's discretion to determine the reasonable amount 
of attorney fees under a statute or rule, in exercising that discretion, the court must 
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evaluate the factors set forth in Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank. Under 
Brunzel/, when courts determine the appropriate fee to award in civil cases, they must 
consider various factors, including the qualities of the advocate, the character and 
difficulty of the work performed, the work actually performed by the attorney, and the 
result obtained. We take this opportunity to clarify our jurisprudence in family law 
cases to require trial courts to evaluate the Brunzel/ factors when deciding attorney fee 
awards. Additionally, in Wright v. Osburn, this court stated that family law trial courts 
must also consider the disparity in income of the parties when awarding fees. 
Therefore, parties seeking attorney fees in family law cases must support their fee 
request with affidavits or other evidence that meets the factors in Brunzel! and Wright. 

Miller v. Wilfong, 121 Nev. 619, 623-24, 119 P.3d 727, 730 (2005). 

When granting fees the Court would need to consider the factors found in Brunzel! v. Golden 

Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 455 P.2d 31 (1969). In Brunzel/ the Court enumerated factors that 

the District Court should consider in awarding attorney's fees as follows: 

1) The qualities of the advocate; 

2) The character and difficulty of the work performed; 

3) The work actually performed by the attorney; and, 

4) The result obtained. 

EDCR 7.60 allows the Court to impose any and all sanctions upon a party for behaviors that 

increase the proceedings without good cause. Gabrielle is specifically requesting that the Court sanction 

Dennis for filing a baseless motion and award her attorney's fees incurred in having to respond to 

Dennis' s Motion. 

With regard to fees, the Supreme Court has recently re-adopted "well known basic elements," 

which in addition to hourly time schedules kept by the attorney, are to be considered in determining the 

reasonable value of an attorney's services qualities, commonly referred to as the Brumell factors.2 

1. Quality of the Advocate: his ability, his training, education, experience, professional standing 

and skill. Radford J. Smith, Chartered, is AN rated, a peer-reviewed and certified Fellow of the 

2 Brunzellv. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345,455 P2d 31, 33 (1969). 
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American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers firm. Mr. Smith is a Board Certified Nevada 

Family Law Specialist. Mr. Smith's rates of $450 per hour and Ms. Varshney's rates of $300 

per hour are also reasonable based on their qualifications, experience and quality of work 

performed in this matter. The attorneys have litigated almost every aspect of Nevada family 

law during the course of their respective careers. 

2. The Character of the Work to be done - its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, time and skill 

required, the responsibility imposed and the prominence and character of the parties where they 

affect the importance of the litigation. Gabrielle was forced to respond to Dennis's frivolous 

Motion. The time spent performing the work related to these issues alone was more than 

reasonable under the circumstances of this case. The attorneys and staff at Radford J. Smith, 

Chartered diligently reviewed the applicable law, explored the relevant facts and applied the law 

to the facts. 

3. The work actually performed by the lawyer - the skill, time and attention given to the work. The 

billing statements shall be produced upon request. 

4. The result - whether the attorney was successful and what benefits were derived. This factor 

will be determined at the hearing on this Opposition and Countermotion. 
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IV. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Gabrielle requests that the Court deny Dennis's Motion To Stay 

EnforcemeI1t Of Decree Of Divorce And For Other Related Relief And Countermotion For Attorney's 

Fees and cou:ntermoves for the Court to award her attorney's fees and costs for having to responcl to 
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1 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

2 I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

3 On August 22, 2016, this Court's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce 

4 (hereinafter "Decree") was entered in this case. In that Decree, this Court stated the following regarding 

5 

6 

any award of attorneys fees and/or costs in this case: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 II. 

17 

18 

The propriety of such an award may be addressed by post-adjudicatory 
papers filed with the Court. The Court notes, however, that neither party 
submitted an offer to allow entry of decree pursuant to NRS 125 .141, 
despite repeated encouragement from the Court. This Court references in 
this Decree relevant findings pertaining to statutory claims for attorney's 
fees. Nevertheless, although not ordered herein, this Court is persuaded 
that Gabrielle should be reimbursed the forensic accounting costs 
associated with her retention of Anthem Forensics for the work that 
Dennis had promised and was legally obligated to perform (as discussed 
throughout this Decree). NRS 18.005(5). See Frazier v. Drake, 131 Adv. 
Op. 64,357 P.3d 365 (2015). (See Decree, at 3:27 fn. 6.) 

-and-

Each party's failure to heed this Court's directive to make an offer 
pursuant to NRS 125 .141 makes it highly unlikely that this Court will find 
or conclude in post-adjudicatory proceedings that either party is a 
"prevailing party'' under the terms of this Decree. (See Decree, at 32: 14-
19.) 

LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. There is no legal basis for any award of attorney's fees to Gabrielle. 

The court may make an award of attorney's fees when such an award "is governed by an 

19 agreement," when "the prevailing party has not recovered more than $20,000.00," or if the court finds 

20 that a claim or defense "was brought or maintained without reasonable ground or to harass the prevailing 

21 party."NRS 18.010. 

22 Any request for an enlargement of time must be made "before the expiration of the period 

23 previously prescribed." NRCP 6(b ). If the request is made after, then the party requesting the 

24 enlargement must show that the failure to comply with the prescribed deadlines was the result of 

25 excusable neglect. NRCP 6(b). Further, EDCR 2.25 states: 

26 II I I 

27 I I II 

28 II I/ 
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When, however, a certificate of counsel shows good cause for the 
extension and a satisfactory explanation why the extension could not be 
obtained by stipulation or on notice, the court may grant, ex parte, an 
emergency extension for only such a limited period as may be necessary to 
enable the moving party to apply for a further extension by stipulation or 
upon notice, with the time for hearing shortened by the court. 

In this case, this Court previously found in the Decree that it was unlikely that it would award 

attorney's fees to either party because neither party did an offer of judgment. In addition, the grounds for 

an award of attorney's fees pursuant to NRS 18.010 have not been met in this case. There is no 

agreement between these parties that would allow this Court to award Gabrielle attorney's fees. 

Gabrielle was awarded almost $27 million, so she is not entitled to fees under NRS 18.010(2)(a), which 

allows fees if the prevailing party recovers less than $20,000.00. Finally, this Court did not find that 

Dennis brought or maintained his claims/ defenses without reasonable grounds or that he tried to harass 

Gabrielle in this case. This Court did find that there is no clear prevailing party. There is also no basis 

for an award of attorney's fees under Sargeant v. Sargeant, 88 Nev. 223, 495 P .2d 618 (1972). 

In fact, if this Court reviews Gabrielle's request for fees, it wil1 see that she provides no legal 

basis for such an award under Nevada law. She simply states, "NRS 18.010 and NRCP 37(b)(4) permit 

the entry of fees and sanctions for a parties' bad faith claims or discovery failures." (See Motion for 

Attorney's Fees and Costs, filed on September 13, 2016, at 6:20-22.) She does not state what claims she 

believes were brought in bad faith, nor does she state what discovery failures an award of fees should be 

based on. Without any legal argument in support of her motion, this Court cannot grant her motion. 

Further, Gabrielle admits that her instant motion is untimely. On September 15, 2016, she filed 

her Ex Parte Motion with Notice for Extension of Time to File Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs. In 

that motion Gabrielle states that the reason why she was one ( 1) day late in filing the instant motion was 

because her counsel had issues e-filing the motion for attorney's fees. However, Gabrielle's counsel 

never reached out to Dennis' counsel to obtain an extension. Gabrielle should have notified Dennis 

and/or the court that she was having issues timely filing her motion. If she had informed the court and/or 

Dennis of this issue on September 12, 2016, then it is likely that she would have received a timely 

extension. The fact that she did not shows that she is not requesting this extension in good faith. In 

addition, Gabrielle filed a second ex parte motion on September 21, 2016, requesting to file a 

3 
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1 supplement to her request for fees. At the time of trial, the parties were directed to submit all of their 

2 bills for attorney's fees to the court to be entered into evidence. The fact that Gabrielle neglected to 

3 submit her former counsel's billing statements into evidence at that time and again when she filed the 

4 instant untimely motion cannot be excused. There were set by this court regarding the submission of 

5 bills for attorney's fees and there are deadlines set by statute and/or court rules regarding requests for 

6 attorney's fees. Gabrielle should not be allowed multiple bites of the apple just because she is unable to 

7 comply with these deadlines. 

8 As such, this Court should deny Gabrielle's request for attorney's fees. 

9 B. Gabrielle's request for costs must be denied because it is untimely. 

IO Pursuant to NRS 18.110, a Memorandum of Costs for a claim for costs, after judgment is 

11 rendered, must be filed and served "within 5 days after the entry of judgment." NRS 18 .110( 1 ). This 

12 requirement is statutory and must be strictly construed. Bobby Berosini, LTD. v. PET A, 114 Nev. 1348, 

13 1353, 971 P.2d 383 (1998). 

14 That "memorandum must be verified by the oath of the party, or the party's attorney or agent, or 

15 by the clerk of the party's attorney, stating that to the best of his or her knowledge and belief the items 

16 are correct, and that the costs have been necessarily incurred in the action or proceeding." NRS 

17 18.110(1). If a party fails to file its Memorandum of Costs within the prescribed time period as provided 

18 in NRS 18.110, then that party waives its right to costs. Linville v. Scheeline, 30Nev. 106, 93 P. 225 

19 (1908). NRS 18.005 defines what the term "costs" means. "Costs" includes "[r]easonable fees of not 

20 more than five expert witnesses in an amount of not more than $1,500 for each witness, unless the court 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

allows a larger fee after detemtlning that the circumstances surrounding the expert's testimony were of 

such necessity as to require the larger fee." NRS 18.005(5). Any award of costs in excess of $1,500.00 

per expert 

must be supported by an express, careful, and preferably written 
explanation of the court's analysis of factors pertinent to detennining the 
reasonableness of the requested fees and whether 'the circumstances 
surrounding the expert's testimony were of such necessity as to require the 
larger fee.' 

27 Frazier v. Drake, 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 64, 357 P.3d 365,377 (Nev. App. 2015). The following factors 

28 may aid the court in this consideration: 

4 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Id at 377-78. 

the importance of the expert's testimony to the party's case; the degree to 
which the expert's opinion aided the trier of fact in deciding the case; 
whether the expert's reports or testimony were repetitive of other expert 
witnesses; the extent and nature of the work performed by the expert; 
whether the expert had to conduct independent investigations or testing; 
the amount of time the expert spent in court, preparing a report, and 
preparing for trial; the expert's area of expertise; the expert's education and 
training; the fee actually charged to the party who retained the expert; the 
fees traditionally charged by the expert on related matters; comparable 
experts' fees charged in similar cases; and, if an expert is retained from 
outside the area where the trial is held, the fees and costs that would have 
been incurred to hire a comparable expert where the trial was held. 

In addition to blowing the deadline for her request for attorney's fees. Gabrielle also blew the 

deadline for her request for costs. This Court must also deny her request for costs because it is untimely. 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NRS 18.110 is clear. A verified Memorandum of Costs must be filed within five (5) days of entry of the 

Decree. Gabrielle failed to file any Memorandum of Costs. Her untimely request to now be awarded her 

expert witness' fees should not be considered by this Court. She should have complied with the statutory 

provisions ofNRS 18.110. She cannot sit on her rights and then expect to be awarded those costs when 

she failed to comply with Nevada law. 

In support of her request for the costs of Anthem Forensics, Gabrielle justifies its bill for 

$151,300.00 by simply stating that the fee is reasonable and necessary. She fails to go through the factors 

set forth in Frazier to justify this amount. The fact remains that Anthem Forensics "expert" analysis 

could have been performed by anyone who knows how to use a calculator and put different daily 

transactions into categories. Anthem Forensics did not have to use any expertise to do this "analysis." 

This bulk of this "analysis" involved basic data entry. Gabrielle should have gone through each of the 

Frazier factors to support her request. Instead, Gabrielle's support for this request amounts to a couple of 

conclusory sentences. 

In support of her request for the cost of her real estate appraiser, Gabrielle contends that she 

submitted her appraiser's bill as Exhibit 101 at trial. However, that exhibit is only a check for $6,500.00. 

It is not an itemized bilJing statement from her expert detailing what expenses were incurred. A check 
26 

27 

28 

paid to an expert is not enough for this Court to determine whether an expert's fee is reasonable because 

it is unknown what was done to justify that amount. Gabrielle further failed to go through the factors set 

5 
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1 forth in Frazier in support ofthis amount, which is over the $1,500.00 allowed under NRS 18.110. 

2 As such, this Court should deny Gabrielle's request for attorney's fees because there is no basis 

3 for such an award in this case, and this Court should deny her request to be reimbursed the cost of her 

4 expert witness' because she failed to comply with NRS 18.110. 

5 III. CONCLUSION 

6 Based on the forgoing, this Court should deny Gabrielle's motion because there is no basis for 

7 such an award. Gabrielle is not a prevailing party in this case because she did not prevail on all the issues 

8 that she presented to this Court. In addition, any request made by Gabrielle for reimbursement of costs is 

9 untimely. While this Court stated in the Decree that it would consider an award of costs relating to 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Gabrielle's experts, Gabrielle failed to file a verified Memorandum of Coste; with this Court \vithin the 

time period provided under NRS 18.110. As such, Gabrielle's motion must be denied. 

DATED this J2_ day of October, 20/f- . . . ~,.,.---, 

li l.J1.~9H)F D 
it! t// • -v• 7~ . 

. DA.NIEL ,. .... ,~~~S, E~ . 
Nevada State Bar ijo"." 002003 
NICOLE M:-¥00NG 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the )'31h 

3 day of October, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically 

4 transmitted a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR 

5 ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS by way of Notice of Electronic FiHng provided by the court 

6 mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 
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DISTRICT COURT 
FA.MIL Y DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

3 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 
Plaintiff 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

4 

5 
-vs-

DENNIS KOGOD, 

CASE NO. 

DEPT. 

D-13-489442-D 

Q 

6 Defendant MOTION/OPPOSITION 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

FEE INFORMATION SHEET 

Notice: Motions and Oppositions field after entry of a final order issued pursuant to NRS 125, I 258 or 125C are subject to the reopen 
filing fee of$25, unless specifically excluded by NRS 19.0312. Additionally, Motions and Oppositions filed in cases initiated by joint 

petition may be subject to an additional filing fee of$129 or $57 in accordance with Senate Bill 388 ofthe 2015 Legislative Session. 

Step 1. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below 

• $25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this fonn is subject to the $25 reopen fee. 
-OR-

O $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this fom1 is not subject to the $25 reopen fee because: 
D The Motion/Opposition is being filed before a Divorce/Custody Decree has been entered. 
::::J The Motion/Opposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support established in a 

final order. 
0 The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new trial, and is being filed within IO days after 

a final judgment or decree was entered. The final order was entered on ______ _ 
::::J Other Excluded Motion (must specify) 

Step 2. Select the $0, $ l 29 or $57 filing fee in the box below. 

• $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the $57 fee because: 
• The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by a joint petition. 
0 The party filing the Motion/Opposition previously paid a fee of $129 or $57. 

-OR-
O $129 The Motion being filed with this form is subject to the $129 fee because it is a motion to modify, adjust 
or enforce a final order. 

-OR-
O $57 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $57 fee because it is an opposition to a 
motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion and the opposing party has already paid a fee of 
$129. 

Step 3. Add the filing fees from Step I and Ste 2. 

The total filing fee for the motion/opposition I am filing with this form is: 
D $0 • $25 D $57 0 $82 0 $129 D $154 

8 

09174 



1 
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 

4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

10 vs. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

Electronically Filed 
10/14/2016 04:18:34 PM 

.. 
~~.~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Date of Hearing: October 18, 2016 

8:30am. Time of Hearing: 

12 Defendant. 

13 
________ ____:. ___ ____:! 

14 

15 

16 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF 
DECREE OF DIVORCE AND FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF; 

AND OPPOSIDON TO COUNTERMOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES 

COMES NOW the Defendant Dennis Kogod, by and through his counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., 

17 and Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, and submits his Reply in Support of 

18 Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related Relief; And Opposition to 

19 Countermotion for Attorney's Fees. The grounds for Defendant's Reply and Opposition are set forth in 

20 the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities. 

21 DATED this 11_ day of October, 2016. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 / / // 

DANI , MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NlCOLE M. YOUNG 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

2 I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

3 On August 24, 2016, Defendant Dennis Kogod (hereinafter "Dennis") filed the instant motion. 

4 At that time, the hearing on that motion was set for September 21, 2016, at 9:00 a.m. Plaintiff Gabrielle 

S Cioffi-Kogod (hereinafter "Gabrielle") was served with the instant motion on August 24, 2016, via 

6 electric service through the court's e-filing system. However, at the time of the hearing on September 21, 

7 2016, Gabrielle's counsel claimed that due to office issues the motion was not calendared and that an 

8 opposition was never filed. This Court allowed Gabrielle additional time to file ai1 opposition and 

9 continued the hearing to October 18, 2016. 

10 On October 12, 2016, Gabrielle filed her opposition and countermotion for attorney's fees. This 

11 filing was twenty- one (21) days after the September 21, 2016 hearing and thirty (30) days after the 

12 opposition was originally due. 

13 In addition, at the hearing that took place on September 21, 2016, Gabrielle's counsel stated that 

14 he was speaking with their expert and were going to talk to Dennis' counsel regarding potentially 

15 resolving this issue and dividing the accounts. That did not happen either. 

16 Based on this Court's division of property in this case, Gabrielle is walking away with almost 

17 $27 million worth of assets. Dennis is walking away with almost $20 million. 

18 II. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

19 Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 62 governs a stay a proceedings to enforce a judgment. In 

20 this case, Dennis is requesting this Court to allow alternate security instead of a supersedeas bond. 

21 NRCP 62 indicates that an appellant may obtain a stay of the district court's determination pending 

22 appeal when the appellant posts a supersedeas bond that would permit full satisfaction of the judgment. 

23 Dennis is seeking a stay of the Decree of Divorce regarding the unequal division, award of alimony and 

24 award of sanctions, but asks this Court to forego the requirement of a supersedeas bond since there are 

25 sufficient assets to cover the amounts required to be paid pursuant to the Decree of Divorce. Dennis 

26 would have to pay 10% of the bond to post a supersedeas bond. Based on the amount in dispute, that fee 

27 could easily be $350,000.00. 

28 II I/ 
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1 In Nelson v. Heer, the Nevada Supreme Court set forth the factors to be considered when a full 

2 supersedeas bond may be waived and/or alternate security substituted. 121 Nev. 832, 122 P.3d 1253 

3 (2005). These factors include: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 Id. at 836. 

(1) the complexity of the collection process; (2) the amom1t of time 
required to obtain a judgment after it is affim1ed on appeal; (3) the degree 
of confidence that the district court has in the availability of funds to pay 
the judgment; (4) whether the defendant's ability to pay the judgment is so 
plain that the cost of a bond would be a waste of money; and (5) whether 
the defendant is in such a precarious financial situation that the 
requirement to post a bond would place other creditors of the defendant in 
an insecure position. 

10 In this case, a stay is warranted based on the amount of money at issue. Further the posting of a 

11 supersedeas bond is not necessary or warranted because there are sufficient assets to pay the amounts 

12 due to Gabrielle if this Court is affirmed on appeal. Forcing Dennis to undergo the additional cost for a 

13 supersedeas bond would be a waste of money. There will also be no complexity in the collection 

14 process. 

15 Dennis is not even requesting that this Court waive the supersedeas bond. He is simply asking for 

16 alternate se~urity. The money in dispute that was awarded to Gabrielle, including the unequal division 

17 and sanctions could be placed in a blocked, interest-bearing UBS account. Based on the amount of 

18 money that was awarded to Gabrielle that is not in dispute, this would not cause Gabrielle any hardship. 

19 With regard to the lump-sum alimony that this Court ordered Dennis to pay to Gabrielle, a lien could be 

20 placed on the California real estate. 

21 In her untimely opposition, Gabrielle uses the ~TOng standard. The Nevada Rules of Appellate 

22 Procedure are not applicable in this Court. This Court must analyze this issue under NRCP 62 and under 

23 Nelson v. Heer. However, even under NRAP 8, a stay is still warranted. The issue on appeal are issues 

24 that the Nevada Supreme Court has never provided substantial guidance. The case law in Nevada 

25 regarding waste and alimony does not analyze those issues under the unique facts of this case. This 

26 appeal will contain issues of first impression. This is conceded by both Gabrielle and this Court. 

27 II ii 

28 I II I 
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Finally, Gabrielle's request for attorney's fees for having to respond to the instant motion is 

2 unfounded given the fact that her opposition is over thirty (30) days late and does not even apply the 

3 correct legal standard. 

4 III. CONCLUSION 

5 Based on the factors in Nelson, Dennis is entitled to a stay. This Court should grant Dennis' 

6 motion to stay and order that the money at issue for the unequal division and sanctions be placed in a 

7 blocked, interest-bearing UBS account and that a lien be placed on the California real estate as alternate 

8 security for the lump-sum alimony. 

9 DATED this ) { day of October, 2016. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

LAW~MARKS 

DANIBL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG 
Nevada Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 1:1 .. :tn 
day of October, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically 

6 
transmitted a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR 

7 
ATTOR.~Y'S FEES AND COSTS by way ofNotice of Electronic Filing provided by the court 

8 
mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

~~·· ~.~~~--
~loyee of the! 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
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DISTRICT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

5 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 
Plaintiff 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

6 

7 
vs-

DENNIS KOGOD, 

CASE NO. 

DEPT. 

D-13-489442-D 

Q 

8 Defendant MOTION/OPPOSITION 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

____________ ) FEE INFORMATION SHEET 

Notice: Motions and Oppositions field after entry ofa final order issued pursuant to NRS 125, 125B or 125C are subject to the reopen 
filing fee of $25, unless specifically excluded by NRS 19 .0312. Additionally, Motions and Oppositions filed in cases initiated by joint 
petition may be subject to an additional filing fee of$129 or $57 in accordance with Senate Bill 388 of the 2015 Legislative Session. 

,Step I. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below 

• $25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this fonn is subject to the $25 reopen fee. 
-OR-

O $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this fonn is not subject to the $25 reopen fee because: 
D The Motion/Opposition is being filed before a DivorcejCustody Decree has been entered. 
D The Motion/Opposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support established in a 

final order. 
D The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new trial, and is being filed within 10 days after 

a final judgment or decree was entered. The final order was entered on ______ _ 
D Other Excluded Motion (must specify) 

1
Step 2. Select the $0, $129 or $57 filing fee in the box below. 

• $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the $57 fee because: 
• The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by a joint petition. 
D The party filing the Motion/Opposition previously paid a fee of$129 or $57. 

-OR-
O $129 The Motion being filed with this form is subject to.the $129 fee because it is a motion to modify, adjust 
or enforce a final order. 

-OR-
O $57 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $57 fee because it is an opposition to a 
motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion and the opposing party has already paid a fee of 
$129. 

Step 3. Add the filing fees from Step I and Step 2. 

The total filing fee for the motion/opposition I am filing with this form is: 
D $0 • $25 D $57 D $82 D $129 D $154 

6 

09180 



RPLY 

Electronically Filed 
10/17/2016 05:33:03 PM 

' 

~ ... ~ 
7 

RADFORD J. SMffi1, CHARTERED 
- , RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ .. 
3 i Nevada Bar No. 002791 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

GARIMA VARSHNEY~ ESQ. 
4 Nevada Bar No. 011878 

5 
2470 St. Rose Parkway,Suite206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

6 Tekphone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 rsmith@tadfordsmith.com 

8 Attorneys Plaintiff 

9 

10 GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD; 
li 

Plaintiff,, 
l2 v. 

14 DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

DISTRJCT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CASENO.: Dd3-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: G 

FAMILY DI3VISION 

1s I 
r-------------------l 

16 i 
I 

17 

18 

!9 

20 

21 

22 

I 

REPLY TO OPPOSITION TO MOITON.FOR ATTOR..t"'iEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

DATE OF HEARING: Oc.tobet 18, 2016 
TfME OF HEARING: 8:30 a.m. 

COMES NOW Plaintitl: GABRI.ELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ("Gabrielle"}, by and through he 

attorneys, Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Garima Varslmey, Esq, of .Radford J. Smith, Chartered, an 

submits the following points and authorities in the following points and :m.1thorities support of the RepJ. 

23 to Opposition referenced above. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

-t-
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This Reply is made and based upon all pleadings and papers on :file in this actiqn, the points an · 
., .,, 

! authorities attached hereto, and any oral argument ()r evidence adduced at the time of the heating ofthi 

3 I 
matter. 

4 . --it; 
5 

DA TED this J_t_ day of October, 20 I 6. 

6 , RADFORD J. SMITH. CHARTERED I . . . - ... . . 

,j /: · '1,0 r: 
. . Wf• . '1. ~i&J&L,.~!/4?.aa~_;a.~-
8 ' . · FORD J. SMlTH, ESJ.b11 
· ·~· ·ada State Ba!No; 002791"' 

9 ~~RIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. O 11878 

10 2470 St. Rose Parkway. Suite 206 

11 Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

12 I. 

REPLY TO OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS I 13 

!4 

15 
. Gabrielle has sought attorney's foes a.-id costs pursuant to the Court's direction in the Findings I 

of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce ("Decree") that either party may file a post-
16 

17 

T8 

t9 

adjudicatory papers wit..½. the Court. 

A. Gabrielle's Request for Attorney's Fees 

Gabrielll.!'s request for AttoI11ey's Fees is filed under NRCP 54(2) which allows Gabrielle to file 
20 ! 

I a Motion for Attorney's Fees in family law cases within 20 days after the Notice of Entry of the 
21 I 
22 

i Judgment The factors that the Court must consider in any award for attorney's fees are set forth in 

24 

25 

26 I 
27 \ 

Millerv; Wifjong, 121 Nev. 619, 119 P.3d 727 (2005) after evaluating the Brunztll factors. 1 Gabdelle 

has analyzed those factors in her Motion in het request for attorney's fees. Gabrielle's reasoning for 

the one~day delay in filing her motion arc set forth in the Ex Parte Motion with Notice for Ex,tension of 

Time to File Motion for attorney's Fees and Cos.ts. 

28
1 1 Brunzeflv. Golden Gate Nat'/ Bank, 85 Nev. 345,455 P.2d 3 t (1969). 

I -2· 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

5, 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

l2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

20 

21 

12 

R Gabrielle's Request for Expert's Fees 

NRS 18.110 states in relevant part, 

1. The party in wltose favor jmlgment is re11dered, and who claims costs, must file 
with the clerk, and serve a copy upon the adverse party, within 5 days after the entry of 
judgment, or sucli J urtlier time as tlie court or judge may grant, a memorandum of the 
items of the costs 1n the action or proceeding, which memorandum must be verified by 
the oath of the party, or the party's attorney or agent, or by· the clerk of the party's 
attQrney, stating tbat to the best of his ot her kn:owledge and belief the items are correct, 
and that the costs have been necessarily incurred in the action or proceeding. 
[Emphasis added] 

Divorce actions cannot be subject to '"prevaiiing party" as it is difficult t-0 determine who is the 

prevailing party in a divorce action, until the Court specifically makes that detennination, In the 

Decree in this case, the Court has not made that detem1ination. In this case, GabrieHe was seeking 

more than $6M in community waste. The Court awarded her only $4M in community waste. Gabrielle 

also requested alimony which was avvarded by the Court. It is possible that Gabrielle prevailed on that 

issue, butthat detennination must be made by the Court. 2 

Moreover, in Eberle v. State e,-c rel. Redjield Trust, 108 Nev. 587, 836 P.2d 67 (1992), the 

Supreme Court, while discus.sing NRSl 8.1 1 O timeframes, held that the district court may impliedly 

grant a party additional time within which to move for expert witness fees and costs even if the dfotrict ! 

court has not specifically granted an order allowing a party additional lime to :file a request for expe11 I 
foes. In that case, the appellants tried to incorporate a new city pursuant to chapter NRS 266. The 

I district court lleld that chapter 266was unconstitutional. While an appeal of the district court's decision 

23 
i was pending, the legislatl1re amended chapter 266. The court dismissed the appeal as moot. ·.11ie district 

24 

26 

'21 

28 

court permanently enjoined the individuals from attempting to incorporate under chapter 266 as it 

2 The case cited by Dennis, Bobby Berosini, Ltd. v, PETA, ll4 Nev. 1348, 1353, 97t P2d 383 (1998), is inapplicable in thi 
case. Bobby Berosini, Ltd v. PETA is a civil action, in which the appellant entertainer filed a suit against appellees after 
tape of appel]a.11t b~ting his stage a1ihnals aired on television. Appellant won a jury verdict, but was reversed on appeal. l 
that ca~, the district court awarded appellees costs and attorney's fees pursuant to NRS 18.010, and not under NRS18.l lO,. 
a s.mctkm for pro$ecuth1g a frivolous dajm Comt dill not apply NRS 18.110, bµt only indicated that statutes permitting th 
rec-0very of costs are to be strictly (;onstnred. · 

.J. 
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2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

i-
existed prior to amendment and dismissed the action. The district comt award~ the o~ners expert 

witness fees and costs. Appellants contend that respondents' request for extraordinary expert witness 

fees and costs was not timely µnder NRS HU 10(1). Specifically, appellants contend that judgment was 

entered on October 17, 1988, by the entry of "Order Granting Permanent Injunction . ." Respondents 

contend that final judgment was entered on January 29, 1990, when district court granted respondents' 

motion for judgment, and fin.ally dismissed the entire action. Respondents filed for extraordinary expert 

8 
witness fees and costs five ciays after the order from motion for judgment was entered. In discussing, 

9 

· NRS 18.110, the Supreme Court held as follows-
10 I 

11 II NRS 18.110(1) provides th.at a memorandum of costs must be filed by the prevailing 
party within five days after the entry of judgment or ~-ithin "such further time as the court 

12 i or judge may grant." Alilwugll 1w further time for fili11g a motion for costs was 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

l8 

19 

20 

21 

23 

specifically gratlted by the distdci court, by gnmtitig the motion for expert witness fees 
and costs> tlte district court either considered the motion to be timely, or intpliedly 
granted respondents ad<litionttl time wit!zin wlzicll to move for expert witnessfees and 
costs. ln either case, the district court's exercise of discretion to reach the merits of the 
motion will not be disturbed on appeaL Contw.ry to appellants' arguments, the statutory 
period ofNRS 18.110(1) is, by its own terms, not a jurisdictional requirement. 
[Emphasis added] 

See Eberie v. State ex rel. Redfield Ttust, 108 Nev. 587, 836 P2d 67 (l 992) 

Similarly, in this case, the Court has ordered -

Nevertheless, although not ordered herein, fuis Cmtrt is persuaded that Gabrielle should 
be reiinbursed for forensic accounting costs associated with het retention of Anthem 
Forensics for work that Dennis had promised and was legally obligated to perfom1 (as 
disc:ussed thro.:1ghoutthis Decree). NRS 18.005(5). See Frazier v. Drake, 131 Adv. Qp. 
64,357 P.3d 365 (:2015). 

I 

24 

26 

See. Findings of fact, Conclusions of Law and Dec.ree ofDivorce ("Decree») filed on August 22, 2016. , 

For these reasons, GabdeHe siibmits that NRS 18.110 does not apply in family 1£),w cases becausd 

it is· difficult to deter111ine who the prevailing party is in a divorce ~tion. Even ifthe Court applies NR, 

27 I 18.110, the Court can impliedly grant either party additional time within which to move for exper 

31 . 
. witness fees and costs even if that additional time is not specifically granted by the district court 

-4-
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11. 

2 
CONCLUSION 

3 
Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff, Gabrielle Cioffi-Kog,od respectfully requests this Court ent., 

its order granting her Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs. 
5 ~ 
.6 I DATED thi~L. day ofOctober, 2016. 

7 I, 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHAltTERED 
8 /.. • ;"\ f" i) 

( ! . 1/_ . {' 
'-'1-t':da.-'1(} •'-.(. <. ~ /'l ~ "'f,·?>-::, "0D e__ l. . 

9 RA1}FORD J.
9

SMITH, ESQ .. _2.1::..:---
10 ! ~jadaStateBarNo.002?91-,j 

! GARIMA VARSHNEY,ESQ. 

11 I • Nevada State Bar No. 01 1878 

II 24.70 St Rose Parkw.·ay, Suite 206 
1.2 · Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
13 
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l5 

16 
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28 
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4 

CERTIFICATE OF SER\t1CE 

I hereby certify that I am an empt oyee of Radford J. Smith Chartered ("the Fimi."'). I am over the 

age of 18 and not a pa..rty to the within action. 
I 

5 1 
I .served the foregoing document described as '•REPLY TO OPPOSITION TO MOITON FOR j 

I _,a;C · 
6 i ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS" on this l -:f of October, 2016, to a!l imerestedparties by way of 

7 
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n 

lZ 

13 
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!6 
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19 

20 

21 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

the Eighth Judicial District Comt's electronic filing system 

Daniel Marks 
Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 
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10 
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20 
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3 
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4 Report Dated: February 15, 2016 
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December 31, 2015 
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2 Defendant's Exhibit MM- American Express Centurion 34 6385-6396 

3 
Account ending 3005 

Defendant's Exhibit NN- American Express Platinum Account 34 6397-6401 
4 ending 2003 Statement from January 18, 2016 to February 6, 

2016 
5 

Defendant's Exhibit 00- American Express Platinum Account 34 6402-6406 
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2016 
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11 
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13 
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14 
Defendant's Exhibit TT- Kohls Account ending in 557 Statement 34 6428 
from November 7, 2015 to December 7, 2015 

15 Defendant's Exhibit UU- Merrill Lynch Account ending 9677 34 6429-6431 

16 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 12, 2015 

17 Defendant's Exhibit VV- Nordstorm Account ending 992 34 6432-6436 
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18 
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for Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod, Filed February 25, 2015 

21 
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3 
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12 
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Defendant's Exhibit 000- Gabrielle Kogod's Resume 34 6561-6564 
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27 
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28 Long Term Incentive Program 
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9 statement 

10 Defendant's Exhibit 5B- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7509-7522 
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ending 2003 Statements from January 19, 2016 through 

16 
February 16, 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit 5V- American Express Optima account 40 7681-7685 
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2 Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for 44 8594-8600 

3 
Other Related Relief filed on August 24, 2016 

Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 44 8607-8703 
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5 Notice of Appeal filed on August 23, 2016 44 8588-8589 
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7 Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 21, 2016 45 8823-8940 
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16 
Decree of Divorce filed on August 22, 2016 
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Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on August 29, 2016 44 8601-8602 

20 
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21 Submission of Additional Deposition Testimony filed on 
March 25, 2016 

22 
Opposition to Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold 2 287-335 
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the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

24 Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs and Countermotion for Sanctions and Attorney's Fees 

25 filed on October 6, 2015 

26 Opposition to Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces 1 111-150 
Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order 

27 Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 
Steiner, and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

28 on June 23, 2015 
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2 Opposition to Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's 3 425-579 
Fees and Costs and Countermotion for Protective Order filed 
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His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction, for 
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an Order Limiting Access and Payments from Community 
Accounts, and for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs; and 

7 
Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 
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8 Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for 42 8090-8153 
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Order from April 6, 2016 Hearing filed on May 11, 2016 42 8070-8071 
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Order filed on June 28, 2016 42 8083-8085 

16 
Order From October 18, 2016 Hearing, filed on December 5, 2016 47 9278-9279 
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21 Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction; Plaintiffs Motion 
for an Order Limiting the Access and Payments from 
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23 Plaintiffs Pre Trial Memorandum filed on February 19, 2016 4 780-818 

24 Plaintiffs Exhibit 1- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 
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25 
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Plaintiff's Exhibit 6- 2013 Individual Income Tax Return 11 1981-2241 
5 

Plaintiff Exhibit 7- 2012 Individual Income Tax Returns 12 2242-2378 
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25 
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26 List of Cases 

27 Plaintiff's Exhibit 55- Index of documents in Support of 16 3067-3121 
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28 

11 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 56 Anthem Forensics' Expert Witness Report 16 3122-3232 

3 Plaintiff's Exhibit 57- Anthem Forensics' Supplemental Expert 17 3233-3368 

4 
Witness Report 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 58- Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 17 3369-3402 
5 for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report 

6 Plaintiff's Exhibit 59- Email from Joe Leauanae to Daniel 17 3403-3404 

7 
Marks, Esq. 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 60- Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 17 3405-3409 
8 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 61- Transactions that comprise the "adjusted" 18 3410-3549 
9 column on Exhibit 6 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 62- Withdrawals and checks written to cash - 18 3550 

11 
Gabrielle Kogod 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 63- Anthem Forenscics' Response to 18 3551-3578 
Rebuttal Report 

13 Plaintiffs Exhibit 65- Anthem Forensics' Supporting 19 3579-3640 

14 
Documentation for Facts set fourth in The February 5, 2016 
Report 

15 Plaintiff's Exhibit 69- Joint Preliminary Injunction Order 19 3641-3642 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 71- Settlement Statement for 1077 6 19 3643 

17 Wilshire Boulevard, Unit 604, California 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 72- Spreadsheet showing expenses for 19 3644-3674 
Khapsalis and children From May 2014 

19 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 73- Spreadsheet showing updated Outflows 19 3675 

20 greater than $10,000 Since Anthem's December 15, 2015 Report 
based on updated statements provided by Dennis 

21 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 74- Spreadsheet showing Outflows more than 19 3676 

22 $10,000 Since May, 2014 

23 Plaintiff's Exhibit 75- Spreadsheet showing payments to or on 19 3677-3678 
behalf of Dennis' Family Members since May, 2014 

24 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 76- Spreadsheet showing payments to 19 3679-3682 

25 Jennifer Steiner since September, 2014 

26 Plaintiff's Exhibit 77- Email from Bob Gehlen dated November 19 3683-3685 
25,2015 

27 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 78- Email from Dennis to Robert Gehlen 19 3686-3690 

28 dated December 8, 2015 

12 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 79- Email from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3691-3696 

3 
and Ms. Young re: Dennis Not adding Gabrielle to the UBS 
Account dated December 2, 2015 

4 Plaintiff's Exhibit 80- Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena 19 3697-3720 

5 
Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective 
Order Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 

6 
Steiner filed on June 11, 2015 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 87- Letter from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3721-3725 
7 re: Deficiencies in documents From DaVita dated October 1, 

2015 
8 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 88- Letter from Mr. Jimmerson to Mr. Smith 19 3726 
9 re: Dennis' intent to sell stock Options dated June 12, 2015 

10 Plaintiff's Exhibit 89- Letter from Mr. Smith to Mr. Marks re: 19 3727-3729 

11 
Sale of Dennis' Stock Options Dated August 14, 2015 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 90- Letter from Mr. Marks to Mr. Smith re: 19 3730-3731 
Subpoena to DaVita jeopardizing Dennis' position dated 

13 
September 2, 2015 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 91- 2008 Annual Proxy Statement 19 3732-3807 

15 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 92- 2009 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3808-3873 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 93- 2010 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3874-3959 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 94- 2011 Annual Proxy Statement 21 3960-4081 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 95- 2012 Annual Proxy Statement 21 4082-4202 

19 Plaintiff's Exhibit 96- 2013 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4203-4298 

20 Plaintiff's Exhibit 97- 2014 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4299-4432 

21 Plaintiff's Exhibit 98- 2015 Annual Proxy Statement 23 4433-4526 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 100- Radford J. Smith, Chartered's Billing 23 4527-4560 
Statements 

23 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 101- Marc Herman's Billing Statements 23 4561 

24 
4562-4627 Plaintiff's Exhibit 102- Anthem Forensic's Billing Statements 23 

25 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 103- Clark Barthol' s Billing Statements 23 4628 

26 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 107- Nadya Khapsalis' Face book printout 24 4629-4691 

27 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 111- Plaintiff's Third Set of Interrogatories 24 4692-4709 

28 to Defendant 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 113- Plaintiffs Fourth Set oflnterrogatories 24 4710-4717 
to Defendant 

3 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 116- Plaintiffs Sixth Set of Interrogatories 24 4718-4761 

4 to Defendant 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 118- Summary of emails prepared by Plaintiff 24 4762-4765 

6 Plaintiffs Exhibit 119- 2011 Tax Return 24 4766-4767 

7 Plaintiffs Exhibit 120- 2012 Tax Return 24 4768-4772 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 121- 2013 Tax Return 24 4773-4780 

9 Plaintiffs Exhibit 122- 2014 Tax Return 24 4781-4784 

10 Plaintiffs Exhibit 123- Kogod equity analysis 24 4785 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 124- Dist. Comm prop as of February 2016 24 4786-4788 

12 Plaintiffs Exhibit 125- 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts of 25 4789-5065 

13 
Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

14 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 125- Continued 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts 26 5066-5170 
of Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

15 Plaintiffs Exhibit 126- 9/15/15 Deposition of Patricia Murphy 27 5171-5305 

16 Plaintiffs Exhibit 12 7- 9/26/15 Deposition of Mitchell Ko god 28 5306-5498 

17 Plaintiffs Exhibit 128- 9/25/15 Deposition of Marsha Kogod 29 5499-5592 

18 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 129- 9/25/15 Deposition of Sheldon Kogod 29 5593-5745 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 130- 9/26/15 Deposition of Dana Ko god 30 5746-5832 

20 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 131- 12/10/15 Deposition of Jennifer Crute 31 5833-6019 

21 Steiner 

22 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132- Gabrielle's Ann Taylor Loft X5363 32 6020-6023 
dated February 22, 2016 

23 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-2- Marc Herman's Curriculum Vitae 41 7984 

24 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-5- Gabrielle's expert, Mr. Marc 41 7985-8021 

25 Herman's updated Appraisal dated January 30, 2016 

26 Plaintiffs Exhibit 132-6- Dennis' expert, Ms. Jennifer L. 41 8022-8041 
Bosco's appraisal Dated March 7, 2016 

27 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 133- Gabrielle's Banana Republic Luxe 32 6024-6026 

28 X4713 Dated March 4, 2016 

14 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 134- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6027-6029 
dated February 11, 2016 

3 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 135- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6030-6033 

4 dated March 11, 2016 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 136- Gabrielle's Kohl's Card X2557 32 6034-6036 

6 
Dated January 7, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 137- Gabrielle's Kohl Statement X2557 32 6037-6039 
7 dated February 5, 2016 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 138- Gabrielle's American Express 32 6040-6042 

9 
Statement X9677 dated February 12, 2016 

10 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 139- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6043-6048 
dated February 11, 2016 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 140- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6049-6052 

12 
dated March 13, 2016 

13 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 141- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X0129 32 6053-6058 
Statement dated March 1, 2016 through March 31, 2016 

14 Plaintiffs Exhibit 142- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X6446 32 6059-6066 

15 
Statement Dated February 29, 2016 

16 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 143- Bank of America Merrill Lynch primary 32 6067-6124 
account 7GS-10588 dated February 29, 2016 (also includes 

17 secondary accounts 7GS-10637, 7GS-I0588, 7GS-10093) 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 144- Gabrielle's UBS account FN-20329 GM 32 6125-6132 
Dated March, 2016 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 145- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 13134 GM 32 6133-6146 

20 Dated March, 2016 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 146- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 12743 GM 32 6147-6160 
Dated March, 2016 

22 
Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, For Sanctions, and 42 8072-8081 

23 Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on June 21, 2016 

24 Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 46 9149-9166 
Enforcement Of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related 

25 Relief and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees filed on 
October 12, 2016 

26 
Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce filed on December 5, 2014 1 25-27 

27 

28 II I I 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Reply in Support of Motion for an Order to Cause to Hold 2 336-345 

3 
Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

4 
Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs; and Opposition to Countermotion for sanctions and 

5 
Attorney's Fees filed on October 12, 2015 

Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Compel Discovery 3 583-586 
6 and for Attorney's Fees and Costs, and Opposition to Plaintiff's 

7 
Countermotion for Protective Order filed on January 13, 2016 

Reply to Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, 42 8154-8192 
8 Attorney's Fees and Costs and Opposition to Countermotion for 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 13, 2016 

Reply in Support of Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of 46 9175-9180 
10 Divorce and For Other Related Relief; and Opposition to 

11 
Countermotion for Attorney's fees filed on October 14, 2016 

12 
Reply to Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 9181-9186 
filed on October 17, 2016 

13 Stipulation and Order filed on August 10, 2015 1 201-204 

14 Stipulation and Order filed on December 15, 2015 2 405-406 

15 Summons filed on May 15, 2014 1 17-18 

16 Supplemental Billing Statements of Attorney's Fees and 40 7708-7720 

17 Costs filed on March 11, 2016 

18 Supplement to Plaintiff's Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 8945-9027 
filed on September 21, 2016 

19 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions 1 179-200 

20 (Hearing on June 26, 2015) filed on July 9, 2015 

21 Transcript Re: Motion to Stay (Hearing on Wednesday 2 275-286 
September 21, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

22 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 2 346-393 

23 October 14, 2015) filed on December 29, 2016 

24 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Friday 3 587-646 
January 15, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

25 
739-779 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday, 4 

26 February 17, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

27 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Tuesday, February 23, 2016) 5 861-1037 
filed on April 28, 2016 

28 

16 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Wednesday, February 24, 2016) 6 1038-1222 

3 
filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Thursday, February 7 1223-1399 
4 25, 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

5 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Thursday, February 25, 8 1400-1592 

6 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Friday, February 26, 9 1593-1766 
7 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

8 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Friday, February 26, 10 1767- 1875 

9 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Status Check (Hearing on Wednesday 40 7740-7808 
10 April 6, 2016) Filed on April 28, 2016 

11 Transcript Re: Hearing (Hearing on Wednesday May 4, 2016) 41 7809-7979 

12 
Filed on December 29, 2016 

13 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 42 8193-8241 
July 13, 2016) Filed on December 29, 2016 

14 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Tuesday 47 9187-9271 

15 
October 18, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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3 , NevadaBarNo. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

4 Henderson, Nevada 89074 

5 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

6 gvarshney@radfordsmith.com 
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10 
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14 

Attorneyfor Plaintiff 

GABARIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 

Plaintiff: 
VS. 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNT\', NEVADA 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 

OEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
I hereby certify tha1 r am an employee ofRadford J. Smith Chartered ("the Firm"). I am over the 

ag. e of 18 and not a party to the within action. 
20 

21 I served the foregoing document de:,cribed as "CERTlFICATE OF SERVICE" on this fl{ ff of 

22 September 2016, to all interested parties by way of the Eighth Judicial District Court's electronic filing 

23 
system 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Daniel Marks 
Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las VegasNV 89101 

A.n employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
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E!ectronically Filed 
09/13/2016 02:36:53 PM 

1 I/MOT 
t .RADFORD J. SMI11-{, CHARTERED 

2 I RADFORD J. SMTIH, ESQ. 
' Nevada Bar No, 002791 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

3 · GA.RfMA V AR.SHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bat No. 011878 

4 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Sui_te 206 

5 Henderson, NV &9074 
Telephone, (702) 990~6448 

s Facsimile: (702) 990-64$6 
, rsmith@.radfordsmith.com 

7 I Attorneys Plaintiff 

8 I 
i 

9 1_!,· GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, ! . . 

lO I P1a;nt·'·fI·' ii , .. 1 ' 

11 "v. 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CASE NO.: D-13--489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMiLY DIVISION 

I 
} 

j 
1 
i 

I 
1 

I 

i 

Defendant.·-:-:-:--:-:-------- l I 
14 ..... j_N-·O_T_IC __ ,-E-: -P-lJ-!RS-. -U-_A_N_T_T_O EDCR 52S(b) YOU AREREQlilRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THIS ! 

13 

; MOTION WITH THE CLERK OF l'HE COURT AND TO PROVfI>E THE UNDERSIGNl!D WITH A COPY OF i 
15 j YOUR RESPONSE WJTHIN TEN (10) DAYS OF VOliR RECElPT OF THIS .MOTiON. FAIL1JRE TO FILE A j 

l \,VRITTEN RESPONSE WlTH THE CLERK OF THE COURT WITHIN TEN (Hl) .DAYS OF YOUR RECEIP'I:" OF I 
16 ! THIS MOTION MAY RESULT IN THE REQUESTED RELIEF BEING GRANTED BY THE COURT WlTHOUT 

l HEARING PRIOR TO THE SCHEDtn.J;,;n HEARING l)A TE. 

17 d 
lj 

1811 
i9 11 

20 ! I 
! 

2.1 

MOTION FOR A.TTOfu"'EY'S FEES AND COSTS 

DA1TOFHEARING: lQ/12/201€ 

TIME OF HEARING: 1 G: o o am 

COMES NOW, PI.:tintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ("Gabrielle"), by and through her 

attorneys; Radford J. Smith, Esq_. and Gwima Varshney. Esq., of Radford J. Smith, Chartered, and moves 

22 I .. .. ~ ,· . . .,.,, .......... , ____ ,.,,.+ _th1,s:,.C'..ourt,tor.the.ioili:):wJ.n,g.o.rde.rs:. .. ,, ......... -: ... ~ .. ,-..... , ... -,.-••·······•c,o,·········------·-·-··--,········-·'"•"o•,,,,.,, ........ , ..... -..... , ... , ............. ,, .... , ......... _ ...... ,, .......... ,_ .. . 

23 r . 1. Directing De1em~anl Dermis lfogod ("Dennis'') to pay all or some reasonable portion of .
1 

i, 24 
( the attorney's fees inttu:red by Gabrielle in the prosecution of this. action; 

"'S I "- I 

26 ! 
: 
i 

1 
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1 MOT 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 · 
GARlMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 3 

4 
Nevada Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Park-way, Suite 206 
Henderson, NV 89074 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

5 

6 
! rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

7 I Attorneys Plaintiff 

8 l . 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

I 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 

Plaintiff, 
V. 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, N:EVADA 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPT NO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

14 NOTICE: PURSUANT TO EDCR S.25(b) YOU ARE REQUIRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THlS 
MOTION WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT AND TO PROVIDE THE UNDERSIGNED WlTH A COPY OF 

15 YOUR RESPONSE WITHIN TEN (10) OA YS OF YOUR RECEIPT 01'' THIS MOTION. FAILURE TO FILE A 
WRITTEN RESPONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF 

16 THIS MOTION MAY RESULT IN THE REQUESTED RELIEF BEING GRANTED BY THE COURT WITHOUT 
HEARING PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED HEAR[NG DATE. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES At"lD COSTS 

DATE OF HEARJNG: 
TIME OF HEARJNG: 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, GABRJELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ('Gabrielle"), by and through her 

attorneys, Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Garima Varshncy, Esq., of Radford J. Smith, Chartered, and moves 

this Court for theJoHowing orde.rs: 

1. Directing Defendant Dennis Kogod ("Dennis'') to pay all or some reasonable portion of 

the attorney's fees incurred by Gabrielle 111 the prosecution of this action; 

1 

08706 



1 

2 

3 

4 

s 
I 

6 i 

7 

8 

., 
,:.,, Directing Dennis to pay all or some reasonable portion of the expert fees incurred by 

Gabrielle in this action, with the finding that the costs incu1Ted were reasonable, and that there is good 

cause to enter an order for an amount gteater than the statutory limitation; 

3. For such other and further reliefas the Court finds proper in the premises. 

This motion is made and based upon the points and authorities and affidavits attached hereto, aud 

upon all such argument as may be made by counsel at the time of the hearing of this matter. 

Dated this \:l- day of September, 2016. 
/ .... 

RA.Q.FbJU) J . ..SMI+~CHARTERED 

1
: / 

1

D,b'BJt; J. SMITI-I, ESQ. 
Nev:da State Bar No. 2791 
GARIMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorn~yfor Plaintiff 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

TO: DENNIS KOGOD, Defendant; and, 

TO: DANIEL MARKS, ESQ., Attorney for Defondant 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will bring the foregoing MOTIONS on for hearing 

6 before the above-entitled Court on the ____ day of ___________ , 201 

7 ~-m or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 

8 Dated this ~ day of September, 2016. 

9 i RAD~~J./SMITH, CHARTERED 
...... ··· ... , .. ~··· _,./ .· __ ,_. , .. ----············-·········--··-·· 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

z t; -·· 
RADFQl!{D J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 2791 
GARlMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Artomey.for Plainr[ff' 

I. SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

at the hour of ___ _ 

16 

17 
Gabrielle moves to recover all or a reasonable portion of the fees and costs she has incurred in 

18 prosecuting this case. Gabrielle's fees and costs incurred through her attorneys Radford J. Smith, 

:l.9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Chartered updated through August 31, 2016 are $418,51 I .04. (See Kogod Bill History attached l1ereto as 

Exhibit "l"). The costs she incurred for Anthem Forensics is $151,300.00 (See Updated Sunuuary and, 

I 
Billings of Anthem Forensics attached hereto as Exhibit "2"), and the costs she paid for Mark Hem1an I 

' · I 
1

1
1

· 
were presenteo through Plaintiffs Exhibit 101 admitted at tTial. 

··! 

25 

26 

24 1 Gabrielle presented evidence at trial of the fees and costs she incurred in the case through Exhibits 
admitted into evidence. See, Decree at page 3, footnote 6. The Court held tbat that the propriety of an 
award of fees and costs (as evidenced in the attorney's fees billing and expert cost billings identified in 
that footnote) may be addressed by post-adjudicatory papers filed with the conrt. This motion is provided 
based upon that order. 

3 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

There were three primary contested issues in the case: 1) community waste;2 2) alimony; and, 3) 

the valuation of the residences acquired by Den.11is. All of the assets that wete in issue were acquired by 

Dennis without Gabrielle's knowledge or consent; all of the "waste" in issue was money expended by 

Dennis without Gabrielle's knowledge or -consent. The bulk of the work that was done in the case was 

I 
necessary to perform a valuation of those assets, and an accounting of Dennis's spending. The action I . I 

i 
was made substantially more difficult because of Dennis's failure to perfom1 an accounting of his I 

! 

spending, and his failure to GOmply with court rules or orders. 

In its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce (hereinafter "Decree"), the 

Court has indicated a reluctance to enter an award of fees to either party because neither party filed an 

ofter to allow entry of judgment pursuant to NRS 125. i4l. As discussed below, this case presented 

complicated and uncertain is:sues of fact and law. Neither party could have offered a solution through. 

NRS 125.141 to the alimony issue, and the propetty and waste issues involved millions of dollars. 

Neither counsel could provide any level of ce1iainty to their clients. Picking a number for settlement 

15 could have been millions of dollars off tbe Court's decision, and each party was confident enough in their 

16 j position to forego that possibiHty. 
: 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Moreover, and equally important, the parties could not be aware of the value of those issues until 

each expert had finished their repo1is, and had been subject to deposition. Due to scheduling issues that 

had nothing to do with Gabrielle, her counsel or her experts, she was unable to complete the last expert 

deposition, Richard Teichner, CPA, until February 16, 2016, six days before the commencement of trial. 

The majority of the foes Gabrielle incurred were due to the unusual circumstances underlying this 

case.. ¥/ere this simply a matter ofdividitlg the parties' assets; or just an alimony' clairn, the parties 

would have expended a fraction of the fees and costs the community ultimately incurred. It is Dennis's 

2 The moniker "community waste'' is used here as a fonn of shorthand to represent the complicated issue of a ".compelling 
reason" for an unequal division of property carefully analyzed in great detail in the Decree. 

4 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

concealment and fraud over many years that resulted in the foes and costs being many multiples of those 

typically expended i:n a divorce case. 

Even if one were to ignore Dennis's role in causing the increase of fees in this case, a straight 

analysis of the applicable factors justifies an award of foes to Gabrielle. She was charged a fair rate for 

services, her counsel performed competent work, counsel and Anthem performed a massive amount of 

61 
' work necessary to prepare the ptesentation, De1111is's income massively exceeds Gabrielle's, and 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Gabrielle prevailed. 

II. GABRIELLE'S MOTION IS TlI\.IBLY 

Gabrielle's motion presents a claim for attorney's fees after judgment, entered August 22, 2016, 

set forth in the Court's Findings of Fact, Condusions of Law, and Decree of Divorce. NRCP 54(2) states 

in relevant pait, 

(A) Claim to Be by Motion. A claim for attorney fees must be ma.de by motion. The 
district court may decide the motion despite the existence ofa pending appeal from the 
underlying final judgment 

(B) Timing and Contents of the Motion. Unless a statute provides othenvise, the 
motion must be filed no later than 20 days after notice of entry of judgment is served; 
specify the judgment and the statute, rule, or other grounds entitling the movant to the 
award; state the amount sought or provide a fair estimate of it; and be supported by 
counsel's affidavit swearing that the fees were actual iy and necessarily incurred and were 
reasonable, documentation concerning the amount of fees claimed, and points and 
autho1ities addressing appropriate fac-tors to be considered by the court in deciding the 
motion. The titne for filing the motion may not be extended by the court after it has 
expired. · 

EDCR 8.06 states in relevant part, 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in paragrnph (b) of this rule, notwithstanding any 
prior Order of this Court, whenever a party haslhc right or is required. to do some act or 

··me same ,vithiil the prescribedl'esponse period after the ser~·ke of a notice or other 
paper, other than process, and the notice f)t paper is electronically served upon the party, 
three (3) calendar days must be added to the prescribed period. 

5 
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1 

2 

'f11e Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order ("Order") was served by 

August 22, 2016. Based on the foregoing, this request is timely filed to address Katie's request for fees 

3 ! and costs under NRCP 54. 
I 

41 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 

25 

26 

III, F'ACTORS IN CONSIDERING AN AW ARD OF FEES 

The Comt wrote a detailed and thoughtful 114 page Decree after tda!. Gabrielle will not belabor I 
! 

the facts or findings set forth in tbat decision. Gabrielle seeks an award of attorney's fees and costs from I 
I 

Dennis based upon his bad faith violations of the rules of court (his specific misrepresentations to the 

Court about Ms. Steiner, and his blatant and continuous violation of the Joint Preliminai-y Injunction), as 

the prevailing patty, and under the crite1;a set forth in Miller v. Wi(fong, 121 Nev. 619; I 19 P.Jd 727 

(2005), including the disparity in the patties' incomes. 

The Court has continuing jurisdiction in a post-trial matter to award attorney's fees 1.mder N"R.S 

125.150(3). Love v. Love, 114 Nev. 572,581,959 P.2d 5231 529 (1998). 

EDCR 7.60(b) states in pertinent part: 

(b) TI1e couit may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, impose upon an attomey 
or a party an.y a...'ld all sanctions which may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable, 
including the imposition of fines, costs or attorney's fees when an attorney or a party 
without just cause: 

(3) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs umeasonably and 
vexatiously. 

(5) Fails or refuses to comply with any order of a judge ofthe court. 

NRS 18.010 and NRCP 37(b)(4) permit the entry of fees and sanctions for a parties' bad faith claims or 

discovery failures. 

. ·rnMillei· \1. 'fViljong'. the Court held that 

[Vvlhile it is within the trial comi's discretion to determine the reasonable amount of 
attorney fees under a statute or rule, fo exercising that discretion, the court must evaluate 
the factors set forth in Brunzel! v. Golden Gate National Bank. Under Brunzell, when 
courts determine the appropriate fee to av.rard in civil cases, they must consider various 
factors, including the qualities of the adv()cate, the character and difficulty of the work 
performed, the work actually perfonued by the attorney, and the result obtained. We take 

6 
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1 

2 

:I 
this opportunity to ciarift our jurisprudence in family Jaw cases to require trial courts to 
evalllate the Brunzel! factors when deciding attorney foe awards. AdditionaHy, in Wright 
v. Osburn, this court stated that family Jaw trial cowts must also consider the disparity in 
income of the parties when awarding fees. Therefore, parties seeking attorney fees in 
family law cases must supp01t their fee request with affidavits or other evidence that 
meets the factors in Brunzel! and f¥right. 

5 ! Miller V. Wilfong, 121 Nev. 619, 623-24, 119 P.3d 727, 730 (2005) 

IV. APPLICATION OF FACTORS TO THE FINDINGS AND DECREE 

A. The .Brunzel! Factors 
I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

L Quality of the Advocate: This factor addresses the ability, training, education, experience, I 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

professional standing and skill of the attorney of the litigant seeking fees: Arguably, this factor prima1ily 

addresses the hourly rates of the attorney(s) that \:vorked on the case; an experienced lawyer ,>Vith good 

standing and skill t:ar1 demand a higher rate than less experienced counsel. Rad.ford J. Smith, Esq. is NV 

rated with Martindale Hubbell, and is a board certified Nevada fanlily law specialist. Mr. Smith's rate of 

$450 per hour is reasonable based on his qualifications and the level of experience, Mr. Smith's 

associate, Ms. Varslmey's rntes of $350 perhour are also reasonable based on her qualifications, six-year 

experience in family law matters, and quality of work petfonned in this matter. The attorneys have 

litigated almost every aspect of Nevada family law during the course of their respective careers. 

2. The Character of the Work to be Done - its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, time 

19 nd skill required, the responsibility imposed and the prominence and charncter of the parties where they 

20 I ffect th<> import,nce oithe litigation. Here, the case p,esonted unusual questions of fuct and law, and 

21.. • l eqmred extensive work by Gabrielle and her counsel to prepare and present evidence at trial. 

221 
23 

24 

25 

26 

In its Decree, the Court recognized that the bulk of the work to identify, investigate, clarify and 
. . ... . 

analyze the massive amount of data necessary to present a cogent repmt fell upon Gabrielle, her coun~ef, 

and her experts. Gabrielle was required to analyze the data, including her spending data over years of 

entries to determine whether the spending was known to her. Gabrielle's cmmsel, when faced with the 

volume of the evidence, worked together ·with Anthem Forensics to develop a reasonable metric to 

7 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

analyze the data as "community waste." It ,vas that method (developed after exploring many other ideas 

ba,~ed upon the court definitions of"waste" under Nevada Jaw) that counsel and Anthem identified for the 

w1categorized spending section of Anthem's report that the Court discussed and adopted in its findings. 

Gabrielle was required to do a mountain of work. that was not typical in a nonnai divorce case. 

Gabrielle took a series of depositions all addressing various aspects of the "waste" analysis. The Court 

has read the depositions Gabrielle noticed and took, and she submits that all of the depositions advanced 

or clarified the scope of issues of waste. The depositfons allowed her counsel and experts to determine 

those expenditures that became the analysis of potential waste contained in Anthem's repoits. Indeed, a 

representative of Anthem Forensics was present at nearly all of the depositions, and the review of those 

transcripts reveal the methodology of parsing that was a significant part of the work done. 

In :its Decree, the Court indicated a willingness to consider causing Dennis to pay some or all of 

the fees incurred by Gabrielle for the services of Anthem Forensics. Gabrieile submits that the bulk of all 

of the fees incurred by her in this case were related to gathering the informatfon underlying the Anthem 

reports, and for that reason, those fees should be held in the same light as the work performed by 

Anthem. 

3.. The Work Actually Pe1:formed by 1he Lawyer - the skiH, time and attention give.n to the 

work. Gabrielle has supported this motion with a billing history of fees and cost she incurred v.>ith 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered (Exhibit "1" attached hereto). 

4. The Result~ whether the attorney was successful and what benefits were derived. Here, 

Gabrielle prevailed. Dennis's position regarding waste was that Gabrielle should receive nothing in 

reiml>ursell1er1t tor\vaste because his spe11ding, even Oll secretgirlfrierids and children he fathered \',ith 

another while married to Gabrielle,. was not sufficientiymaterial to justify a reimbursement for the waste. 

The Court found that Gabrielle had proved over $4,000,000 of community waste. Dennis aruued that 
"' I 

I 
I 

8 
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I 

1 I Gabrielle was not entitled alimony, but the Court awarded her over $1,600,000 in alirnony. The Court 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19' 

20 

21 

22 I 

adopted the appraisal number nearest the expert repmt of Mark Hennan. 

B. EXPERT COSTS 

In Frazier v. Drake, 13 l Nev. Adv. Rep. 64,357 P.3d 365 (Nev. A.pp. 2015), the court addressed 

the factors the comt must analyze to justify an a\1.rard of expert costs exceeding the $1500 limit in NRS 

18.005.3 The Court held that for an a,v~.rd of expert foes in excess of $1500 to be proper, the fees 

awarded must not only be reasonable, but the circumstances surtou:nding each expert's testimony must be 

of such necessity as to require the larger fee. 

Based upon the massive amount of work that was necessitated in this case by Dennis's actions, 

and his failure to prnvide his own accounting, Anthem's fees charged to Gabrielle are reasonable. 

Moreover, Anthem's repo11s \.Vere necessary to the analysis of tbe issue of ''community waste;" the work 

perfonned the basis for the bulk of the Court's analysis of the issue. 

Also, the work of t<.k Herman was also reasonable for an expert ,vith his qualifications, and his 

opinion was necessary to the analysis of the value of the most valuable tangible asset of the parties, the 

Beverly Hills home on Oak Pass Road. 

Gabrielle requests that the Court find that the costs of the expert Gabrielle presented at trial 

should be borne by Dennis. 

II. 

CONCLUSION 

Based 011 the foregoing, PlaintitT, Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod respectfully reque;:sts this Court enter 

! the following orders: 
23 I 
24 

25 

i 3 It is unclear whether NRS 18.005 applies to divorce actions or judgments. The list of actions 
I§. i encompassed by that statute are identified in NRS 

9 
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1 l. Directing Defendant Dennis Kogod ("Dennis'') to pay aJJ or some reasonable portion of 

2 . the attorney's foes incmTed by Gabrielle in the prosecution of this action; 

3 j 2. Directing DemliS to pay all or some reasonable portion of the expert fees incurred by 

4 l Gabrielle in this action, with the finding that the costs incurred were reasonable, and that there is good 

5 i 
i cause to enter an order for an amount greater than the statutory limitation. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

3. For such other and further relief as the Court finds proper in the premises 

Dated this_/ J.._ day of September, 2016. 

RADFORD J,:SMITH, CHARTERED 
10 ! 1( 

11 t,.'V 
. . - . .... ...... ). 

12 i RADFORD.J:- SMITH, ESQ, 
I Nevada,State Bar No. 2791 

13 IGARIMA VARSHNEY,ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 011878 

14 24 70 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

15 '·Aaorney for Plaintiff 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

10 

08715 



1 DECLARATION OF RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

2 COUNTY OF CLARK ) 
I ) SS: 

3 I STATEOFNEVADA ) 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ,, declares a,; follows: 

I. I am counsei for Plaintiff Gabrielle Ko god in the above-entitled matter; 

2. I have personal knowledge of the facts contained in this Declaration, and 1 am competent 

to testify thereto, 

3. 

4. 

I submit this declaration in Support of Ms. Kogod's l\,fotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs. 

TI1e Motion contains a series of assertions that r know to be true from my personal 

knowledge, or are supported by the documents referenced in the Motion. 

I STA"rn THE FOREGOING UNDER ~~~ALtY OF PERJURY. 

/ l(/~l.i---- ------
RADF0RD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Date: i, S 6/f i.:J- r )-01(, 

.11 
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Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Ros€;! Parkway #20€! 
Henderson, Nevad;a es074 

History Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Date Staff T/E 
Gabrielle Kogod 

~--=:,=:'-'-'---...;,.,.-=-=D=-e=sc.ec:<e· r'-'i,..p=-t=lon -·-·---·-----·-····-·-·-·----·-·----~----------------=O=-u=r.,_/Q=ty:...._ 
Client No. 

Amount ·-----·-----~-~-----···--· 
Koi;1od v. Kogod 
11/12/2014 RJS T 
1·1/16/2014 JH T 

11/24/2014 RJS T 

12/01/2014 R..JS i" 
12/01/2014 RJS T 
"l 2/02/2014 RJS T 

·12/05/2014 GV T 

12/11/2014 JH T 

12/11/2014 <3V T 

12/12/2014 RJS T 

12/12/2014 JH T 

12/12/2014 RJS T 

12/12/2014 JH T 

12/18/2014 JH T 
12/1·8/2014 RJS T 

12/24/2014 RJS T 

12/24/2014 RJS T 

12/24/2014 JH T 
12/30/2014 R.JS T 

12/31/2014 RJS T 

1/05/2015 RJS T 

1/06/2015 RJS T 

1/14/2015 RJS T 

1/15/2015 R,JS T 

1/20/2015 GV T 

1/20/2015 T 

1/21/:2015 RJS T 

1/21/2015 -r 
1/23/2-015 Fat.JS T 

1/2~/~015 c-:;v T 

1/26/2015 GV ·r 

Matter No_ D13-489442-D (seale 
C9nfer!i!nce with GabrieUe Cioffi- Kc;,go<;I 

Prepan,,tion of Association of Counsel 

Meeting With client 

Review Answer and Coun_terclaim 

ExchE;mge emails with client 

Review emalf from client_, email to client 

Prepare Reply t.o Counter·clairn 

Preparation of Order Regarding Detailed FDF 

Preparation of Ex Parte Request for Detailed Fr.::>F 

Prepare Opt In to Detailed Financial Disclosur·e Forn-,; Phone 
coriference vv.ith client re: 1 B.2 requirements 

Pr·eparation .of Order Sealing File 

Review email from cliel")t; Email to clie.nt 

Preparation of .E;,c Pa rte Request to Seal File 

Preparation of Perernptory Challenge 

Review Notice of 1 E"l.2 C.ase Mar,agernent Conference; Review 
of file 

Review Notice of Department Reassignment 

Prepare Notice of Entry of Orde_r Sealing File 

Preparation of Notice of Entry of Order 

Revie-w e,nail and attachment from client; En-iail to client 

Exchange emails with client 

Review Notice of Case Mana_gement Order 

Confer.ence with J. Leauanae re.: work lilS expert; Phone 
conference wl_th S, Goldstein 

Review email from client;. E.maH to client 

Review e111all frorn c.lient 

Exchange emails with client 

Review Disc:;:losures from client 

Preparation for meeting with client; Meeting with client; Review 
of Dc,cuments provided by client 

Compiled list of incoming dis.closures 

Phone conference with .H~I DeBecker 

Prepare Interrogatories: Prepare Request for Production of 
Dc,cuments; Phone 01;111 with Mr. De Bmcker 

Beoln rese;arch on experts for appraisals and rnernorandurn for 

Page No. 1 

2.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.3 
o._2 
0.2 

0.8 

0.2 
0_3 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 
0.3 

0_3 

0.2 

0.2 
0,1 

0.3 

0-2 

0.3 

0 .. 2 

0-8 

0.3 

0.1 

0.1 

1.5 

3 

1_5 

0.1 

2 

0.2 

$945.00 

$30.0.0 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$90,00 

$240.00 

$20.00 

$90.00 

$45.QO 

$20.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$90.0Q 

$45.00 

$30.00 

$90,00 

$135.00 

$90.00 
$360.00 

$"135.00 

$45,00 

$30.00 

$375.00 

$1,350,00 

.$375.00 

$45.00 

$600-00 

$60.00 
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Oate ____ ······-·····-····Staff 
1/26/20"15 

·f/28/2015 

·1/2!:l/2015 

1/29/2015 

1/29/2015 

1/30/2015 

1/30/2015 

1/30/2015 

1/30/2015 

:2/02/2015 

2/02/2015 

2/03/2015 

2/03/2015 

2/03/2015 

2/0"1-/2015 

2/04/2015 

2/05/2015 

2/06/2015 

2/06/2015 

2/06/2015 

2/1'1/2015 

2/12/2015 

2/12/2015 

2/12/2015 

2/13/2015 

2/13/2015 

2/'13/2015 

GV 

GV 

RJS 
FUS 

RJS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

r--tJS 
RJS 

RJS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

RJ$ 

RJS 

A.JS 

RJS 

RJS 

R.J.$ 

GV 

RJS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

R:adford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

--T~/""E~·-""D~e"'s"-c=r.,_l"'p'"'t'"'i""o'-'1~'.I ____________________ _ --------------·-····---········-·-·-···-·Dur/Qty 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T ,-

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

·'j· 

T 

c.lient 

Prepare a Memorandum re comm~nity waste tss1.1e; Legal 
research 

Begin research on vari.ous appraisal!;; in the c,,;:,,;;e and preparing 
a Cornplex Divorce Litigation Staten,ent; Ema.II to client re: 
Detailed Financial Disclosure Form 

Email to cl.ient 

Conference with . .J. l..eauanae; Review of file re: Discovery; 
Legal Research : Draft outline of complex litigation plan 

Review ernails frorn client; Email to client; Review and revision 
c:,f Memo on waste is.sues: Meeting with Hal Debacker 

Continue preparation of Complex Divorce Litigation Plan; 
Exchange em.al.ts with client 

Prepal'"e compr·ehensive Memorandum re: Discovery o-f 1-lidden 
Assets and attachment of Fo,-eign account 

Prepare List o·f Expert Witnesses 

Email from client 

l..ega.l rese.ar·ch re-: off,;;hore bank accounts 

Revir,,w emails from client 

Conference with Client; Appearance at Case Management 
Conference; Review email fr,.:,m client 

Review client's Detailed FDF 

Review emails -fron, client; Preparation of draft Interrogatories 

Prepare and serve Amended R.eqvest _f,;:,r Producti<.:>n of 
D0cun1ents and Amended Request f<;>r lnter·,rogatories per Mr. 
Smith's instructions 

Exchange emails with client "Re: Today's Proceedings" 

Review of email from c!ieryt ;;ind enclosed tax ret1.,1rn 

Review Plaintiff's initieil Production .under EDCR 16.2 

Review of draft Financial Disclosure Form 

Review Defendar'lt's Initial 16.2 .Supplement 

Review Order of Court re: Case Management Conference 

Review wit:ness list fiiec;:I by Opposinr,-1 Counsel 

Review email ·from J. Jimmerson's office; Respond to ernail: 
Review ernafl from client 

Review of Dennis Kogod's draft Flna.ncial Dlscl<.>swre Forrn, 
compare to financial information tn file 

Preparation of Plaintiff's Initial 16.2 Disclosure 

Review NRCP 1.6.2 biscJosures; Prepare Proposed Cornmu.r,ity 

Page No. 2 

2 

0.2 

0.3 

2.1 

2.6 

1.2 

3.8 

0.5 

0 .. 1 
3 

0.$ 

1.5 

Q.2 

1.2 

0.6 

0.4 

0 .. 8 

1.5 

0.2 
0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

1-4 

2 

Oe·te; !;J/12/2016 

Amount 

$600.00 

$60.00 

$135.00 

$945.00 

$1, 170 .. 00 

$360.00 

$1,710 .. 00 

$-1so.oo 
$30.00 

$1,350.00 

$135.QO 

$675.00 

$6Q_QQ 

$540 .. 00 

$180.00 

$180.00 

$360.00 

$675.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$630.00 

$600.00. 
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Radford J. Smith, Charter~<;! 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Date Staff TIE 
·2113/2015 

"'-"'""-------'"'-'"'"-''-'---~==--,,,oe!!._c;:;:!'.!.E?.!!.Q.O_________ _______________ ·--·--·--······--······--··.Q~I:!0~,...'---------=-A...::.:...m:..:....:o=-· =:u:.:n.:..:t 
Property Distribution based upon documents provided by client 

2/15/2015 R.JS T 

2/15/2015 R.JS T 

2/15/2015 R.JS T 

2/17/2015 GV T 

2/17/2015 "r 

2/18/2015 GV T 

2/18/20'.15 <:o;V T 

2/18/20'.1 !5 f~.JS T 

2/19/2015 GV T 
2/19/2.015 GV T 

2/20/2015 GV T 

2/20/2015 GV T 

2/23/2015 GV T 

2/23/20·15 GV T' 

2/23/2015 R.JS T 
2/23/20'.l 5 R.JS ·r 
2/24/2015 GV T 

2/25/2015 RJ.S T 

2/25/2015 GV T 

2/25/2015 FUS T 
2/26/2015 GV T 

2/26/20'15 GV ,-
2/27/20'15 R.JS T 

2./27/2015 GV T 

2/27/2015 GV T 

Review production c,f D0curr1ents by J. Jimmerson; Memo to 
file 

RQview of emails from client "One More" and attached website 
inforrnation and Youtube Video 

Review of emails fro1T1 client with Photo and "Love Story" 
poster 

Review documents produced by Opposing Party as NRCP 
16.:2 Disclosures; Review Opposing Party's Detailed FDF; 
R·esearch on various real properties identified by Mr. Kogod; 
E.mail exchanges -with Mr. Marc Her-rnan (re.al estate appraiser) 
reg.arding appraisal of properties in Beverly Hills area 

Review, organize'. Defendant's Initial 16.2 Disclosure re: 
autt,enticity and prop.-iety of disclosures 

E.xc_hange emails with Mr. Marc Herinan 

Email exchanges With Opposing Counsel re: NRCP 16.2 
Disclosures 

Revision of draft lnterrogato.ries and Request for P1'oductk,11 of 
Docurnents 

Email from Joe Lea.uanae 

Email frorn and to Marc Herman 

Prepare client's Financial Disclosur'e Form; Phone c1o1U with 
cllent; Review e1T1ails -frorn .client 

Begin preparation of Memorandun, for Hal De Becker and 
revis-ions to Complex Divorce Litii;iation Plan 

Email to and from client 

Email from client; Ernail to Mr. Herman 

Revtew emails from client .and attachments; Ertiails to client 

Review of contract -rrorn Anthem F'orenslcs 

Eni.ail to Anthe,-., Forensics; Ernall fron1 client 

Review ernail from ollent 

Conferenc,;, with client; Finalize Financial Disclosure Form and 
file; Begin preparatiqn of discpvery strat~gy i.n t11e case 

Conf'erence with cllent 

Prepare letter for Mr. Herman and Anthem Forensics 

Review various emails from client 

Review letter and documents from Greg Srnith n;o: Trus.t 

Review ml.lltiple, email$ from client; Phone call from client 

.Ernail from Opp,;,sing Couns,;;,I; E.maH to client 

Paga No. 3 

1.5 

0.6 

0.2 

1.3 

7 

0.2 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.2 

1.8 

0.4 

0.1 

0.3 
0.6 

l)_.1 

0.2 
0.1 

3.2 

1 . .9 

0.2 
·1 

o.·1 

0.9 
0,1 

$675.00 

$270.00 

$90.00 

$390.00 

$1,750.00 

$60.00 

$60.00 

$135.00 

$30,00 

$60.00 

$540.00 

$120..00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$270.00 

$45.00 

$60.00 

$45,00 

$960.00 

$855.00 

$Ei0.()0 

$300.00 

$45.00 

.$270.00 

$30.00 
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Radford .J. Smit!,, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9/"Vi?./2016 

Date Staff '"""''-------=="-'--- TIE ____ Des~riRtion"-------~------· ···-··--·-······-·········---·····-··-----..cDa..·.;c'·J;.:r.c./.:.:Qc::.t.;;,Y,__ _______ ~!!!~-~!. 
2/27/2015 
2/27/2015 

3/02/2015 

3/02/2015 

3/02/2015 

3/04/2015 

3/09/2015 

3/09/2015 

3/10/2015 

3/11/2015 

3/11/2015 

3/12/20"15 

3/12/2015 

3/12/2015 

3/13f201S 

3/13/2015 

3/1612015 

3/16/201 !5 

3/"16/2015 

3/17/2015 

3/"17/2015 

3/17/201.5 

3/17/2015 

3/17/2015 

3/18/2015 

3/19/2015 

3/19/2015 

3/23/2015 
3/24/2015 

3/26/2015 

3/26./2015 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

R.J$. 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

KFS 
R.JS 

KFS 
KFS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 
KFS 
GV 

GV 

GV 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T ,. 
T 

T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
.T 

T 
;-
T 

T 

Revie.w letter frorn Mr. Gregory Smith 

Review Opposing Party's Detailed FDF 

Review proposed witness list from client: Prepare outline of 
additionai witnesses 

Emails from and to client 

E.rnail from Opposing Counsel 

E.mail fro1·n and to Anthem Forensics; Em;;ill exchange,;; with 
client 

Exchange emails with client 

Review various emails and attac;hrnents from client 

Ernails from clier~t.: Begin draft pf f_ist of Witness.es·, Prepare 
List of Expert VVitnesses 

Email to and frorn Mr. Leauanae 

Review email a11d Biography from client 

Research online for various witnesses; Prepare a draft List of 
Witnesses 

Phone caill tron, Mr. Hennan; Ernail trom Mr. Herman 

Qor\ference with cllent 

Review emails fron, ollent; Research on attorney In California; 
Me.et with client 

Revise draft of Complex Divorc::e Litigation Plan 

Prepare initia.1 draft: of Complex r;>ivorce .l..ltlgatlon Pl.an 

Prepare Subpoena Duces Tecum for VVells Fargo Bank, UBS 
Investments, Inc. Mict,elle Gravely, and Sank of.America 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Notice Of Deposition 

Preparation and Appearanoe at case Management Conference 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Notice of Deposition 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Notice of Deposition 

Confere11oe with client; Attend Case Management Conference; 
Review doc1,11nents prod1.1<;:ecl by Opposing Counsel 

Emails from and to client 

Phone call with Mr. Dani.el ..Jaffe 

Review email and agr'!!(;lrnent from Jaffie @nci Clemens 

Preparation of Certificate of Servioe to Miehe.lie Gravley, Psy.D. 
Review discovery produced by Opposing Party 

Phone call w.ith Wells Fargo re Subpoena 

Ernait fron1 Mr . .Jaffe re: Retai11er; Email ,o client 

Page No. 4 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.3 

D.1 

0.6 

0.5 

1 

1.2 

0.2 

2.5 
2.2 

0.2 
2.2 

1 

1.3 

1.S 

2 .. 2 

0.1 

1.1 

0.1 
0.1 

2.2 

0.2 
0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

$30.00 

$60 .. 00 

$180.00 

$90 .. 00 

$30.00 

$180.00 

$150.00 

$300.00 

$360.00 

$60.00 

$1,125 .. 00 

$660.00 

$60,00 

$990.00 

$300.00 

.$.5S5.00 

$.570.00 

$660.00 

$10.00 

$495.0() 

$10.00 

$10.00 

$6$0.00 

$6Q.O.o 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$10.lJO 

$60.00 

$60.00 

$60.00 

08721 



Date Staff . TIE 
3/27/2015 GV T 

3/29/2015 R.JS T 

3/31/2015 

4/01/2015 

4/01/2015 

4/02/2015 

4/03/2015 

4./06/2015 

4/07/2015 

4/08/2015 

4/08/2015 

4/08/2015 

4/08/2015 

4/09/2015 

4/10/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/'13/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/14/2015 

4/14/2015 

4/15/2015 

4/15/2015 

4/16/2015 

4/17/2.015 

4/17/2015 

4/17/2015 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

KFS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 
KF'S 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

KFS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

T 
T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 
T 

T ,.. 

T 

T 
T 

T 

'T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

i 
T 

Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkvvay #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Hi.story Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Description ·-·-·---·····--······· .-·-·-····--·---- -----------"'D'-u"""'"r~/Q-=-t=-y'-. ______ Amount 
Phone call fror.n Wells Fargo Bank 0.1 $30.00 

Review email from client 0.1 $45.00 

Review email from client re; expenditures; Email to client 0.2 $90,00 

Revievv emails fro.m client; Emal! to client 0.2 $90.00 

Conduct Lexis Nexis Search; Ernail to ciient re: Discovery; 2.2 ~680.00 
Meet witt-1 client 

Prepare Plaintiff's 2nd 16 .. 2 Supplement 

Review Defendants' 2nd Supplemental Response to Request 
for Production .c,f Docu,nents 

.Review of Cross Deposition of Custodian of Records of VVells 
Fargo, B of A, ues Fin;;.ncial 

Review Subpoena for Bank Of America, UBS and Vvells Fargo 

Email from and t.o client 

Preparation of Plaintiff's 3rd 10.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Review oraft Complex Civil Litigation Plan; Prepare outline of 
Changes to Plan; Vi,;,w public record report of Dennis Kogod 
and compare records to Productlor\ 

Revise Complex Divorce Litigation Pf;;.n 
Revise and file client's List .of Witnesses 

Ei.mail from an.c:I to M.r. l-lerman 

Prepare Stipulation and Order to continue Case Management 
Co.nference; S,rnail to Opposing Counsel 

Phone calls with Mr . .Jaffe's office re: Depositions and 
Sul-:>poenas; En,ail to Anthe,-n Forensics with Complex Divorce 
Utfgatlon Plan 

Preparation of Plf.lintiff's 4th 16.2 Supplernental Disclosure 

Phone conference with client 

Review of emails from client 

Conference with .J, LeauanlJle 

Emal! from and to Opposing Counsei: Phone call with Mr. 
.Jaffe's office; Pt1e;me call with client 

Phone call with Mr .• laffe's office 

Conference with client 

Review of email from client - Re: Kogod 2014 lncorne Tax Prep 

Revievv of ernail from client "Re: Kogod 2014 Income T"a.x Prep" 
and Pi·epare -,mail to client 

Review Motion; Email to .J . .Jimmerson 

Revievv Ex Pa rte Requ,;;,st for OST on Motior1 for Protective 
Order 

Page No. 5 

2 

0.4 

o.e 

o., 
0.1 

2.33 

2.5 

4.3 
0.2 
0.1 
0 •• ... o 

O.'i' 

1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

2.5 

o.·1 
0.1 

0.2 
0.1 

$200 .. 00 

$180.0d 

$270.00 

$45.00 

$30.00 

$.233.00 

$1,125.00 

$1,290.00 

$60.00 

$30,00 

$15.0.00 

$210.00 

$100.00 

$90.00 

$135.0d 

$225.00 

$60.00 

$50.00 

$1,1~5.00 

$45,0d 

$46.00 

$90.00 

$30,00 

08722 



.Date ____ 
4/17/2015 
4/20/2015 

4/21/2015 

4/2112015 

4/21/2015 

4/21/2015 

4/21/2015 

4/21/201 !5 

4/22/2015 

4/22/20"15 

4/22/2015 

4/23/2015 

4/23/2015 

4/24/2015 

4/24/2015 

4/24/2015 

4/24/2015 

4/27/2015 

4/27/20·15 

4/26/2015 

4/28/20, t5 
4/29/2015 

4/30/2015 

4/30/2015 

4/~0/2015 

5/01/2015 

5/01/2015 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Dat.e: fU12/2016 

Staff "TIE ~--=="""--~-'-'-=--""D=escriQtipn ____________________ _ ···-······-·····---··--···-···----··-o_u_r_/Q~. t~Y~-----··---~"!.!~.'::.'"~ 

~1.H T 
RJS T 

RJS T 

GV T 

GV T 
R,JtS. T 

R.JS T 

RJS T 

C3V T 

R,JS T 

RJS T' 

GV T 

R,IS T 

RJS T 
RJ$ T 
GV T 

ov T 

RJS T 

RJS T 
c;;v T 

GV T 

KFS T 

KFS T 

R,JS T 

KFS "r 

KFS 'T 

Preparation of Notice of Entry of Order 

Review of ernails from client; emails to client 

Outline and Prepare Opposition to Discovery Motion; Phone 
conferer,ce w.lth Michael Flaxman · 

Public record search on Nadine Kievsky's various nan,es; 
E.mall to Jaffe and Clemens 

Emal! to Mr. Barthol - Yacht a.ppraisal 

Phone conference with s. Polselli re: Motion; Email to Mr. 
Jimmerson 

Co,1:Ference SNith J. Leauanae and client re: status of 
evaluation; Review of discovery· sent received in case. 

Email to Shahana Po!selli "RE: Kogod - Discovery Motion'" 

Exchange ernails with Opposing Counsel; Prepare Opposition 
to Motion for Protective Order 

Email to J . .Jimmerson 

Revfe'IV of eff1aif frorn ,J. Allen (Anthem Forensics) "RE: 2014 
Tax return'' and prepare responsive email 

Email exch·anges with Opposing Counsel r,s,: Discovery hearing 

Email to client 

Exphange emails with Jenny Allen 

Emaii to client; Review email frorn client 

Review the Defendant's Cornpfex Qlvorce Litigation Plan; Ernail 
to client; Email from Clark Barthol 

Phone call with Cheryl WIison, Esq., Att<:>rney for Dr. C.3ravely 

Review letter from Che-ryl Wilson re: Dr. Gravely 

Phone conference with J. Jimmerson pursuant to EDCR 2.34 

Prepare First Supplement. List or Expert Witnesses 

Excha,,ge emails with Jenny at Anthem Foreneiics; Phone <::all 
with Jenny; Prepare Subpoenas for Denike LLC, Systems a 
Fight Olup and MOE u_c; Prepare Application for the Issuance 
of Comn1ission; Email to and from client 

Preparation .of draft of .Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 1st 
Interrogatories 

Preparation of draft of Plalntlff's Response to Defendant's 1st 
Request for Production <:>f Docurnents 
l~evlevv Plaintiff',;; .Reply to Opposition: Legal Research 

Pl'.epare Certificate of Service for Moe f_LC 

Prepare Certificate of Service for Systems a F'is.,ht Club 

Page No. f.l 

0.2 

0.4 

o.~ 

0.5 

0.3 

0.3 

2.8 

0,1 

2 

0.1 

0 . .2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 
0.7 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.5 

2.6 

1.3 

1.4 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

$20.00 

$180.00 

$-:J3.5.00 

$150.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$1,280.00 

$4S,OO 

$600,00 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$120.00 

$90.QO 

$90,.00 

$90.00 

$210.00 

$60.00 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$150.00 

$780.00 

$130.00 

$140 .. 00 

$495.00 

.$10.00 

$10.00 

08723 



Radford J. Sn:1ith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History Bill Data: 9/12/2016 

-=O=-=a"'t""e'---,----Staff -····- T/E ____ De=s~c~r~i~P~t=i~o~n~--------·-·-·--····-····--··----·--------------'D=-=uccr/0.fy ····-···--··-·····--· Arnount 
5/01/2015 
5/01/2015 

5/01/2015 

5/01/2015 

5/01/.2015 

5/01/201$ 

5/01/2015 

5/01/2015 

5/01/2015 

5/04/2015 

5/04/2015 

5/04/2015 

5105/201.5 

5/05/2015 

$/95/2015 

5/06/2015 

5/06/2015 

5/06/2015 

5/07/2015 

5./07/2019 

5/08/2015 

5/08/2015 

5/08/2015 

5/08/2015 

5/11/2015 
5/11/2015 

5/12/2015 

5/12/20"15 

GV 

R.JS 
KFS 

KFS 

R.JS 

KFS 

KFS 

GV 

R.,JS 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 

R,JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

KFS 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 
GV 

R..JS 
R,JS 

T 
T 
T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

.T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

,.. 
T 
T 

T 
T 

En-iail. to Joe Leauanae 

F>reparaHon ancJ Appearance at Hearing 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Application to Conduct 
Deposition Out of State of System 8 Fight Club 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Application to Conduct 
Deposition Out of St.ate of Moe LLC · 

Review Anthern Forensics' analysis of Dennis Kogod's FOF 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Application to <'.:onduct 
r.:>eposltion Out of State of Denika 

Prepare Certificate of Service for Danika LLC 

Prepare Order for· Cor;irnlssion to Tak.a l:)epo - DeniKa LLC, 
Systerns 8 Fight Club LLC, ahd MOE LLC; Excheng<3! emails 
with Anthem Forensics; Email to Opposing C.ounsel 

Attend Continued Case Conf.erence; Review of Proposed 
Discovery Order 

Email exchan1;1es wlth client; Review the video of Dennis 
Kogod 

Review Cif emaU from c.lient and attachment; email to client 

Prepare Response to Piaintifri;i First S'-':!t of lnterrog.;atories; 
E.maii to Opposing Co'unsel 

Review of email frorri client to Anthern "Meeting"; Ernail to 
,:;llent 

Email to and from Anthem Foren!!'iC$ 

Prepare Commission tc;, Tak4:l< Deposition of Systems. 8 Fight 
Clu.b, MOE LLC and Denika, LLC 

Email from a1-id to opposing Counsel 

Prepan,ition c;,f Plaintiff's 5th 16.2 Supplement 

Em~i!s from client; Phone call from Ahthem Forensics 

Review email from client; Email t.o client 

Email .e.xch.a,-iges with client 

Exct1ange various en-iails with client; Emails from client 

Review Mr. Kogod's Poiitlcai Contributions for 2012: En,ail to 
Anthern Forensics 

Prep~re Second Request for Production of Dom.iments 

Phone call witt1 Mr. Fayer; Email to Mr. Faye.-
Review Brief re Joint Therapy Sessions; Email to client 

Legal Resean::h re: disclosure of joint therapy sessions 

Review B1·ief re Motion for Protective Order 

Page No. 7 

0.1 .$30.00 

1 $450.QO 

0.1 $10.00 

0.1 $10.00 

0.2 $90.00 
0.1 $10.00 

0.1 $10.00 

2.1 $630.00 

1.2 $540.00 

0.5 $150.00 

0.3 $1:-$5.00 

2.2 $660.00 

0 fil0.00 

0.2 $60.00 
1 $3.00.00 

0.1 $30.00 

'1.5 .$150.00 

0,3 $90.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0.2 $60.00 

1 $300.Q() 

0.2 $60.00 

0.5 $150.00 
0.6 $180.00 
0.2 $60.00 

1 $450.00 

0.1 $45.00 
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Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #:296 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

H i:s.tory B.ill Pate: 9/12/201 <S 

..,,D=a,_,t""e'------~S=ta~ff ... -·-· TIE.. Oes.cripti.on_ .. _______ -:---:----------- ·-·--.. --.--........... our/Qfy __ _ 
5/12/2015 GV T Review Notice of Settlement Conference; Phone call from 0 .. 3 

Arnount 

5/13/2015 

5/·.13/2015 

5/'!4/2015 

5/14/2015 

:5/15/2015 

5/'18/2015 

5/18/2015 

5/19/20"15 

5/19/2015 

5/20/201.6 

5/21/2015 

5/26/2015 

$/27/20'15 

5/27/2015 

.5127/2015 

5/26/2016 

5/28/2015 

5/28/2015 

5/29/2016 

5/29/2015 

5/29/2016 

6/01/2016 

· · Frisco Fayer 

GV T Ernail exchan~es with Mr. Fayer 0.4 

RJS T Contir\ued research on Tort of Fraud to the Community; Begir, 1 .6 
Preparation of Res~ot~se on Discovery Issue 

GV 

R.J$ 

KFS 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 
GV 

GV 
RJS 

GV 

T 

T 

,r 
T 

T 

,. 
T 
T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

P~1one call with Mr. Jaffe's office; Exchange emails with Mr. 
Jaffe's office and Opposing Counsel; Exchange ernails -with 
client; Review vld<9o titled "Life of Shel~on Kogoc-J" 

Prepare Supp!eme,,t to Opposition to Motion for Protective 
Order 

Re~earch; Prepared memo Re; .Joint Attorney Client Privilege 

Preparation o'f Plalntlff's Response to Defendant's 1st Reques;t 
for Prodµction of Documents 

Finalize Discovery Responses; Exchalig.e phei1~e calls and 
em.ajls vvith client 

Review letter from .J .. .Jitnrnersor1 

Email from Mr . .Jaffe 

Email to Mr . .Jimmerson; Phone. call from Mr. FJsr:::o 

E;mall from Mr. Pris.co; Phone call With Antt1ern Forensics 

Ernaiis and phone calls with .client; Begin draft of subpo.ena ·for 
Psit Murphy and Notice of Inspection Oak Pass home 

Prepare Subpoel".la ar,d Notice of Deposition of Nadya 
Khaps1;1Hs, Mitchell Kogod, Sheldon Kogod. Pana kogod and 
Marsha Kogod; Revise and finalize Subpoena for Patrici.;.1 
Murphy; Prepare Notice of Inspection of San Vincent, Canon 
Drive and Oak Hills resid.ences 

Revie'V'.1 Reply Brief 

Exchange em.ails with Anthem Forensics 

Exchange 1nultiple ernails vvith Anthem Forensics; Phone call 
With Ar,thern Forensics; Begin preparation of Motion to 
Continµe TriaJ; ·Exchange various emails With Mr. .Jlrnmerson 
and Mr. Frisco; Email Mr Ma1·k He.rrnan re Appraisals; R.eview 
UBS staternents provided by Mr. Kogod: Send email to 
Qpposing Counsel with mlssinQ statements list 

En,alf to J. Jirr·1merson 

Prepare Notice of Deposition - Dermis Kogod 

Prepare letter to Opposing Counsel re: Sale of shares by 
Dennis 

Start draft of Motion to Continue Trial 

Review email t·rom cl\ent 

Prepare for Status Check Hearing; Meet with client ;.1n<:1 

?age No. 8 

1.6 

1 

3.5 

2,4 

2.5 

0.1 

0.2 

0.5 

0,2 

2.1 

4.5 

0.2 

0.2 
.3,5 

0.1 

0.6 

0.4 

1.1 

0.1 

3.1 

$90.00 

$120.00 

$720.00 

$480.00 

$450.00 

$875.00 

$240.00 

$750.00 

$45.00 

$60.QO 

$150.00 

$60.00 

$630.00 

$1.350,00 

$90.00 

$6.0.00 

$1,050.00 

$45.00 

$'180.00 

$120.00 

$330.00 

$45.QO 

$930.00 
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.DaLe -v _______ 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/2015 

6/01/201$ 

6/02/2015 

6/02/2015 

6/03/2015 

6/04/2015 

6/04/2015 

6/04/2015 

6/05/2015 

6/05/2015 

6/05/2015 

6/08/2015 

6/08/2015 

6/08/2015 

6/09/20'15 

Staff 

KFS 

RJ.S 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

R..JS 

GV 

R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

T/E Descrlp.tlon 
Exp.ert; Attend H;saring 

T Prepare lett;sr to W<31ls Fargo re password 

T Preparatloh for Hearing; Appearance at H.earing; Conference 
·with client and .J. Lea1uanae 

T Review documentis fron, Wells Fargo 

T Email exchanges with Mr. Fayer 

T Phone call with thE;1 Court re: Updated letter from Mr. 
Leauanae; E.mall to court 

T Review Defeqdant's 3rd 16.2 Supplen,ent 

T Revi,;,w Amended DetaHed PDF for Dennis Kogod 

T Begin draft of 2-hd Request for lnterrogatorl.es 

T Exchange multiple phone calls wjth client, experts .;ind 
appraiser to reschedule depositions and lnspectioris; Ema·11 to 
Opposil"'!Q Counsel 

T Brie·f review of Defendant's 4th 1e_2 Supplement 

T En,ails from client; Emails to Anthern Forensics 

T Prepare Amended Notices of Depositions for Marsha Kogod, 
Patricia Murphy and Nadya Khapaalis; Multiple email 
exchanges with cllent, Jaffe and Clemens and Opposing 
Counsel; Conduct research on .Jennifer Crut'-9 Steiner; Pr,:;,pare 
Subpoena D.uces Tecum and Notice of Deposition for .JenniJer 
Steiner; Revi.<i!lVV letter from Opposing Counsei re: Sale of Stock 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Review letter from J. Jirnmerson 

Extended telephone conferen.ce with opposing counsel. 

Prep;;ire Subpoena fo..- Jennifer St<3iner; Exchange emaHs with 
Mr. Frisco re Service of various subpoenas; Exchange a.malls 
with client; Phone call from Mr:. Frisco re Service of Ms. 
Steiner in Santa Barbara; Rei.earch on service and deposition 
in S.anta Barbara; Exchange mUltlple em,iiils with client re 
Variou:s d!9tes; Phone c.all from Opposing Counsel; E.xchange 
1n1..rltlple ernails with Opposing Counsel: Prep.are An-.en.dec:i 
Notice of Inspection of Oak Pass Home 

Prepare letter to J_ Jin,rnerson 

Phone conteren,::e with .::Hent ,·e: discovery Issues; merno to 
file 

Finallze Plaintift's 3rd Reque$t for Product.ion of Documents; 
Finalize Request for interrogatories 
Phone conference With Jim .Jirnr:nerson, Letter to Jin, 
Jimmerson; Second phone conference with Mr. Jimmerson 
Phone call from Opposing Counsel; Prepare letter for Opposing 
Co1,.1nsel 

Page No. 9 

Dur/Qty 

0_1 

2.8 

0.7 
0.2 
0.2 

0,3 

0.3 

0.2 

2.2 

0.2 

0.3 

3.2 

0.2 
1 

3.2 

0.3 

1 .1 

0.5 

1 .1 

0.4 

Date: 9/12/2016 

Amount 

$10.00 

$1,26P.QO 

$315.00 

$60.00 

$60.00 

$135.00 

$135.00 

$60.00 

$660.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$960_00 

$90.00 

$450.00 

$960.00 

$135_00 

$.495.00 

$·150.00 

$495.00 

$120.00 

08726 



Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Hende~on. Nevada89074 

History Bill Date: 911212016 

.,,o=a,.,t,,,e=-------"S"'t""a=ff ______ T/E ___ ,OescrJRtio="~------~------ ·----------------····-········-.. --------·----·--"-0"'1,1'-='r/'--O.~!Y,.-·'-------~A-=m;__o"'"u='-n.;.cct 
6/09/2015 
6/09/2015 

6/10/2015 

6/11/2015 

6/12/20"15 

6/"12/2015 

6/15/2015 

6/15/2015 

6/15/2015 

6/15/20'15 

6/15/201.5 

6/"15./2015 

6/15/2015 

6/15/201.5 

6/15/2015 

6/16/2015 

6/16/2015 

6/17/2015 

6/17/2015 

6/17/2015 

6/'i/3/2015 

6/18/2015 

6/18/2015 

6/19/2015 

RJS 
GV 

RJS 

R.JS 
RJS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 
R.IS 

l<FS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

T 

T 
T 
T 

,T 
;-
T 

;-
T 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

Review email frorn client 

Phone call from ya.oht appraiser; Email to .Opposing C,:,unsel 

Review letter frorn .I. Jirnmerson 

Review Notices of Oepo,sltions 

Brief Review of .Defendant's 5th 16.2 S1,1pplen-1ent 

Review Minutes fro,-.-, 5/1/15 Hearing 

Review various emaJls from oHent re: Documents provided by 
Dennis Kogod to Denise Gentile; Email to Anthem Forern;;io:::s 

Pr·epar·e letter for Opposing Counsel re; Discovery past due 

Review Defendant's Motion to Stay Subpoena for .Je.nnlfer 
Steir,er; Leg:c1I Research 

Review l='laintlff's Experts Appraisal of the Ya.cht 

Revie,N letter from .J. Jimmerson 

Preparation of Plaintiff's 6th 1E;l.2 Supplemental Discl.o$ure 

Review email from client: Email to client 

Exchan!;Je multiple emails with Opposing Counsel re: 
Inspection of the Boat; Exchange emails with Appraiser; 
Exchange emafl!i with client; Phone call from client; Phone 
call fron, Opposing .Counsel; Exchange emails with Marc 
1-lerman re: Appr.i;,isaf of homes 

Exch,;u:ige mllltlple phor1e cal.ls .and ernalls w.ith cHelit; Review 
various .en,ails provided by client: Exchange Etmalls with 
Opposing Counsel; Email fron, the boat appraiser; Email 
ex.changes with ...Joe Leauanae; Review Motion for Protective 
Order filed by Opposing Counsel; Review Defendant's 6th 
NRCP 16.2 Disclosures 

Brief Review Defendant'$ Response to Plaintiff's 2n<::t Re.quest 
ror Production Of Documents 

Review Defe1,dant's 6th 18.2 Supplernent 

Prepare Clien.t's l·ilF'AA 

E.Y,change multiple emails witt1 Opposing Counsel 

Phone c.all with Nadya's attol'ney; En,all to Nadya's attorney 

Review Defendant's Witness List; Review of file 

Exchange multiple emails with client, Antherr, Forensics, 
Frisco Fayer ano Opposing Counse[; Pr·epare Subpoenl;I 
Duoes Tecurn for Dr. Gravely and Dr. Allen 

En,aii from Opposing counsel: Review unsigned Denlka Trust; 
Pt-tone call with Jenny .frc,m Anthem Fore,,sics; Exchange 
ema.ils with Jenny; Review Motion -for Stay and Protective 
Order; Start draft of Opposition to Motion for Stay; Emails from 

Page No. 10 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0,2 

0.1 

0.1 

0 .. 5 

0.2 

0.5 

0.1 

Q.1 

1.7 
0 

3.2 

3.2 

0,1 

0.1 

0 .. 2 

0.8 
0.2 

0 .. 2 

2.5 

3.2 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$45.00 

$45.00 

$'150.00 

$60.00 

$225.00 

$45.00 

$45.00 

$170.00 

lj,0.00 

$960.00 

$960.00 

$45.00 

$45.00 

$60.00 

$240.00 

$60.00 

$90.00 

$750.00 

$960.00 
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Radford J. Smith, ChartE!l"ed 
2470 St, Rose Parkway #206 

Hender~oi1. Nevada 89074 

History BUI 

~O=a~t~e~ _____ Staff -··- T /E _ Desqrtr.>""t"'i""o"-· """'----------- -···--·······-···········-··-··-···"···---·· 
6/19/2015 Frisco Fayer; Ernall to client 

6/19/2015 

6/22/2015 

6/22/2015 

6/22/2015 

6/22/2015 

6/23/2015 

6/23/20'15 

6/23/2015 

6/23/2015 

6/23/2015 

6/23/2015 

6/2.3/2015 

6/23/2015 

6/24/2015 

6/24/2015 

6/24/2015 

6/24/20·15 

6/24/2015 

6/25/2015 

6/25/2015 

6/25(2015 

6/26/201fj 

6/26/2015 

GV 

HJS 
GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 
-JH 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 
R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

T 
T 

T 

'T 

T 

T 

T ,-
T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
;· 

T 

T 

T 

Email from Nadya's attorney; Email to client 

Telephone conferenr,:;e with Experts ( Anthem Forensics) 

E.rnail exohanges with Opposing Counsel; Review Ex Parto 
Request for OST; Review OST; Email exchanges. ano phone 
calls with Client; Phone call from Clarl< Bart.hol.'s a,ffi.ce 

Email from and to Nadya's counsel 

Meet with Jenny from Anth.E>m Forensics re Dec.laration for 
Opposition 

Exchange n1.1merou.s emails l:>etween counsel and .cfler'lt r-e: 
Depositions; Prepare Amended Notice of Deposition and 
Subpoena for Pat Allen. Dana Kogoct, Michele Gravely and 
Marsha Kogod; Instructions to Mr .• Jaft'e's office. re: Service on 
Pat Allen; Exchange pho,1e calls with client; Exchang.e email.s 
with Nadya's attorney to schedule her deposition 

Review Order Shortening Tirr~e 

Preparation of Motion Fe"' Sheet 

Review and .revision of Opposition 

E~change ernails and phone calls with .Jennifer Allen; Fir,aHze 
and file Opposition to Motion for Stay 

Revi,;,w O.rder' Shortening Time; Exchani:;,e emails with the 
Court and Opposing Coi.msel re: Hearing Date 

Exchange ema{ls wlth. Opposing Counsel .and Mr. Barthol re; 
Boat inspection 

Review of Ernc!II from C.iiartma V:,1.rshney to Ms .. Martinez RE: 
Kogod adv. Cioffi-Kogoo 

Ernail f.rom and to Mr, Fayer 1·e: service on Pat Allen 

Email to and from Opposing Counsel 

Review letter from Cheryl \/Vilaon; Star.t draft of response 

Exchange ernails with Nadya's attorney; Prepare An1ended 
Subpoena and Notice of Deposition of Nadya l<h<;>psalii;; 

Review letter from C. Wilson, ESQ 

Review DefE,?ndant's 7th '16.2 Disclosure 

Prepare A.n,euidE!d Subpoenas for Sheldon Kogoo and Patricia 
M1.,1rp(Jy; E.mall e>c:changes with Opposing Counsel; Ernails to 
and from Anthem Fore11sics; Erna.Us to cUent 
Begin draft ot· Motion f,:>r Leave to An1end Co,·nplaint 

Prepare for Discovery Hearing; Appear at hearing; Meet with 
client 

Phone calf to atton1ey in Utah; Phone call and email with court 

Page No, 11 

0.1 

0.3 

1 .. 8 

0.2 
0.2 

1.8 

0.'1 

0 .. 3 

2.1 

2.8 

1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.4 

1 . .5 

0.1 

0.1 

1.5 

1,6 

2 

1 .. 6 

D.ate: 91·12120·1e 

$30.00 

$'135.00 

$540,00 

$60,00 

$60.00 

$540.00 

$45.00 

$30.00 

$945.00 

$840.00 

$30().00 

$120.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$'120.00 

$450.00 

$45,00 

$45.00 

$450.00 

$480.00 

$600.00 

$480.00 
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RadfOrd J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson_, Nevadl;l 89074 

Histpry Bill 

-=D=a,_,t""e"-----~§~t~.a~ff ···-·-·_ TIE ____ ·oescrtption -···-·······--·--·······-·--·---·-·····-· 
6/:26/:2015 ·· r:<E1po.rter in tJtah; Prepare amended Subpoena DtJces Tecum 

6/26/20·15 R.JS 

6/26/2015 GV 

6/26/2015 GV 
6/26/201.5 RJS 

6/26/2016 RJS 

ES/2!;)/201_5 GV 

6/29/2015 RJS 

6/2£:J/2015 GV 

6/29/2015 GV 

6/30/2015 RJS 

6/30/20"15 GV 

6/30/2015 GV 

6/30/2015 GV 

l;S/30/2.0 ·1 5 RJS 

7/01./2015 GV 

7/01/2015 GV 

7/01/20"15 RJS 

7/01/2015 RJS 

'7./01/2015 RJS 

T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

and Notice of Deposition of Jennifer Ste.Iner; Prepare 
Acceptance of Service; Email to Opposing Counsel 

Revi.ew email from client 

Email to and fn:;,m (;lark Bert11ol; Ernail exchanges with 
Opposing Counsel 

Email to Nadya Khapsalis' attcwney 
Preparation and Appearanc.e at Hearil'lg with Discovery 
Cornmlssioner 

R.eview letter· from S. Sandler 

Prepare draft of Stipulation and Order to place monies _i_n trust; 
Exchange muitlple emails with client 

Prepare strategy for discovery of ·tnforrnalion from Dennis 
Kogod; Legal R.eseiarch re addition of fraud clairn 

Phone call to Private Investigator re: Service on Nadya 
Khapsalis: l:::cmafl to private investigator; Review letter from 
Nadya's counsel;. Prepare S,;,cond Amended Noticie of 
Deposition and Notice of Deposition; En,ail to Mr. Jimn,en;;on 
and Nady:a's Oc;,unsel; Excl"lange rnUltiple ernaila With client 
and Anthem Fc,rensics 

Exchange emails with Mr. Barthol; Review the boat appraisal: 
Email to client 

Review emails frorn client; Emails to client; Review 
correspohdence from Oppo.sing Counsel 

Exchange multiple ernails with Opposing Counsel end client 
r-e: Sale of boat; Sale of stock; Purchase of condominlurn; 
Exch:i;mge emails with Opposing Counsel re: lr1spection of O.ak 
Pass Horne; Phone call with M_r. Marc Herr:noan 

Ernails to and from Anthem Forensics 

Email from and to .Jacob Gunter, Esq. re: Domestication of 
Subpoena Dl,lces Tecum oan<:J NoticElt of Deposition of Jennifer 
Crute Steiner in Utah: E.ma.11 frorn and to Court Reporter in 
Utah 

Review Denlka Member'sl"llp PlJrchase Agreernent 

Emal! to Mr. Jimrnerson re: St.1tus of Acceptance of Service of 
Ms. Steiner'.s depo.sition 

Email to Opposing Coun,;;el re: Deposition of Mitchell Kogod 
Review Amended Notice of Depo,;.ition of Banana Republic; 

Phone conference with G. Kogod (extended} 
Review proposed Stipulation and Order: Phone confare,,ce witt, 
.J . .Jirnrnerson; Phone.conferen~e with J. Allen at Anthem 
Foi-enslcs:; Review of StJbpoe1"1a to Davit lno. 

Page No. 12 

bate; 9/12/2016 

Our/Qty Amo,unt 

0.1 $45.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.1 $30,00 

1.5 $675.00 

0,1 $45,00 

3 $900.00 

2.2 $990.00 

1.2 $:-3130.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.5 .$225,00 

3.2 $S60.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.1 $30,00 

0.1 $45.00 

0.6 $270.00 
1.2 $540.QO 
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Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Oate: 9/12/2016 

Date Staff 
7/01/2015 

=~-,....,---~==~-.,.Ts-c_ IE . Oescrlption ____ _ --------------··--···-·-····-··-·········--·--····-·---~D~u'-r-'/~Q=ty...__ ____ ~--'--A_m __ o_u'--'--n--'-t 

7/01/2015 GV 

7/01/2015 GV 

7/01/2015 RJS 

7/01/2015 GV 

7/01/2015 RJS 

7/02/2015 GV 

7/02./2015 RJS 

7/02/2015 R..JS 

7/02/2016 GV 

7/02/2019 R-1S 

7/02/2015 R..IS 

7/06/2015 GV 

7/06/2015 RJS 

7/0~/201.1.> .. C'iV 

7/06/2015 GV 

7/07/2015 GV 

7/07/2015 av 

7/07'12015 GV 

7/08/2015 c:;.v 

T 

T 

"T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

_T 

T 

T 

,-

T 

T 

Prepare Slibpoena Duces Tecurn for DaVita for Mr . .Kogod's 
employme11t records; Pt,one conference with Mr. Jimmerson 
regar<:ling .$ut>poena and law$uits Mr. Kogod is involved in 

Email from and to Anthe.in Forensics re: l:>ennis' documents 
de-fi<::lency; Emai.1 to Mr . .Jimmerson re: D0cun1ents deficiency 

Review Request for Plaintiff's Interview with a Vocational Experl 

Receive and review multiple email$ fron, client 

Review Defendant's first Suppl9mental List of Witne$ses 

Phone call from Opposing Counsel; Email to Opposing 
Counsel re; Stlpu.lation and Order; Phone call with the Sroker, 
Jerry Reeck; Phone call with client 

Review letter from C. Wilson re Dr. G_rav<l!IY Subpoena; Review 
of file 

Review Defendant's Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena 

Exchange multiple em;ails and phone calls with Opposin.g 
Counsel re: Vocational Expert, boat sale. condominiurn sale. 
transfe;,r -Of funds to Gabrielle: E,nail exchanges with Anthem 
Forensics; E.mail exchanges with client 

.Prf:'!paration of outline of Opposi.tion to Pr-ote.ctlve Order 

Review Defendant's 8th 16.2 Supplement 

Email" fr-01-n Opposing C,;;,unsel; Prepare A_rnended Subpoena 
and Notice of Deposition of Mitchell Kogod; Ernail to Dani.el 
Jaffe 

Conference with J. Leauanae -arid J. Allen; Review of 
cornrnunfcations between counsel; Phone conference witt1 
Michael Flaxman 

....... Exct,ar.ige_ enlails.with _.J,a,cr,b Guotcu:- ce· St 1bpoeoa t,\ .. Je-nn;fer:-
steiner ·· 

E.rnail to Jenny Allen; Conference with Mr. Smith and Anthem 
Foren.sics. re: Fraud Issue and preparing for the Depos.ition of 
Pat Allen 

E.xch,s,nge ernalls with client; Revise and serve Subp.oena 
Duces Tecum for D"3Vlta: R_evlse Subpoena for Mitchell Kogod; 
Exchange em.alls with Jaffe an<::! Cle_rnens r-e Service of 
Subpoena on Mltchell Kogod end DaVita 

Exchange multiple emails with Opposing Co1Jrisel re; 
o~,tstanding Issues and other related rnatters 
!:mail to Joe and. J·enny frorn Anthen1 Fore.nslcs 

Exchange multiple emails with Opposing Counsel, client, 
co\.msel for Ms. Kh;:ap$,alis; Review docurnents provided by 
Opposing Counsel; Exchange emails with c;>1;miel .Jaffe's office 
regi;1rding $chedullng Nadya's deposition .and setting 

F'age No. 13 

2.2 

0,3 

0.:2 

1.5 

0.2 
0.7 

0.2 

0.1 

3.6 

0 .. 5 

0.3 

o.e 

1.2. 

0,4 

1 

1.2 

1.5 

0.2 

_2.9 

$660.00 

:$90.00 

$90.00 

$450.00 

$90.00 

$2'10.00 

$90.00 

$45.00 

$1,.080.00 

$225.00 

$135.60 

$240.00 

$540:00 

·$'1-20.00 

$300.00 

$360.00 

$4-50.00 

$60.00 

$870.00 
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.Date-···--··-·--· Staff T/E 
7/08/2015 

7/09/2015 KFS T 

7/09/2015 GV T 

7/09/2015 GV T 
7/09/2015 GV T 

7/10/2015 JH T 
7/10/2015 JH T 

7/10/2015 JH T 
7/10/2015 GV T 

7/10/2015 JH T 
7/10/2015 JH T 

7/10/2015 GV T 

7/13/2015 RJS T 

7/1~120·15 GV T 

7113/2015 GV T 

7/14/2015 GV T 

7/14/2015 CG T 

7/15/20·15 RJS T 
7/·15/.2015 ov T 
7/16/2015 RJS T 

7/17/2.015 R.JS T 

7/19/:2015 RJS T 

7/20/2015 GV T 

7/21/2015 RJS ,-
7/21/2015 GV T 

7/22/20'15 KFS T 

Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. ~ose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 8907 4 

History Bill Oate.: 9/12/2016 

Description . ·-----·····---·······--·-----------------=Our,/Qt:ic ________________ A,nouot 
ci;,nference rooms; Phone a.all -with JaJte and Clemens 

Prepare Affidavit of Service of Jennifer Crute and Nadya 
Kh;,Jpsalis 

Contin~,e woi"k or, Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint 

Exchange ernails with Opposing Counsel and client 

Em.ail and pt1one call with Marc Herman 

PreparaHon of Pro<:>f of Service for Sheldon Kogod 

Preparat1or1 of Proof of Service for a Fight 

Preparation of Proof of Service of Dana Kogod 

Exchange en,ails with Oppqsing Counsel; Exchange er:nalls 
with .Jaffe an.d Olernens 

Preparation of Proof of Service on PaJ:rlcilli> Murphy 

Pn,~p;,1ration of Proof of S<;!rvice for Danika LLC 

Exchange ernails with client 

Email to M. Flaxman; Emails to and from client 

Exchange emails with Opposing Counsel; Excbange emails 
with client; Email to Anthem Forensics; Continue review of 
cnant's various en1ails for Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint 

Email exctuar,gas with Marc Herman 

Prepare .Case Status; Exchange emails with Oppo,;1ing 
CoLinse!, client and Anthem Forensics; Phohe call wltl1 
Anthem Forensics; Phone conference with ()pposlng Counsel; 
Phoi,e call with office of ~raffe an.ct Clemens 

Prepare discovery file 

Phone conference with D. M.arks .and .J. Jimmerson 

Ernail from Jaffe and Clemens regarding Subpoerna to DaVita 

Revise Status of case 
Review of Income T,;ix, 2014 s.upport 

Prepare outllne for Opposition :to Stay 

Ernail to Opposing Counsel; En,ail to ai:-,d from Anthem 
Forensics; Email to Ms. Wilson; Phone call With Mr. Daniel 
Marks 

Review of file;. Preparation and Appearance at Status check 

Prepare for Status Check Hearing; Meet with client and Jenny 
Allen; Attend .Stah,s Check Hearing; Prepare Stipulation and 
Order' re: $3.1 Million and Sale of Yacht; Ema.ii to Opposing 
Counsel; Email to Sharon Sandler re: Nadya Khapsalis' 
deposition 

Preparatlor, of Plainti~'s 8th 16 .. 2 S1.mplemental .Disclosure 

Page No. 14 

0.3 $30.00 

0.2 $$0.00 

0.8 $240.00 

0.4 $120.00 

0.3 $30.00 

0.3 $30.00 

0.3 $30.00 
0.5 $150.00 

0.3 $30.00 

0.3 $30.00 

0.2 $eo,oo 

0.2 $90.00 

2.6 $780.00 

0.1 $30.00 

2.8 $840.00 

2 $200.00 

a.a $360.00 

0.1 $30,00 

1.8 $810.00 

0.2 .$90.00 

0.2 $90.ClO 

1.3 $390.00 

·t.5 $679.00 

3.1 $!;)30.00 

2 $200 .. 00 
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Radford J. Smith, .Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #20t?. 

Hei'ldersqn, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9/•1212011$ 

~D"'-=a~t=e~,-----~S~taff ····-T /E ___ Descri.Q;.,t,.,_i=o:.:.n-=--------· 
7/2.2/2015 
7/22/2015 

·······---······--·--·-··---~----------'D=-:u.:cr/Q~---· ·-·····--··-· Am.oun t 

GV T 

7/23/2015 (3V .,. 

7/23/20'15 GV T 

7/23/2015 FUS T 

7/23/2015 RJS T 

7/23/2015 RJS T 

7/23/2015 RJS T 

7/24/2015 GV T 

7/24/2015 R.JS T 

7/27/20"15 GV T 

7/27/ZOH', GV T 
7/28/2015 GV T 

7/28/2015 RJS T 

7/30/;2015 c::lV T 

7/30/:2015 GV T 

7/30/2015 GV T 

7/30/2015 GV T 

7/31/2015 GV T 

S/03/20'15 GV T 

8/04/20"15 R .• JS T 

S/04/2015 GV ,-

8/05/2015 RJS T 
6/CW/2015 RJS T 

8/05/2015 FUS T 

Exchange en-,ails with client; Email to Marc Herman; Email to 
Opposing Counsel 

Exchange .multiple ernails with Opposing CoL1nsel'$ office; 
.Er-nail from Nadya KhapsaHs"s counsel; Prepare Thir·d 
Amended SD'r and NOD of Nadya Khapsalis; Prepare 
Acceptance of Service; Ernc1il to Nadya Khapsalis's counsel 
snd 0Pr-'osing counsel 

En,ail from and to Mr. Herrnan 

Review of email from client - RE: A couple of questions; email 
to cllent 

E1Tiail to client 

Review of email from .M. Herrnan; Email to .client 

Review email from client; Ernall to client 

En,ail from Dan Jaffe's office re: LA County Lawsuits search 
resL1lt; Ernaif to client 

Review of Defendant's 9th 16.2 Supplement 

Left me:;;sage and email to and from Jacob Gunter re: 
Subpoena to Steiner 

En,ail exchanges w.ith attorney for Nadya Khapsalis 

E.rr:mll from ar,d to Opposing Counsel; Email to Anthem 
Forensics · 

Review C)rder from Hearing on 7/23/15 

Eri",ail to Opposing Counsel re: St1p1..1lation and Order re: Yacht 
and Condo 

Review Pennis' discovery respo,,.ses; E.mall to client 

Review letter from DaVita 

Pt,one call from Jenny Allen; Emails from .Je,,ny A11e·n 

Emails fron, and to client; Emails from and to Opposing 
Counsel 

Email from Opposing Counsel; Ernail "to client and Anthem 
Forensics 

Review Motion tor Protective Order; Review Discovery 
responses. 

Emails from .Jenny AIIE:ln; Phone call with client; Email to 
Opposing Counsel; Review Motion for Protective Order; Email 
to Nadya's coqnsel 

l~evrew emalls from client; Er"hails ta c.lient 

Review Errata to Motion 

Review Anthem Forensics Document Req1,1est 

Page No. 15 

0.5. $150,00 

1.8 $540.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.3 $135.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.4 $180.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.3 $135.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.4 $120.00 

0.4 $120.00 

0.3 $90 .. QO 

0.3 $135.00 

'.J.2 $.360.00 

0.4 $180.00 

0.1 .$45.00 

0.2 $90.00 
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Date 
8/05/20'15 

8/05/2015 

8/06/2015 

8/0712015 

8/"10/2015 

8/10/2015 

8/11/2015 

8/11/2015 

8/1.2/2015 

8/12/2015 

8/12/2015 

8/ 1 2/20 ., 5 

8./14/2015 

8/14/2015 

8/14/2015 

8/14/20·15 

8/14/2015 

8/17/2015 

8/18/2015 

8/18/2016 

8/19/20·15 

8/19/2015 

Radford .J. Smith, Chart.erecl 
2470 St. Rose P1:1rkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History BUI Date; 9/12/2016 

Stflff ·-··-··T /E ____ Description ----···--·---·--···-~--------- ----------~-~D~u ... r ... /~Q~.W _________________ A11,01.1nt 
R.JS T Review and execution of Stipulation and Order re: property 0.2 $90.00 

transfers 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 
GV 

JH 

GV 

..JH 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

R..JS 

R.IS 

GV 

R..JS 

GV 

R..JS 

' 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

,'· 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

·, 
T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

Ernail$ from and to Anthem Forensfcs 

Review of Plaintiff's 9th 16.2 Supplement 

Email fro.m .Jenny re Payments to Immediate Farnily; 
Exchange emails with Opposing Counsel; Exchange emails 
\/\11th client 

Review Appraisals for Oak Pass. and C<;>ndomlniums 

Exchange rnultiple emails. with Opposing Counsel, tt,e c,fflce of 
Dan .Jaffe, counsel for Nadya Kf,:apsalis, client and Anttlern 
Forensit::s to reschedule depositions of Pat Murphy, Sheldon 
Kogod, Dena Kogod, Marsha Kogoct, Mite.hell Kogod and 
Dennis Kogod; Exchange emails with Utah c;ounsel re; 
Am<::1nde<::I Deposition Of ..Jennifer Steiner; Prepare Amended 
Notices of DeposiUons; Prepare Acceptance of Service re: 
Steiner and Khapsalls 

Prepare Stipulation ~u-Jd Order to Vacate Hearing 

Email exchanges with Opposing Courisef and client; Email 
exchanges with Office of .Jaffe and Clemens 

Preparation of Notice of 1;::,,try of Order 

e,,,ails to D. Marks; .errHs•lls to Client 

Prepare Third Request for lnten-ogatorles and Fourth Request 
for- Product.Ion of Documents 

Exchange emails with client; Email to Opposirig Counsel; 
Email regarding the boat 

Lett.er to Opposing Counsel; Exchange e.malls with client; 
Exc_hange emails wi.th Opposing Counsel 

Review m.ultiple .enuails from Jaffe and Clemens 

Email from and to DaVlta 

Exchange emails with Opposing Counsel re: Tr.ansfer ·of funds 
·from sale of boat 

Phone conference with D. Marks; Memo to file 

Phone conference with D. Marks 
Email to .Jacob Gunter; Phone call with. DaVita re: Narrowing 
tt;e Subpoena; Email f'roni and to .Jenny Allen 

Review of subpoena requests; Preparation for confea·ence; 
Phone oor,ferenoe with Davita officials re: Discovery 
Phone call and emails frqm Jenny Allr;:;n; Phone call With client 
re; Her Deposition 

Review letter frorn ..J. Swerdlow t,o b. Jaffe; Exc:h$nge eim.ails 
with client; Legal research re jurisdiction for discovery motion 

Page No. 16 

0.4 $120.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.7 $210.00 

0.3 $90.0.0 

4.3 $1,290.00 

0.2 $.20.00 

0.2 $60,0b 

0 .. 3 $3<;),00 

Q.3 $135 .. 00 

1.6 $480.00 

0.3 .$90.00 

1 $300.00 

0.4 $120.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.6 $225.00 

0.3 $135.00 

0.7 $210.00 

1.2 $~40.00 

0_5 $150.00 

1.1 $495.00 

08733 



Date ..... ---· .. Staff .... .TIE 
S/'19/2.015 
8/19/20115 R.JS T 

8/20/2015 GV T 

8/21/2015 RJS T 

B/21/2015 KF'S T 

8/21/2015 GV T 

8/26/2015 GV T 

8/26/2015 KFS T 

8/26/2015 GV T 

8/27/2015 GV -r 
8/2.7/2015 GV T 

8/28/2015 R.JS T 

8/28/2015 GV T 

S/31/2015 GV T 

8/31l2015 R.JS T 
8/31/2,015 R.JS T 

9/01/2.015 GV T 

9/01/2015 GV T 

9/01/2015 R.JS T 

9/02/2015 GV T 

9/02/2015 l"l..JS T 

9/02/2015. RJS T 

9/03/2015 GV T 

Description 

Radford .J, Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

Exchange emails with client 

Ernail to Utah counsel re: Stainer's deposition 

Exct1ange er.nails with client 

Pre.pa.ration of Plaintiff's 1 OH1 16.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Email from Jacob Gunter; Emails frorn and to client; Phone 
call from Nlcole Young 

Email exchanges regarding service> of subpoenas fron1 .Jaffe 
and Clemens 

Prepare three cover sheets and fife Proofs of Service for 
Subpoenas to Sheldon Kogod, Marsha Kogod and .Patr.icia 
Murphy 

E.ma.il exchanges vvith Opposh-.g Couhsel; Revise the 
deposition o.f Sheldon Kogod; Email exchanges with Joe i;Jnd 
Jenr,y 

Prepare draft Motion for Leave to Amend Cornpl;;;iint 

Email exchanges with Opposhig Counsel 

Meeting v.tftfi Jenny Allen re Depositions 

Meeting with Jenny Allen and client to go over deposition of 
Nady,a Khaps:e;tlis ;;;ind Patric.la Murphy; Email to and frorn 
Sh1s1una re Sen.(ice on Miti;:hell l<ogod; Ph9ne caJI with. Sh.auna 

Exchange emails re S,;,rvice of Process; Ernafls to Opposin9 
Counsel; Emails to and fron1 client; Phone c.all w.ith Opposing 
Co1.msei; Email to Opposing Co.unset re: Phone call 

Email exchanges with D. Marks 

Review email from G. Varshney to D. Marks 

Prepare SWbpoena l')uces Teet.rm for Steiner's Deposition in 
Santa Barbara; 11,structions to California .counsel to serve 
Steiner In .Santa Barbara; Advise :i.Jtah counsel to also serve 
Steiner Kogod; .Exchar,ge ,e,:nails with Oppqsing Counse.l re: 
Service on Steiner 

Continue work on Motion for Leave to .Arnend Complaint 

Exchange emails w,:th D .. Marks 

Exchang.e multlpl.e en-.ails with Opposing Counsel re: 
Depositions and other case related issues; Exchange email.s 
with .Jenny All<!!n; Phone call with .Jenny Allen; Ernail 
exchanges with Dan ,laffe's office 

Review letter from D. Marks; En,ail to C>. Mar·ks 

Email exchanges with Client; Email exchanges with Jenny 
Allen 
Prepare Notes on Motion to Con,pel for OaVlta's Recc,rds 

Psge No. 17 

Dur/Qty 

.0.2 

o.·1 
0.2 

1.4 

0.5 

0.2 

0.4 

0.4 

1.8 

0.1 

2~5 
2.5 

3.2 

0.2 

0 

1.5 

1.8 

0.2 

4.3 

0.3 

0.3 

2.2 

Date: 9/12/2016 

Al'nount 

$90.00 

$30.QQ 

$90.00 

$140.00 

$150.00 

$60.00 

$40 .• 0o 

$120.00 

$540.00 

$30.00 

$1,125.00 

$750.00 

$960,00 

$90.00 

$0.00 

$450 .. 00 

$540.00 

$90.00 

$1,290.00 

$135.00 

$135.00 

$1360.00 

08734 



Radford .J. Smith. Chartc~red 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date.: 9/12/2016 

.Date -··-·-···----·-· Sta ff ____ TIE ·-·-=0"-e=s'"c=r::.ci p=t'-"1.o=n.,,__ _____________________ ........ --·-·--····-·· ___________ .,:D::c..::ue.;r:.:/c..:Q:::· ,.,t:.,,iY'----··---·------~!~.~~~.!:!.! 
9/03/2015 
9/03/2015 

9/03/2015 

9/04/20'15 

9/04/2015 

9/08/2015 

9/09/2015 

9/09/2015 

9/10/2015 

9/10/2015 

9/10/2015 

9/10/2015 

9/10/2015 

9/'I 1/2015 

9/11/201 .5 

9/12/2015 

9/14/2015 

9/14/201.5 

9/14/2015 

9/14/2015 

9/15/2015 

9/15/2015 

9/15/2015 

9/15/2015 

GV T 

GV T 
.GV T 
GV T 

KFS T 

RJS T 

RJS T 

RJS T 
R.JS T 
RJS T 
RJ,S T 

KFS ,. 
R.JS T 
R.JS T 

R.JS T 
RJS T 
RJS T 
R.J.S T 
R.JS T 

FUS ·r 
.R.JS T 
R.JS T 
GV T 

Exchange mL1ltiple phone calls with Jet'iny Allen re: Preparing 
for the Deposition of Nadya Khapsalis; Ernail to Nadya's 
counsel; Email to Dan .Jaffe re: Deed; Email from Opposing 
Co1.1nsef · 

Email to client re: Setting Other Depositions 

Review documents from Oe,,Vlta re: Response to Subpoena 

Prepare Fourth set of Interrogatories; Fifth Request for 
Production of Documents; Exchange emails with Jenny Allen; 
Exchange emails with Dan Jaffe's office 

Organize multiple incoming 16.2 Di!:!olosure productions: into 
discrete digital folders of Individual asse~s and acc::ounts 

Review email and :attachment frorn .Jenny Alien re: Proposed 
questions 

Conference with client and .J. Allen; Preparation and 
Appearance at Status Check 

Continued preparatio.n for Deposition of N. Khapsalls 

Meeting with client and J. Allen 

Travel to California; Conference witt, Dan .Jaffe 

Review of lnterspousal Transfer Deed 

J">repan;,tion of Plaint!fr's 11 th '16 .. 2 Suppleirnental t)isclosure 

Review email from .Shauna Levine 

Conduct Deposition of Nadya Khapsalis; Conference with 
client 

Trav,;,I time fron1 California 

Review email from .J. Allen to Court Reporter 

Review ernalls from client; f'~eview email frorn J. Allen 

Review lett.er from .J, Bailey ( P. Murphy's attorney ) 

Review email frorn Lorna Ritt, Review of doc1.1n1ents fro•TI 
DaVita 

Review discovery requests frorn opposing party 

Preparation for Deposition of P. Murphy 

Review Motion for Order to Show Ga1,.1s.e; .. Review of file 

Exchange multiple emails with client and Opposing Counsel; 
Review discovery requests propounded by Opposing Party; 
Email to client; Review Motion for Order to Show Cause; Begin 
draft of Oppc,sition; Review erneiils regardi.ng service; Email to 
.Jennifer Steiner; Email to Utah Counsel; Prepare Stipulation 
and Order re: Depositions; Exchange err,ails with Opposing 
Counsel; Email to Opposing Counsel re: DaVita d<;>c:::uments; 
Email exchanges with Joe and Jenny 

Page No. 18 

1.6 $480.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.2 $60.00 

3.3 $990.00 

5 .. 9 $590.00 

0.3 $'135.00 

1.8 .$810.00 

2.4 $1,080.00 

1.5 $.675.00 

3.8 $1,710.00 

0 .. 1 $45.00 

'1.6 $160 .. 00 

.0.2 $~0.00 

9.5 $4,.275.00 

1.5 $675.00 

0 $0.00 

0.3 $135.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0 $0.00 

0.3 $135.00 

1.8 $810.00 

0.4 $'180.00 

5 .. 2 $1,5$0.00 

08735 



Date·-····-·············· St~ff TIE 
9/·T t5/2015 
9/·15/2015 RJ$ T 

9/15/2015 R..IS T 

9/15/201S R..IS T 

9/15/2.015 RJS T 

9/16/2015 R.JS T 

9/16/2015 GV T 

9/17/2015 GV ·"r 

9/17/2015 R.JS T 

9/·17/2015 R.JS T 

9/17/;201S GV T 

9/18/2015 GV T 

9/18/2015 R.1$ T 
9/18/201S RJS .T 

9/18/20"15 R.JS T 

9/21/2015 GV T 

9/21/2015 RJS T 

9/22/2015 GV T 

9/23/2.015 G\/ T 

9/23/2015 RJS T 
9/23/2015 GV T 

9/23/2015 KFS T 

9/23/2016 RJS T 
9/24/20'16 KFS T 

9/24/2015 KFS T 

Description 

Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

···-·-·········----------------
Exchange emails with cHent; Exchange emails with L. Riff_: 
Exchange em.ails with .J. LeaL1ar1ae 

Review letter from D. Marks 

Meeting with .I. _Allen anc:;I G. Kog<>d 

Deposition of P. Murphy and post Deposition c.onference with 
client 

Exchange multiple emails with client; Review of Discovery 
Responses from D. Kogo<:I 

Exchange emails with Dan .Jaffe's office; Exchange emails with 
Opposing Counsel and. client 

Revise the Stipulation and Order per Opposing. Counsel's 
request;. Emails to ancl frorn Opposing Counsel; J=.m,;;,il to ancl 
from Dan Jaffe's office 

Review Defendant's Response to 4th Request for Prot;fµetion of 
Documents 

Review emails from client; Email to client 

Email from Jacob Gunter 

Email from Ms. Steiner; Meet with clier1t; Review discovery in 
the ease; Exchan.ge e,i-,ails with Jenny Allen; Emails to and 
from Dan Jaffe's office 

Meeting with cnent to go over discovE;1ry requests 

Review emails from client 

Review email fron, client "Not-Ouite-The---New-York-'Thi,es
Bestseller-l.ist" 

Email to Opposing Counsel; Email frorn client; Phone call with 
.Jenny Allen; Email f"ron, Jenny Allen 

Review em.alls from c:;lient 

Email exchanges with Opposing Counsel and clieht; Email 
from Je-nny Allen; Ernajl to Dan Jaffe's office 

E_mail to client re: Ll$t of Witnes.:ses 

Review email from J .. Allen: Email to .J. Allen 

Begin preparing fc,:,.r ~he Depositions of Dana Kogod, Mitchell 
Kogod, Sheldon Kogod and Marsha Kogod; Exchange emails 
wi.th Jenny Allen; E.mails from Opposing Counsel 

Prepare Plaintiff's 12th 16.2 .Suppl.emental Disclosure 

Review emails from client 

Prepare draft of Plaintiff's Response to 2nd Request for 
Production of Doc,~me,nts 

Prep,;;,re draft of Plaintiff's Response to Second Set of 
Interrogatories 

Page No. 19 

0 .. 7 

0.2 

1 

3 

1.4 

1 

0.8 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

2 .. 2 

1.5 
0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

0.1 

0.3 

2.2 

2 

0.2 
0.4 

0.4 

Date: 9/12/2016 

$316.00 

$90.00 

$450.00 

$1,350.00 

$S.3Q.OO 

$300,00 

$240.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$30.00 

$6iSO.OO 

$675.00 

$90.00 

$4.5.00 

$9Q.OO 

$90.00 

$120.00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$660.00 

$200.00 

$90.00 

$40.00 

$40.00 

08736 



Radford .1. Smith, Chl;lrtE:!rec:J 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History am Date: 9/12/2016 

Date Staff Tie 
-9/24/2015 

~----=.o""'-'~~--''-'-'=--=D:..e=,scrlf?t!_cm ... _.,.-··--·-· ·--------------- ........... _ .. _ .......... _, ______ O.ur/9!y Amount 

9/24/2015 ov T 

9/24/2015 RJS T 

9/24/2015 GV T 
9/25/2.01,5 GV T 
9/25/2015 RJS T 

9/25/2015 GV T 

9/26/2015 .IH T 
9/26/201.S RJS T 

9/26/2015 RJS T 

9/27/2015 R.JS "i" 
9/213/201.5 GV "r 
9/2.8/2015 GV T 

9/29/2015 GV T 

9/30/2015 R.JS T 

9/30/2015 RJS T 

9/30/2015 RJS T 

9/30/2015 GV T 

10/01/2015 GV T 

10/01/2015 RJS T 

10/02/2015 R.JS T 

10/02/2015 RJS .,. 
10/02/2015 GV T 

10102120·15 R.JS T 

10/02/2015 <:":iV ;-

Prepare t'or the Depositions of Dama. IVlitchell, Sheldon and 
Marshe1: Meet with cllent; Prepare Plaintiff's Second 
Supplemental List of Witnesses; t;;.xchange emails with JerH'ly; 
Phone call with the Court Repqrter 

Conferenc,;3 with cHent 

E'.;n,au from Opposing .Counsel 
E.rnall to Joo and Jenny 

Travel to California; .Preparation for Depositions of Sheldon 
Kogod and Marsha KOgod; Conduct Depositions 

Email to Opposing C<;>un1,;el 

Preparation of Notice of Entry of Order 

Preparation for· and conduc:.'1: Deposition of Mitchell Kogod and 
Da1r1a Kogod; Travel to Las Vegas 

Phone conference with .Jennifer Gilbert. 

Review email.s from cli.ent 

En"lail from UBS; Ernail from client 

Email to Jenny Allen re: Expenses for discovery requests to 
Dennis Kogod 

Ernail fn;:>rn client 

Prepare Stlpuhation and Order re: Continuance of J. Steiner 
Deposition 

Review Client's Responses to 2nd Request for Production .of 
Documents and lnter-rogatories · 

Exchange emails with J. Gilbert; E.m.alls with .J. Allen; Em.ails 
with Jaffe and Jaffe; Phone opnferenoe with J. Gilbert 

Email exchanges with Dan Jaffe's office and Jacob Gunter re: 
Deposition ot· Ms. Steiner 

Prepare letter for Opp9si1,g Counsel re: DaVita Document 
Deficiencies; Email exchanges with client., .,Jenny Allen, 
Jennifer Gilbert and Opposing Cour,sel; Email to Jaffe and 
Clemens · 

Phone conferencli!I with Jennifer Gilbert 

Revie,w Amended 2 nd Interrogatories from Defendant 

Review letter from D. Marks; Email to client 
Review letter from C)pposlng Counsel re: Depositions; .Ernall to 
client 

Review Defendant's 3rd Request for Proc:luction of Documents; 
Review 3rd Request for Interrogatories 

Email from a.hd to Jenny Allen 

F'151ge No. 20 

3 .. 6 

5 

0.1 

0.2 
5.8 

0.1 

0.3 

$.5 

0.3 

0.2 
0.1 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0 .. 5 

0.3 

2.9 

0.3 

0,2 

0.2 
0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

$1,080.00 

$2,250.00 

$30.00 

$!30.00 

$2,610 .. 00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$2,925.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$225.00 

$90 .. 00 

$870.00 

$135,.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$30 ... 00 

08737 



' 
Date··--··········-· _ Staf"-f __ TIE 
10/02/2015 GV T 

10/05/2015 R,JS T 

10/05/2015 R.JS T 

10/05/2015 GV T 

10/05/2015 GV T 

10/05/2.01 5 R.JS T 

10/05/2015 RJS T 
10/06/2015 RJS T 

10/06/2015 GV T 

10/06/2015 JH T 

10/06/2015 GV T 

10/07/2015 RJS T 
10/07/20'15 RJS T 
10/07/2015 GV T 

1 0/08/20 1 !:5 RJS T 

10/08/2015 ov J' 
10/08/2015 RJS ·r 
"10/08/2015 RJS T 

10/08/2015 RJS T 

10/08/2015 R.JS T 

1 0/09/201 .5 KFS T 

1 0/09/2.0 ·1 5 GV T 

10/09/20113 R.JS T 

10/09/2015 R.JS ;-
10/09/2015 R..JS T 

10/09/2015 RJS T 

10/09/2015 KFS T 

10/09/2015 R.JS T 

Radford J. Srnith, Chartered 
24 70 st. F{ose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 

Description ·--·-···- -····-.. ··--·-··-···--------------=D::..;;;u:..::r.:./-=Q=l:.=.Yz.. __ _ 
Continue work on Opposition t.o M.otion for an Order to Show 1 ,2 
Cause; Exchange emails with Opposing Cq1,Jnsel 

Review- ernai! form J, Gilbert; Ernail to J. Gilb!='rt 

Review and revise Opposition to Motion for order to Show 
Cause; Prepar;;ition of Cowni:ermotion 

Phone call with Opposing Counsel; Prepare Opposition to 
Motion for order to Show C!;tuse 

Email to Ms. Gilbert 

Preparation of Email to client; Phone co,,ference with client 

Review en,alls from client 

R!i!vise Opposition to Motion t·or Order to Show Cause; Review 
of file 

Prepare Stipulation and On;:ter re Depositions .and Trial 

Preparation of Motion Fee Sheet for Oppo.sition to Motion for 
Order to s~,ow Ca1.,Jse 

Finalize and file the Opposition to Motion for Order to Show 
Ca.use 

Review Defendant's 4th Request for Production of Docurnents 

Review letter from D. Marks 
Prepare letter for Marsha Kogod. Sheldon Kogod and Lenee 
$piegel; Email exchanges with .Jenny Allen; Email to and fron, 
Dan .Jaffe's office; Email exo.ha,nges with Opposing Counsel 

Review e.m:.iil fron, .J. GIibert; Email to .J. Gilbert 

Ernail exchanges with Opposing Co1.1nse1 and client 

Review letters frorn D. Marks; Prepare tllmail respc;;,11se 
Pr<:!lp;;sre draft Supplemental interrogatc.,ries sir,d Request for 
Producti.on of Docurnents 

Rev.iew emails from client; Email to client 

Legal Researct, re: fra1.1d 

Prepare draft of Plailitlff's 5 th Set of Interrogatories to 
D.efondant 

Pt1one call and ernafl frarn .Jenny Alie,, re: Docurnents for 
Motion to Orc;ler to Show Ceuse 

Prepare draft M.Otion for Order to Show cause 

Prepare Propose.d Arnended Compl~int 

Review emails frorn client: Ernalls to c_lient 
Contiri1Jed preparation o·r Motion to A.rnend Complaint 

Prepare Plaintiff's '13th '.I $.2 Supplement 

Review emails frorn J. Allen re: Dennis" expenses; Emails to .J. 

Page No, 21 

0.2 
1.9 

3 

0,1 

0.5 

0.2 
0.3 

0.8 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.1 
3.8 

0.4 

0.4 

0.6 

1.1 

0.7 

3.13 

0~5 

Q.2 

1.0 

1.8 

0.3 

0.9 
1.4 

0,.3 

9/12/2016 

______ Arnpunt 
$360.00 

$90.00 

$855.00 

$900.00 

$30.00 

$225.00 

$90.00 

$135,00 

$240.00 

$20.00 

$120.00 

$90.00 

$45.00 

$1.140.00 

$180.00 

$1~.0.00 

$270.00 

$495.00 

~315.00 

$1,710.00 

$50.00 

$60.00 

$675.00 
$810.00 

$135.00 

$405.00 

$140.00 

$135.00 

08738 



Radford .J. Srnlth, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

.Date ____ .......... -- Staff. · TIE Description . ·-··---·-·-··-·--·-·-------------~-----
1 0/09/2.015 Al.len 

10/12/2015 KFS 

10/12/2015 GV 

10/12/2015 RJS 

10/12/2015 R~IS 

10/12/2015 R.JS 

1 0/12./2015 RJS 

10/13/2015 RJS 

10/'13/2015 GV 

10/13/2015 GV 

10/13/20·15 GV 

1 0/1 3/20 ·1 s R.JS 

"10/13/2015 GV 

10/13/2015 RJS 
10/13/2015 R~IS 
10/14/2015 R,JS 

10/14/2015 GV 

10/14/2015 R.JS 

10/14/2015 GV 
10/1.4/20·1 5 R..JS 

10/15/201.5 GV 

10/15/2015 GV 

10/15/201 $ R.JS 

10/16/2015 R.JS 

10/16/2015 RJS 

10/16/2015 R..JS 
10/16/2015 GV 

T 
T 

T 

T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 
;-

T 
T 

;-
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

,-
T 

T 
T 

Prepare Certificate of Service for Motion for Leave 

Review ernall.s from client; Revl0:1e the Amended Complaint; 
Exchange emails with client; Ernails to Opposing Counso;,I re: 
DisGovery; Prepare Declaration of client; Be.gin prer:>aririg 
Plaintiff's Fifth Request for Product.ion of Documents 

Phone conference with Dan Marks 

Review emails from client; Emails to client 

Revise Motion to Amerid Complaint 

Exchi;llnge en1ails with ,J. Gi.lbert "RE: Steiner deposition" 

Review letter from D. Marks re: Discovery 

Finalize and serve Plaintiff's 5th Request ·for Production of 
Doc:uments 

Begin preparing questior~s for Dennis Kog<:>d's deposition 

Research on .Subpoena for Netflix; Prepare Subp.oena .Duces 
Tecurn and Notice of Deposition for Netflix 

Review Client's Response to 3rd Interrogatories; Review flle 

Phone call with J,;,nny Allen; Ernail to and frorr1 .Jenny Allen 

Review a.mail and sct,edules from J. Allen; Ernall to J. Allen 

Review Reply in Support of Motion for an Order to Show Ca1,.1se 

Review email frorn 0. Marks office; Email to D, Marlq; 

Prepare Plaintiff's 6th Request for Prr.;,duction and 6th Request 
for Interrogatories 

Preparation and Appearance at. Hearing on Mo:tiori for Order to 
Show Gause and Status Check; Conference with client and .J. 
Allen 

Meet with .client; Atte.nd Status Check .Hearing 

Exchange e,nails with client 

Email to Opposh:,g Co1.Jni;;el 

Prepare for Deposition of Oenhls Kogod (Review of emails 
between the p;;.rtiee') 

Conference With .Jenny Allen; Preparation for Deposition of 
Den.nis Kogod · · 

Review ernail from D. Marks office; Email to D. Marks office 

Review ernail.s from client with correspor,dence between 
parties. 

R.:;iview Notice of Deposition for Gabrielle Cloffi - Kogod 

Prepare Tiilrd Amended Notice of Deposition of Dennis Kogod; 
Review emca1ils between the parties to prepare for deposition 

Page No. 22 

Date: 9/12/2016 

DurfSty_··-··········-···--· Amount 

0.3 $30.00 

1.9 $570.00 

0.4 $180 .. 00 

.0.3 $135.00 

0.4 $180.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.3 $90.00 

1 $300.00 

0.7 $210.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.3 $90.00 

a.a $360.00 

Q.3 .$135.00 

0.2 $90.00 

1.5 $450.00 

1 .. 5 $675 .. 00 

1,5 $450.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.1 $30.00 

5.5 $1,(;350.QO 

4,1 $1,845.00 

0.:2 $90.QO 

0.3 $135.00 

0.1 $45.00 
2 $600.00 

08739 



R~dford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 $t. Ro$e Park'way #206 
Henderson, Nev;!!lo.a 89074 

History Bill 

-=D=a,..,t'-"e=------,---~S=taff ___ T/E ___ Des=-~c~r~i~P~t=l~o-n _______________________________________ _ 
10/16/2015 
10/16/2015 

'10/19/2015 

'10/1 $/2015 

10/19/2015 

10/20/2015 

10/20/20·15 

·1 0/20/2015 

10/20/2015 

10/21/2015 

10/21/2015 
10/21120-15 

10/21/201.5 

10/22/2015 

1 0/2.2/2.0 ·15 

10122120·15 

'10/23/2015 

10/23/2015 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

KFS 

GV 

KFS 

Kr-S 

R.JS 

RJ$ 

GV 

KFS 

F{JS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

KF$ 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
·r 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Review questions arising from E!!TIF.l!l exchanges; Review emails 
In preparation for Dennis Kogod Deposition · 

Revise Responses to Second Interrogatories and Second 
ReqL1est for Production of Documents; En1ail to client 

Prepare for 111eeting with client; Review em~ils provided by 
client; Review text messages provided by client; E1T1ail multiple;, 
ernails with client and Opposing Counsel; Email with Jenny 
Allen; Phone call fr-om Opposing Counsel; Firepsre Stipulation 
and Order re; Dennis' Deposition; :ErT1ail exchanges with 
Opposing Counsel 

Co.nference with client; Review emails fron1 .client with 
corr-espondence t::,etween parties 

Pr<!!lparation of Plaintiff's 14th 16.2 SLJpplemental Disclosure 

Revise the Interrogatories; Review nu1T1erous emails from client 
re: Emails and text messages between the parties; Continue 
work on preparing for ,;:teposition of Pennis t<ogod; Prep:;.<re 
letter for" Lance Spiegel re: Wells Fargo and Bank of Amerk,a 
acc::oqnts; Emal! to and ·fr·orn Opposing Cou1'1sel; Email to and 
t·rorn client; Meet witt, client; Emails to and from Jenny Allen; 
Ernail to Ms. G.ayle Nathan re: DE;lPOsition of .Jennifer Steiner 

Preparation of draft for Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 2nd 
Request for .Documents 

Preparation of Plaintiff's 1 e:ith ·1 G.2 Supplemental Oisclosi.lre 

Review ernail from.J. 1 .. ea,uanae; Email to J. Leauanae 

Rev.few ernails be.tween parties 

Coritinue review of client's emails; Begin draft ofTimeHne; 
Review documents provided by client; Pho,ie call with Joe and . 
.Jen11y: Ern,aiil exchanges with J.oe and ,Jenny; Ernail 
exchanges with O(:>ptising Counsel and client; Phone call from 
Opposing Counsel re: 15th NRCP 16.2 Disclos1.1re 

Prepare draft of Pl.alntif:rs Re.sponse tc, Defem:"ant's 2nd 
Interrogatories 

Me<ra>tlng with .Jenny Allen 

Preparation for Deposition of Dennis Kogoc:i; Review emails 
from J. Allen with Dennis Kogod Deposition questions 

Finalize the Timellne; Continue to prepare for- Der,nis' 
deposition; Organize exhibits and emails; Email exchanges 
With Jenny Alleo; Begin draft of Sµl::>po<ena an<;:! Notice Of 
Depc;,sition of Bank Of Ar~1erica; E.rnail to Gayle Nathan: Eniall 
to and from Opposing Counsel 

Prepl<3re for and lat.1:erid Dapo,s;ltion of Dennis Kogod 

Pr@pare Plalnttff's 17th 16.2 Supplemental Dis.closure 

Page No. 23 

...... Dur/Q~ 

2,9 

1 . .5 

6 

4.7 

0.7 

.6.6 

2 

0.8 
0.2 
0.7 

4.8 

1 

2.5 

5.1 

e 

7 

0.9 

Date: 9/12/2016 

Amount 

$1,305.00 

$450.00 

$1,800.00 

$2,115.00 

$70 .. 00 

$1,980.00 

$200.00 

$80.00 

$90.00 

$315.00 

$1,440.00 

$100.00 

$1,125.00 

$2,295.00 

$1,800.00 

$2,"100 .. 00 

$90.00 

08740 



Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill D;;..te: !:l/12/2016 

.Date ______________ Staff TIE ~~~-~~-~D~e~s~c=r~IP~ti~o~n~---····--------------·--------·--·-·--· _____________ D"--'u"""'r/'""Q~t_y ________________ Amount 
1 0/23/2.0 ., 5 
10/23/2015 RJS T 

10/24/2015 RJS T 

10/26/2015 RJS T 
10/26/2015 RJS T 

10/26/2015 RJS T 

10/26/2015 .RJS ,-
10/26/2015 GV T 

·10/27/2015 R,JS ,-
10/27/2015 GV T 

10/2.7/2015 GV T 
10/28/2015 GV T 

10/28/2015 RJS T 

10/28/2015 GV ·r 
10/29/2015 KFS T 

10/29/2015 GV T 
10/29/2015 GV T 

10/29/2015 GV T 
10/29/2015 R.JS T 

10/29/2015 R.JS T 

11 /02/20 ·f 5 GV ,.T 

11/02/2015 R.JS T 

11/02/2015 l<;FS T 

11/03/2015 R.JS T 

11/0:;3/2015 GV T 

11/03/2015 R.JS T 

11 /03/20"15 R,IS ;-

Preparation for and Conduct Depositioli of Dennis Kogod 

Appearan.ce a de.position of Gal:,)rielle Cioffr-Kogod 

Letter to Davita 

Review en1all from S. Levine; Email response 

Hevl.ew em.ail from D. Marks; Email to client; Ernail t,:;, D. 
Marks 

E.meil to G. Nathan 

Prepare Response.s to Third Request fo.r production c:if 
Oocurnents and Third ReqLJest for Interrogatories; Email to 
cli~~nt; P:hc:ir:,e ca.fl from .and email to Sharon Sandler 

Exchange emails with client 

Email to and from Ms. Sandler; Email frorn client 

Email to Opposing Counsel 

Email exchanges wHh Opposing Counsel and client; Review 
Declarations and NRCP 1 G.,Z Disclosures flied by Opposing 
Counsel; Email to .Jenny Allen · 

R.eview Defendant's Response to 5th Request for Production of 
Docurnents 

Email exchanges with client and Ms. Gayle Nath.,;i.n 

Prepare draft of Plalntlff'8 Responsie" to 3rd Request for 
Production of' Documents · 

Email from Jenny Allen 

Er-nail from Ms. Nathan; Ernail from .Jenny Allen 

Email from Sharon Sandler's office 

Review letter fro111 Netflix 

Review Dacfaratlon of Marsha Kogod; Review Declaration of 
Sheldo,, Kogod 

Review docµments from DaVita; Email to and from S.hauna at 
Dan Jaffe·s office; E.mail to and from Jenny Allen 

R,evievv Qefendant's 11th 113,2 Supplement 

Prepare draft of Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's .. 3rd 
Interrogatories 

Phone conference witl, D. Marks 

Prepate Responses to Fourth Request for Production of 
pocvments; Em.an to Ms. Nathan; Emal.I to and frs:;,m Ms. 
Sar11:Uer; Er-nail to r.:,lient; Email to Marc Herman 

Review emai.1 from client; Email te> client 

Review email from clie.nt; Email to .client 

Page No. 24 

7 

7 

0.5 

0 

0.2 

0 

'.i.2 

0.3 

0.3 

0.1 

0.5 

0.2 

0.:3 
0.7 

0.1 

0.3 

o .. ·1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.8 

0.2 

0.7 

0 .. 3 

0.8 

0.1 

0.4 

$3,"150.00 

$3.,'.150.00 

$2.25.00 

$0.00 

$90.00 

$0.00 

$360.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$150.QO 

$90.00 

$.90.00 

$70.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$240 .. 00 

$90.00 

$70.00 

$135.00 

$240.00 

$45.00 

$160.00 

08741 



D?S:tEI Staff 
·11/04/2015 GV 

11/04/2015 

-11/05/2015 

·11 /05/2015 

11/06/2015 

11/09/2015 

11/10/2015 

11/12/2015 

--, 1/12/20'f5 

11/13/2015 

11/13/2015 

11/16/2015 

11/16/2015 

-1 1 /16/;?.01 5 
11/16/2015 

11/1. 7/2015 

'11/17/2015 

11/17/2015 

11/17/2015 

11/17/201.5 

GV 

GV 

GV 

JH 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

RJ$ 

RJ$ 

GV 

GV 

JH 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 

TIE 
T 

T 

T 

'T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T ,. 
T 
T 
T 

T 

T 

T ,. 
T 

T 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #:206 

Henderson, N~v1;1da 89074 

History am Date: 9/12/2016 

Description ·--·-·-·-···-···-···--·····--····-·--·-·-----····-- ________ O=ue:· .!.r:..IQ=ty=------~A=mount 
Review video from October 14 Hearing; Prepare Order; En1ail to 1.1 $330.dO 
Opposing Counsel 

Exctiange emails with Je,iny Allen; En,ail ·from Sharon 
Sanc:ller; Prepare Subpoena .Ducas Tecum and Notice ot· 
Deposition for VVells Fargo and Bank: of Amerio.,i - for Nadya's 
Bank Records and missing Records from Dennis; Prepare 
A.ccepti;ince of Service for .Jennifer Steiner; Exchange emails 
with Ms. Steiner's counsel; Email exchanges with Oppos.ing 
Counsel re: Dennis' 2nd Deposition and Expert Report-s; Phone 
call with cllent; Email to Opposing Counsel re: Quit Claim 
Oeed to the Gabrielle's new home; Phone eall with Marc 
Herman re: Appraisal of Oak Pass and fair renta.1 value for CA 
properties · · 

Etnail to Ms. Nattlan; Ema-ii to Dan ,Jaffe's ,:ifflce; Em.ail fron1 
and tq Opposing Copnsel 

E.rnail from Marc Herman 

Email excha,,ges with Gayle Nathan 

Prepare Subpoena and Notice of Deposition for .JP Morgan 
Chase Bank; Exohang.e e11,ails with Opposing Counsel 

Review Opposition to Motion to Amen.d Complaint 

EmaH from client; Phone call with OpposinQ Counsel re: 
Depositions 

Phone cor,ferenoe with t:i. Mart<s 
E.rnail exchanges witt, Jenny and client 

Review Defend-ant's Response to 5th lnt.;;,r-rogatories 

Review Opposition; Begin preparing for Reply to Opposition 

Kogod - Our Reply to Opp to Motion to .Amend Due today 

Exchange emails with client 

Review Defendant's Responses to Fifth Set of Interrogatories; 
Ernail to Joe and .Jen11y 

Prepare Notice of Depos.ition for Dennis Kogod; Prepare 
Stlpulstlon and Order re: Expert Reports; Ptepare and finalize 
Reply to Opposition and file; Phone call with client: Phone 
calls with Joe and .Jenny; Review Anthem Forenl!!ics' report; 
Email to Opposing Counsel 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Reply 

Review Dennis' Responses to Fl'f~h Request for Production of 
Docurnents 
Prepare Reply to Opposition 

Initial review of Report from Anthem For.enslcs; Pt,one 
confer'ence with client: 

Page No. 25 

4 $1,200.00 

0.6 $180 .. 00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.2 $20.00 

0.7 $210.00 

0.9 $405.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.4 $120.00 

0.3 $136.00 

·1.a $540.00 
o_s $.225.00 

0.2 $9Q.OO 

0 .. 2 $60.00 

2.6 $1340.00 

0 .. 3 $30.00 

Q.2 $60.00 

2 .. 8 $1,260,00 

1 .. 3 $5.85,00 

08742 



Date ........... ,_, ____ , __ Staff. .T/E 
11118/20"15 RJS T 

11 /18/20'15 GV T 
1111 e,2015 RJS T 

11/1$/2015 KFS T 

11/23/2015 c,;iv T 

'11/23/2015 RJS T 
11/24/2015 GV T 

11/30/2015 RJS ,-
11/30/2015 GV T 

11/30/201 t5 R.JS T 

12/01/20"15 GV T 

12/01/2015 RJS T 
12/02/2015 RJS T 

1 2/02/.2015 GV T 

12102120·15 GV ,· 
12/03/2(115 GV "f 

12/03/2015 JH 'T 

12/04/20'15 R,IS T 

12/04/2015 RJS T 

12/04/2015 RJS T 

12/04/2015 GV T 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St . .Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Description _____ ,, ______ .. _ ......... _________________________ --'o"".;..:u:c.r;..;/;..:Q~t .. v ______ ..;.A..c.;c.;mc.:.01.Jr.!_! 
Continued review Anthem Forcenslqs E:><:pert Report 1 .1 $495.00 

Prepare letter for the Cour1 re: October 14 Hearing 0.5 $150.00 

Preparation for' arid Appearance at Hearing; C::onference wi.th 1.6 $720.00 
client 

Prepare Plaintiff's 18th 16.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Emails fro1n Opposing Counsel; E.mail to and from client; 
E:1Tiail frorn and to Dari Jaffe's office; Ernall to Jenny Allen; 
Email to Opposing Counsel 

Review letters from D .. Marks ( x 5 ) 

Finalize the Stipulation re: Expert Reports; Email to Opposing 
Counsel 

Review emails fro•TI· client; Phone con·ference with client 

Research on Writ of Mandamu,;; re: Court denial of Motion to 
Amend Compiairit; Resean:;h on jurisdiction on Nadya 

Phone conference with client x 2; l::.mall to[). Marks; Phone 
conference with D. Marks 

Begin preparing Motion for Order to Show C.:auose; E.xchange 
emails with Ms. Jennifer Gilbert; Exchange em.alls with Jenny 
.Al.len and client; Ema.II exchanges with Mr. Dan Marks, Esq. 

Confer-ence With D. Marks; Phone conferehce with J. AHen 

Review letter f1·om D. Marks. 

Continue work on Motion for an Order to $how C.:Cliluse; Em;ail 
exchanges with ,Jenny Allen; Em.ail exchanges Vll'ith client and 
Ms. Young re; Depositions and discovery; Prepare Letter fo.r 
Mr. Marks in response to their letter c;leted November 19 

Em;;ill exchanges.with Ms. Young re: Stipulation re Expert 
Reports · 

Finalize and send letter to .Opposlr1g Counsel re: Discovery; 
Email from and to client; Email exch;,inges between Ms. Young 
and .Mr. Marks' office; Email exchanges wi'th Jenny Allen; 
Continue work on Motion for Orde.r to Sl1ow Cause; Continue 
work on Mernorandun1s regarding jurisdiction tor Nady? and 
Writ of Mandarnus 

Preparation of Notice of Entry of Order Frorn the Hearing 

Conference with cl.lent 

Review emails frorn client 

·Review Subpoena response from Bank of Amari.ca; Wells 
Fargo; .JP Morgan Chase 

Meeting with the client; Phone call to ,JP Morgan Chase arid 
Wells Fargo Banks; Phone call to Court Reporter re: Denni$ 
KQgod',;, depcrsition 

Page No, 26 

1 .. 9 

1.1 

0.5 

0.3 

0.3 
2 

o.a 

2 

0.4 

0 .. 1 
3.4. 

0.2 

3.S 

0.;3 

1 .. 8 

0.1 

0,8 

2.5 

$190.00 

$330.00 

$225_QQ 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$600.00 

$270.00 

$600.00 

$180.00 

$45.00 

$1,020.00 

$60,00 

$1,140.00 

$30.00 

$810.00 

$45.00 

$360.0Q 

$750.00 

08743 



Radford J, Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson_, Nevada 89074 

History Bill [)ate: 9/12./2016 

bate. Staff -r,s: 
12/07/2015 GV T 

----~==-'---"-"'=----O=--e..,s=c._r._.i . .l:1!1on ......... ·-·-·····---~~------~-~---..,.--· ·----------··· .... Dur/Qty ______ -,-A_r_n_o_1._1r_1_t 
Prepare for depositiot"'l of De11nis Kogod; Review subpoer,a a $2,400.00 

12/07/2015 

12/07/2015 

12/07/2015 

12/07/2015 

12/07/2015 

·i2./07/2015 

12/08/2015 

12/08/2015 

12/08/20"15 

12/08/2015 

"12./09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/10/2015 

12/10/20'15 

12/10/2015 

12/10/2015 

"12/'14/2015 

12/14/2015 

12/14/20'15 

12/15/2015 

12/15/2015 

·121·15/2015 

R.JS 

GV 

RJ'.S 

RJS 

RJS 

R.JS 
GV 

RJS 
RJS 
R.JS 

RJS 
R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

R.JS 
R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

R.JS 

RJS 
R.JS 

GV 

GV 

KFS 

R.JS 

,.. 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

T 
T 

"t 
T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

documents frort'J the bank; Attend deposition of Dennis Kogod; 
Phone c,;ills with th.e Discovery Comrnlssioner 

Condp¢1: deposition of Dennis Kogod 

Email from and to client 

Con-Ference with client 

Preparation fer Deposition of Dennis Kogod; Review Deposttlon 
questloris and exhibits from .J. Allen 

E:mail to D. Mai-ks 

Review forwarded email from .J. Gilbert 

Exchange en .... ails vvith client; Ernafl from and to Ntcole Young; 
Email from Ms. Gilbert re: Jennifer Steiner's Deposition; 
Exc::hange emaOi!'> with Jenny Alien to prepare for deposition of 
.Jennifer Steiner 

Review Defendant's Response to 6th lnterrogatodes 

Review ernails frorn client 

Review Defendant's Response to 8th Request for Product.i<;,n of 
Documents 

Review forwarded email from ,J. Gilbert 

Review email frorn .J. Allen with proposed questions for 
,Jennifer Steiner's Deposition 

Exchange emails with Jenny Allen to pre par<;> for .Jennifer 
Steiner's deposition; Ernail excha.nges with Nicole Young; 
Erna ii ·from client 

PhonE) cor,ference with D. Marks 

Travel to California 

Conference witb D. Mar·ks 

Email ·to T.erry Estrada re: D0cu11,~nts for Ms. Steiner's 
Deposition 

Travel to Nevada 

Prepar;;ition for and conduct Deposition of Ms. Steiner 

Review of email from client 

Phone conference \l\llth D. Marks 

Email ,;,exchanges w\tb .Jenny Allen; Eme,il to Mr. Marks; Ernail 
exchang,;,s v,1ith client 

Ernail to Ms. Young; Phone c:alf from Mr. M.ar:ks; Phone calls 
'11'/ith .Jenny Allen and .Joe Leauanae; Email to Mr. Marks and 
Ms. Young with Supplemental Report 

Pr.aparation of Plaintiff's 19tti 16.2 Supplement 

Phone conference with client 

Page No. 27 

5.5 

0.1 

0.5 

S.1 

0.1 

0.'I 

1,2 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

1.7 

0.2 

1 

0 .. 2 

0.3 

1 

4.9 

0.1 

0.A 
0.2 

1.3 

1.8 

0 .. 2 

$2,475 .. 00 

$30.00 

$225.00 

$2,2.95.00 

$45.00 

$45.00 

$360.00 

$135.00 

$90,00 

$90.00 

$45.00 
$90.00 

$510.00 

$90 .. 00 

$450.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$450.00 

$2,205.00 

$45.00 

$180.00 

$60.00 

$390 .. 00 

$180.00 

$.90.00 

08744 



Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
:2470 St. Rose Parkw:E!y #206 

Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History Bill D.ate: 91·121201 rs 

_Q,l;ll_te Staff TIE 
12/15/2015 

---,---~==~--~~~D~e~s~c=.r'i(ltion __ , ......... _. _____ ··-·----------------- ---·--··-··-·Dur/Qty_______ Amount 

12/15/2015 

121·16/2015 

12/16/2015 

12/1.6/20·1 5 

12/17/2015 

12/17/2015 

12/17/2015 

12/17/2015 

12/17/2015 

12/18/2015 

12/21/2015 

12/21/2015 

12/22/2015 

12/24/2015 

12/2$/2015 

12/28/2015 

12/29/201. 5 

12/29/2015 

12/30/20 'l 5 

1/04/2016 

1/04/2016 

1/04/2016 

1/04/2016 

R.JS 

GV 
KFS 

KAM 

KAM 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

c;;v 

GV 

T 
T 

T 

T 

'T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Review i,;,mail from ,J. Allen with supplernehtal \Mtness Report 

Email fron-1 J.oe .Leauanae 

Prepare Plaintiff's 20th 16;2 S4pplerr1ental Disclosure 

Prepare draft of Discovery Com.missioner's Report and 
Recommendations from May 1 and June 26. 

Revised drafts of Discovery Con,missioner's Repoi1: and 
Recommendations for May 1 and June .26. 

Begin d1·aft of Motion for Proteotlve Order 

C<:>ntinue work on Motioh for Order to Show Cause; Emall 
exchanges with client; Pl::11:,ne call with Dan Marl<s; Emall 
exchanges with .Jenny Allen 

Review and Revise the Report and Recommendations - .Jqne 
21$ Hearing 

Prepare Seventh Request for lnterrqgatc:>ries and Seventh 
Request for Production of Documents 

Review emails fro,,i client; Email to client 

Review Re Notice of Deposltions of Eugene Cioffi, Stephanie 
Cioffi and Cassandra Cioffi 

Phone call frorn Nicole Young; F.;rnail to cJlent; E.malJs f',·orn 
client; Review Notices of Depositions fo,· New York 

Exchange en,aif.s w.itt, Ms. Young 

Review motion file<'.! by Mr. Marks; Email to Joe and Jenny 

Email to .Joe Leauanae;. Review video from· the hearing or, 
Motion to An,epd; Ema.ii to Ms. Young re; Revl$iOn'l' to the 
proposed Order 

Review Motic;,n to Cornpel Discovery 

Review Declaration from .Joe Leauanae; Phone call with Mr. 
Leauanae 

Erna.ii to client 

E.mall fr'or-n client; Ernail ·fl-c;,m Mr·. Marks' office; Email to and 
from Mr. L.eauanae 

Raview of Statement frort, J. Leauanae: Objection to 
Submission o·r Docurnents { Excel files) to Teichner ( 
Defendant's Expert) ; Prepare letter to D. Marks 

Review video frorn the hearing of May 1; Revise and finalize the 
Report and Recommendations; Email to Ms. Y<.>L1ng 
Pt,one call witt1 Nlcole Young; e.xohange emails with. Mr. 
Leauanae s1nd client; Begin dn,•·ft of Opposition to Motion to 
Coi-npel Discovery 

Exchange emails with Ms. Gilbert 

Page No. 28 

2.1 

0.2 

:2.8 

1 

1 

0.2. 

2.5 

0.4 

0.8 

1 

0.2 

0,3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.8 

0.4 

0.5 

0.1 

0.3 

0.5 

0.8 

2.2 

0.3 

$945.00 

$60.00 

$280.00 

$2.50.00 

$250.00 

$60 .. 00 

$750.00 

$120.00 

$240.00 

$450 .. 00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$.90.00 

$90.00 

$2.40.00 

$180.00 

$150.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$225.00 

$240.00 

$$60.0Q 

$90.00 

08745 



Radford .J. Smith, Charter-sci 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 69074 

History Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

~D~a~t=.e~ _____ Staff _____ TIE .... Deseri.J;:!_t,.,i""'o"'n"'---------------·---·-······--------·-·-············-··-----·-· D.cu::.;r;,.;/'-'Q=t,,.y'--_____ .....c.A'-'· :...m;..:;_:o:..u=· ·:.on.:.t= 
1/04/2016 
1/05/2016 RJS T Phone conference vvith D. MarKs 0 .. 2 

"1/05/2016 GV T 

1/05/2016 

1/0E;/2016 

1/06/2016 

1/07/2016 

1/07/2016 

1/08/20'16 

1/08/2016 

1 /"J 1 /2016 

1/13/2016 

1/'14/2016 

1/14/2016 

1/15/2016 

1 /·15/2016 

1/15/2016 

1/15/2016 

1/19/20·16 

1/19/20'1Ei 

1/19/2016 

1 /·f 9/2016 

1/20/2016 

1/20/2016 

1/22/2011;> 

1/2.4/2016 

1/25/2016 

KFS 

RJS 
GV 

R.JS 

GV 

RJ$ 
GV 

GV 

GV 

R~IS 
GV 

RJS 
GV 

R,JS 

JH 

RJS 

RJS 

RJS 
GV 

R.JS 
RJS 

RJS 
R.JS 
JH 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

.,.. 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

,
T 
T 

En1c1il exchanges with client; Phone call with Nicole Young; 
Phone call and emall exchanges with Marc .Herrnan 

Prepanation of Plaintiff's 21st 16.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Review Order Shorteriihg Time 

Contin.ue work on Opposition to Motion to Compel Disc;:overy; 
Email. exchanges with Mr. Herman and client; Emails from Ms. 
Young · 

Review emaf!s fro,,, cHent 

Review emails from client; Continue work Ot~ ·Opposition and 
Gountermqtic,n for Protective Orde.r 

Revise Opposition to Motlori for Protective Order 

Continue Worl<. on Opposition ·and Countermotion for· Protective 
Order 
Exchange emails with client; Exchange ema.ils with Joe 
Leeuanae; Exchange· emails with Nicole Young, Prepare Errata 
to Opposition and Countermotion 

Emf.lH from clJent 

Review Reply 

Review Reply for Motion to Con,pel; Ernail exchanges with Joe 
Leauanae; Phone ci.ill from client; Phone call from ,Joe 
Leauanae 

Prepan;1tlon and Appearance at Hearing 

Finalize the Motion and file; Phone call and emails with c.Hen1 

Revise Motion to Enforce Joint Preliminary l11jqnc;tion 

Preparation of Suppiemental Expert Witness 

Phone conference with Bruce Clemens re: additional research 
re alim·ony .and fraud iss1.1es 

R.evlew Defendant's 12th and 13th 16.2 Supplemental 
ProductiQn 

Review letter frorn Political Carnpaign re donation 

Prepare Ex Parte Request for Order Shortening Ti!ne; Prep.sire 
Order Granting Ex P,;nte Request for· Order' Shortening Time 

Initial review of Defendant's Response to 7th Interrogatories 

Initial review of Defendant's Response to 7tt., Request for 
Production of Oocu,-.-.ents 

Phone conference with client 

Review ernail from G. Kogod; Email to G. Kogod 

Preparation of Certificate of Service 

F>;age No. 29 

0.6 

2 

0.1 

0.7 

0.2 
2 

1.3 

2 

1.8 

0.1 

0,3 

0.5 

1.1 
0.6 
2.8 

0.3 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.9 

0.2 
0.3 

0.2 

0 
,., 

·"" 
0.3 

$90.00 

$180 .. 00 

$200,00 

$45.00 

$2·10.00 

$90.00 

$600.00 

$585.00 

$600.00 

$540.00 

$:30.00 

$13.5.00 

$150.00 

$495.00 

$180.00 

$1,260.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$45.00 

$270.00 

$90.00 

$1;3,5.QIJ 

$90.00 

$90.0Ci 

$30.00 

08746 



Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2.4 70 St. R.ose Parl<1:way #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Hi.s1:ory em D.ete:. 011212016 

_,D=a:st.,e,._ ____ _,,Staff ···- TIE ..... De$cri_ption __________________ ····-·----······-·---........ --·-···-··---Dur/Q~tyA· ~------A_m_. _o'-"u'-n.c.c.t 
1/25/2016 
1/25/2016 

1/26/2016 

1126/2016 

1/27/2016 

1/27/2016 

1/28/2016 

1/28/2016 

1./28/2016 

1/29/2016 

1/29/2016 

2/01/2.016 

2/01/2016 

2/01/2016 

2/03/2016 

2/03/2016 

2/04/2016 

2/04/2016 

2/05/2016 

2/0512-016 

2/05/2016 

2/013/2016 
2/06/2016 

2/08/2016 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

(3V 

R.JS 

GV 

K_FS 
RJS 

GV 

GV 

R,JS 

GV 

RJS. 
C?;V 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

RJS 

R,JS 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 

GV 

T 

T 

,-

T 

T 
T 

T 
T 
, .. r 

T 

T 
T 

;· 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

En,ail from Ms. Young; Ernail to and from Joe;, LealJ"3nae and 
Jenny Allen; Etnall frorn client 

Exchange emails with ,.Joe Leauanae; Exchange emails with 
Mr. Merks; Review rebuttal expert report 

Review Defendant's Expert's Rebuttal; compare to J. 
Leauanae's .Repo.rt 

Exchange emails with Joe Leauanae and Jenny 

Phone conference with clfent 

Meet with Joe Leauanae and Jenny Allen to dlsc.uss report and 
trial preparation 

Preparation of Plaintiff's 22cnd 16.2 Sk,pplernental Disclosure 

Conference w"ith J. Leauanae end J, Allen 

En,ail exchanges wit11 Ms. Yt:>ung and .Mr. Marks; Em.all 
exchanf.les with Jenny Allen: Email excha,,ges with client 

Email from Jaffe an.d Clen-,ens; Ernail to client: Kogod v. Kogod 

Review Noti_ce of Deposition of ,Joe Lee,uanae 

Email from Ms. Young with Notice of Deposition for Joe 
Leauanae; Email to Joe 

Review letter from Jaffe and Clemens 

.Review video frorn the hearing of ,January 15, 201 a and prepare 
Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recornmendations; 
En,ail to Mr. Mark.s and Ms. Young 

Ernall exchang<Ss with Joe L.eauanc1e and Jenny .Allen; .Review 
Video from the Hearing of June a, 2015; Prepare written 
transcript of relevant portion of the June 6, 2015 hearing for 
Anthern Forensics' Response to Mr. Teichn,;,r's Rebuttal Report 

Travel to New York 

Email from and to Jenny Allen 

Review Expert Report from Anthem Forensics (2016-02-05) 

Con-Ference with Cas.andra, Stephanie, Euge.-,e Gl.offi; Attend 
Depositions of Cassan.dna Cl<:>ffi, Stephanie Cioffi ;,1nd Eugene 
Cloffi; Confe1·ence with client 

Phone call with Joe .and Jenny re: Response to Rebuttal 
R.eport; Review rebuttal report; Ema.ii to Mr. Marks and Ms. 
Young 

,ravel to Las Vagas 

Review ernaUs f"rom client 

Ernail frorn Ms. Young re: Discovery Commissioner's Rep.ort 
and Recommendations - January 15 Hearing; Ernail 
exchanges with Mr. Herrnan; Phone call with l\llr. t-tern1an; 

Page No. 30 

o .. 3 

0 .. 7 

1.9 

0.4 

0.3 
1 ,2 

2 

1.2 

1 

0.1 

0.1 

0,3 

0.5 

1 

1.2 

5 

0.3 

0.9 

6 

0.6 

6 

0.1 

1.2 

$90.00 

$210.00 

$855.00 

$120.00 

$136.00 

$360.00 

$200.00 

$540.00 

$300.00 

$30.00 

$45.00 

$90.00 

$225.00 

$:300.00 

$360 .. 00 

$2,250.00 

$90.00 

$405.00 

$2,700.00 

$180.00 

$.2,.25.0 .. 00 

$46.00 

$360.00 
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Radford J .. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

HendE-lrson, Nevada 89074 

Hi$~Ory Bill 

0.ate _____ ~S~t~a~·f~f--~· T~'~· E=-cD~e~s=cripi:ion ··-.. --·-··--,------,----.,------ ···-·-·--··-·····---·--· Our/Qty 
2/08/2016 R:eview updated App1·aisals and rental estimates 

2/08/2016 

2/09/2016 

2/09/2016 

2/09/2016 

2/09/2016 

2/09/201 fi 

2/09/2016 

2/11/2016 

2/12/2016 

2/12/2016 

2/15/20"16 

2/15/2016 

2/16/2016 

2/16/20"16 

2/16/2016 

2/16/2016 

2/17i2d16 

2/"17/2.0113 

2/17/2016 

2/17/2018 

GV 

R.J$ 

R.JS 

KFS 

R.JS 
GV 

R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 
RJS 

R..IS 

R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

T 

T 

T 

T ,, 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Review Opposition to JPI and Countermotion filed by Dennis; 
En""lail to client 

Pnapare outline o:f PreTriaJ Memo 

Review Appraisals of San Vil,cente, Oak Pass and Canyon 
Drive Properties 

Prepare Plaintiff's 23rd 16.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Revie.w Opposition to Motion to Show Caus<?> 

Begiq pr,;,paring the Pre Trial Marnorandun-1; En1ail exchanges 
with client; En,ail exchanges with .Joe Leauanae and .Jenny 
Alle1,; Email exchanges with Mr. Herman 

Appearance at Deposition of Joe Leaueonae: Conference. With 
client 

Prepare Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Depo,;ition for 
Richard Teiohner; E.mail to Ms. Young re: Extending deadlines 
for Pre Ti·ial Mernonandum 

.F<eview email fron, J. L.eauanae With iterns requested at his 
deposition 

Phone call vvith the Go1.1rt re: Friday deadline for Pre Trial 
Memorandum; Phone call with Ms: Young re: Trial Ex.hi.bits 

Co.ntinue work on Pre Trial Men,orandum; Prepare List of 
VVitnesses; Email exchanges with Joe LE!auanae and Jenny 
Allen;. Email to client; Email from Richard Teichner re: 
Response to Joe's response to rebuttal report 

Preparation for exarnination of witnesses: Preparation for Trial; 
Review of draft Pre Trial IViemorandun,; Legal .Researct, re: 
AlirTiony 1.ssue 

Prepare Trial Exhibit Index; ContJnue work on. Pre Tri.al 
Memorandum; Exchange emails wit.h M.s. Young; Exch11;1nge 
ernails with Marc Herman; Exchange phone call.s With Ms. 
Allen re: Trlal preparation 

Review Defenc;:11;1nt's ·14th 16.2 S1..1pplement and List of 
\Nitnesses 

Review Riche.rd Teichner's R.ep1.1t1;al Report 

Review emails from c.lient 

Preparation for Deposition of R. Telchner; Conference with D. 
Marks; Conduct Deposition of R.ichard Teichner 

Revtse dr«>ft Pr,a;, Triai Merno 

Preparatfon for and Appearance at Hearing on Moti.on for Order· 
to S1"1ow Cause 

Continue preparing fQr Trial;. Exchange emails with Ms. Young 

Page No. 3·1 

0 

1.1 

0.2 

1.4 

0.3 
2.6 

4 

'I 

0.7 

0.3 

3.1 

6.5 

4.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

4.2. 

0~5 
1.8 

3.7 

Oate: 9/1212016 

Amount 

$0.0Q 

$4$5.00 

$90.00 

$140.00 

$135 .. 00 

$780.00 

$1,800.00 

$300.00 

$315,00 

$90.00 

$930.00 

$2,925.00 

$1,260.00 

$90.00 

$225.00 

$90.00 

$1 .. ,1390.00 

$225.00 

$810.00 

$1,110.00 

08748 



Oflte ··-····-············d· Staff .. 
2/17/2016 

2/18/2016 RJS 
2/18/2016 GV 

2/18/2016 G;V 

2/19/2016 GV 

2/19/2016 RJS 

2119/2016 R.JS 

2/20/2016 RJS 
2/20/2016 RJS 

2/20/2016 RJS 

2/21/2016 GV 

2/;21/2016 R,JS 

2122120·10 GV 

2/22/2016 RJS 

2/22/2010 R.JS 

2122120·15 KFS 

2/22/2016 .JH 
2/22/2016 KFS 

2/2.3/2016 GV 

2/23/2016 R.JS 

2/23/2016 RJS 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: ~/1.2/2016 

T/E Description -·-···--··-·-····-·-·-------···-:--:c---=-..,.--------D_u~r/0.!)< ---·-·-····-·-··- Arnoun.t 
cind Mr, .Mar~s; Ext:;hange en-iails With Ms. Allen; Exchange 

;-
.T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

·1· 

T 
T 

T 

emails with Mr. Hennan; Continue working on the Pre Trial 
Mer-no,·andurn; Review various deposition transcripts; Prepare 
fo:;;,r Deposition pf Mr. i"eichner; Prepare Order to Show Ca1.1se 

Preparation for Trlal 

En1ail from .and to Mr. Teictiner 

Coritin1Je vvorl<lrig on the Pre Trial Mernonandum: Phone call 
with Marc He.rrn·ar,; Ph,.:,ne calls with client; Contln~Je preparing 
for Trial; Prepare Proposed Pistrlbutlon of Cornrnunity Property 
\Norksheet; £=.mail exchanges witt1 client and Mr. Marks 

Continue work on the Pre Trial Memorandum; Finalize and file 
Detailed Financial Disclosure Forrn; Exchange multiple emails 
and phone calle with Ms. Allen and Mr. Leauanae; Exchange 
e,na.lls with Ms. YoL!.ng and Mr. Marks; Continue trial 
preparation 

R.eview Motion in Urnine to Exclude Updated Appraisals: 
Review of file 

Revise PreTrial Merno 

Review Defendant's 15th ·1 6.2 Supplernent 

Review Pefemdant's Pre Trial M.erno; Legal Research re 
citati<.:,ns 

Legal Rf:!sear.ch· on dissipation of assets (law from other 
states) 

Meeting with client and experts to prepare for Trial 

Conferer1ce with client and experts; PreparaHon for 
exam1natio1'l of witnes.ses; Preparation for Tri.al 

Continue Preparing for Trial; Prepare Trial Exhl.bit Notebooks; 
Revise ancl Finalize Trial l=xhlbit Index; Ernails to and frorn Mr. 
Marks and Ms. Yo1.1ng; Ernall exchanges with Ms. A!len; 
Prep;;lre .Motion in LI.mine to Exclude VVitnas.s 

T Review email from cllent 

T Preparation for Trial Prepare for examination of Dennis Kogod; 
Preparation and Organization of Exhibits; Conference with 
¢11ent; F>reparatlon of Openin~ Statement 

T Prepare Plaintiff's 24th 1 e .2 Supplemental Disclosure 

T Preparation of Tria.1 Exhibit .Books 

T Preparation of Trial Books 
T Continue preparation for Trlaf; Atte,~d Trial 

T Appearance at Hearing 

T Conference with client after Hearing (2 ho1.,rs, charge 'for 1 
hour} 

Page No. 32 

1.S 

0.1 

4.2 

4.1 

0.3 

9.5 
0.1 

2.5 

1,5 

5 

7 

a 

0.1 
11.5 

1 

6 

a 
6 

3.5 
'1 

$$75.00 
$30.00 

$1,260.00 

$1,230.00 

$135.00 

.$4,275.00 

$45.00 

$1,"125.00 

,!J;rS75.00 

$1,500.00 
$3,"150.00 

$2,400.00 

$45.00 

$5,175.00 

$100.00 

$600.00 

$600.00 

$1,800.00 

$1,575.00 
$450.00 

08749 



Da:!;e -·-···---·-·Staff ·-·· 
2/23/20'16 
2/23/2016 RJS 

2/24/2. 0 '.I 6 R.JS 

2/24/2016 R.JS 

2/24./2011;, R.JS 
2/24/2016 GV 

2/25/2016 R.JS 

2/25/2016 R,IS 

2/25/2016 GV 

2/25/2016 RJS 

2/26/2016 R,IS 

2/26/2016 GV 

2/26/2016 RJS 
2/29/2016 GV 

3/01/2016 RJS 

3/02/2016 R.JS 

3/02/2916 GV 

3/03/2.0 'I 6 RJS 
3/03/2016 RJS 

3/03/2016 R,IS 

3/03/2016 GV 

3/07/2016 GV 

3/09/2016 R.JS 
3/10/2016 RJS 
3/10/2016 R.JS 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
247"0 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History BUI Date: 9/12/2016 

,:-,e ~.,.....=D~e=s=c~r~i,ocP~t=i~o~1=,----··-····-·-·····---··----·-------------- -·--· Our/Qty __________ A_· _m-'-o-'-u_n_t-" 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 

·r 
T 

'T 
-r 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 
-r 

Preparation for Trial; Conference with client: rese.ar·ch Davita; 
Revise question list for Denhls Kc.,god; Review proposed 
question list from Anthem ForensiOlS 

Pr·eparation for continued questions for Dennis l<ogod; Prepare 
truncated witness examinations: Conference with cHar1t; 
Review Gabrielle's proposed questions regarding ernails; 
Review email categorization fron1 client 

Prepare letter to D. Marks regarding deposition transcripts at 
Tr-ial . 

Appearance at Trial 

Prepare for and attend Trial; Review deposition transcript of 
Na,:lya Khapsalis, Jennifer Steiner .and Patricia M1Jrpt,y to 
prepar.e excerpts to offe.r in evidence 

Appearance at Trial 

Reseai·ch .stand.ard for admission of exper"t .report 

Review depositione of Sheldon K;ogod, Marsha Kc,god, Mitchell 
Kogod and Dana Kogo.d for excerpts; Prepare for· and at~end 
Trial 

Confere.r""lce with client; VVitness preparation of client 

Appearance at Trial; Conference with .J. Leauanae 

Attend Trlal 

Conference with cUent 

Organize file; Revise and update the Trial Exhibit Index to 
include exhibits. included at Trial 

Review email from client; Review emails bet.weer, parties; begin 
dra·~ en,ai"I to oHent 

Phone, conference with cllent 

Phone call from .Joe and ,Jenny re: Proposec:;t Dist1·ib1.1·Uon of 
c:;;.<,:>mr:nunity Property VVork,s;heet; Emalls from Ms. Young; 
Emails from client 

Review emails 1ro1n N. Young; Pnepare responsive email 

Review emails between UBS and Dennis Kogod 

Exchange emafls with cl.lent 

Email from .Joe anc:t Jenny; E.rri:a.11 exchanges w.lth Client; Email 
to Ms. Young 

Email fron, M·S. Young; Email to ar,d from Mr . .Leauian.Eie 

Review ernails rrorn client: Emails to client 

Exohange emails w.,th cl.lent 

Exchange emails with client 

Page No. 33 

7 $3,150.00 

5.5 $24,750.00 

0.2 $90.00 

3.5 $1,575.00 

s.e $2,88.0.00 

8 $3,600.00 

1.5 $675.00 

9.5 $2,8.!30.00 

2. $900,00 

8.5 $3,825.00 

7 $2,100.00 

0 $0,00 

·1.2 $.380.00 

0.7 $315.00 

1 $450.00 

0,4 $120.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0.3 $135.00 

0 . .4 $•120.00 

0.2 $60.00 

0 .. 3 $135.00 

0.4 $180.00 

0.3 $13!;i.00 

08750 



Radford J. Smith. Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway f.1:206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074-

History Bill 

Date _____ .. _______ Staff, __ TIE ____ Dgscrlption _____ ........... ·---.. -----·-···----------------
3/10/2016 KAM T Review Video Transcr·ipt from Fel;:lruary 26, 2016 and transcribe 

relevant port.ion regarding the ,naintenance of the Lake La,s 

3/10/2016 GV 

3/11/2016 R.JS 

3/'11 /2016 GV 

3/11/2016 RJS 
3/14/2016 RJS 

3/15/20'16 ov 
3/16/2016 RJS 
3/21/2016 R,Jf:, 

3/22/2016 GV 

3/22/2016 GV 

3/22/2016 RJS 
3/23/2016 RJS 

3/23/2016 GV 

3/24/2016 GV 

3/25/2016 GV 

3/28/2016 R-IS 
3/28/2016 KFS 

3/29/2016 GV 

3/30/2016 GV 

3/30/2016 RJS 

4/01/2016 RJS 
4/04/20'16 GV 

4/05/2016 RJS 

4/05/2016 GV 

4/0<5/2016 RJS 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
·j· 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T ,~ 
T 

.T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Vagl;ls Property. · 

Ernails from client; Review Video '·'·Book signing by Nadir1e 
Khapsali-s"; Phone call with Joe and Jenny re: Shares and 
updated Waste amounts 

Exchange emails wltt, client 

Emails between client and Ms. Allen 

Ex.change emails with client Re: Kogod - request .list 

Review Supplemental Billing Sti;,tements 

Email exchanges betwe.en client and Opposing Part.y 

Review letter from f.') .. Marks with appraisals 

Email to J. Allen; Ernail to client; Review a.mails between 
parti.es 

Err,ail fro1n Ms. Young; Ernail to and frorn client; Phone call 
and ernai.1 from Mr. Herman, .Review appraisals provided by Ms. 
Young 

Ernail to Ms. Young re: Updated documents 
Review emails from client: Prepare outUne of motion 

Review emaH fro.m N. Young; Email to N. Young; Review ernail 
from client; Exchange emails with M. Herrr1an · 

Email to Ms. Young; Emails from client. 

En1aii from cllent 
Begin draft of Motion for extension on expert report .and 
Ev1dentiary I-IE:>aring on Appraisal$ 

Review Objection to Deposition Testiriiony 

Prepare Plaintiff's 25th 1.6.2 .Supplernental Disclosure 

Er-nails fr·om and to client 

Email from Ms. Youn.g; Email to client 
Review ernails from client; Review en,ail from N. Young 

Review ernails from client 

Review emails from client; Emall fro.m Ms. Allen 

Phone conference with D. Marks; Email to .J. Allen: Review 
emails frorn client; Review ernalls fron, M. Herman; Phone 
confe.rer1ce with .client 

Prepare and fi1-.allze the Motion Extension or, Expert Report 
and Evidentiary Hearing; Phone call with Mr. Marks; Phone cail 
with client; Phone call with .Mr. Herrnan; Emails to Ms. Yc;,ung 
and Mr. Marks 

R.eview email from .J. Allen 

Page No. 34 

Dur/Qty 
3.8 

0.6 

0,4 

0.2 

0.2 
0.3 

0.1 
o.p 
0.2 

1., 

0.1 

0.6 

0.3 

0.3 
0.1 

0.6 

0.2 

1.4 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3. 

0.4 

0.9 

3.1 

0.1 

Date: 9/1,2/2016 

Amo~-':!~ 
$950.00 

$180.00 

$180.00 

$60.00 

$90.00 

$"135.00 

$30.00 

$225.00 

$90.00 

$330.00 

$30,00 

$270.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$30,00 

$'180.00 

$90.0Q 

$140.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$120.00 

$405.00 

$930.00 

$45.00 

08751 



Date Staff Tie 
4/06/2016 
4/06/2016 R,JS T 

4/06/2016 GV T 

4/07/2016 R,JS T 
4/08/2016 GV -j, 

4/11/2016 GV T 

4/"12/2016 GV T 

4/·13/2016 GV T 

4/16/2016 RJS T 

4/18/2016 GV T 

4f19/20"16 GV T 

4/20/201.6 R.JS T 

4/20/2016 GV T 

4/25/2016 GV T 

4/25/2016 R.JS T 

4/25/2016 R~IS T 
4/25/2016 RJS T 

4/26./2016 RJS T 

4/26/2016 GV T 

4/26/2016 R.JS T 

4/28/2016 R.JS T 

4/2812016 GV T 

5/02/2016 GV T 

5/02/2016 GV T 

5/03/2016 R.JS T 
5/03/2016 KAM i' 
5/03/2016 c;;v T 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose P.arkw.ay #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History BUI Date: 9/·12/2016 

Description ··--------·······-·········-·--··-····--··--·-·----------"o.c....u'"'r'""/..;;Q=t"'y _______ -'."-A.c.m= ount 

Preparation for Hearing; Conduct Hearing; Conference with 
client 

Prepare for and attend hearing; Emails from client; Email to 
Mr. Hermflln and Ms. Alle1"1 re: Hearing 

.Review ernails frorn client 

En,ai-ls from client; Email to .Joe Leauanae 

Ernails from i;and to Mr. Harmar,; Email to client; Email from 
and to Ms. Young 

Email ex:changes with client; Email from .Joe Leauanae 

Emails from client; Email from Ms. Allen 

Review ernails from client; Phone coriference vvith client 

Ernails from a_nd to r.:;lient; PhonEo call from Ma.re Herman; 
Exchange emails with Ms. Young 

Ernails frorn and to client; Ema.if frorn Mr. Marks; Phone call 
fro,·n cfoent: Em$il from and to Mr. Leauanae 

Review email f.-om J. Steiner to client 

Phone call with client; Email to Mr. Hern"lan; Emaile fro111 
client;· Email from Mr. Leau.anae 

Review Mr. Herman's r·ebuttal report; Emi;lil exchanges with 
c.lient; Email to Mr. Marks; Emall from and to Ms. Young 

Phone -conference w·ith Marc Herman 

P.hor1'i;' confe.rence with .client 

Review ernail and review ·from M. Herman; Review R.eport from 
M. Harm.an 

Review letter frorn D. Marks; Prepare Outlin.e of response 

Review letter frort1 Mr. Marks re: Ms .. Steiner; Email to a-nd 
from client; Phone call from client; Emails frorn Mr. Herman 

Review emails from client 

Review proposed <".">rde,, from April .6, 2016 Hearing 

Emails to Ms. Young; Ernails from an<;! to client 

Revl.ew Supplemental docun1e11ts from ivlr. Kogod; Exchange 
emails with client; Exchange emails with Anthem Forensics; 
Pl·ione call frorn Mr. Herman 

Review letter frorn Mr. Ma.rks to the Court. 

Review _Defendant',;; Post Trial Discl<:,s,.ffes 

Trii;al preparation for May 4, 2016 hearing 

Email exchanges With client; Email exchanges with Ms. 
Young; Ernail exchanges with Ms, Allen; Prepare l:.videnfiary 
Hearing Index; Prepare Exhibits for the EvicJentiary Hearing 

Page No. 35 

2.5 

1.7 

0.2 

o.·1 
0.4 

0.2 

0 .. 1 

0.2 
0.6 

o.e 

0.1 
0.4 

0.7 

0.$ 
0.1 

OA 

0.2. 

0.3 

0,3 

o.·1 
0.7 

0.8 

0.1 
0 .. 3 

o.a 
2.3 

$1,125.00 

$510.0C 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$120.00 

$60.00 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$180.00 

$180.00 

$45.00 

$120.00 

$210.00 

$270,00 

$45.00 

$180 .. 00 

$90 .. 00 

$$0.00 

$1$5,00 

$45.00 

$210.00 

$240.00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$200.00 

$690.00 
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Date_··-·········-·-·····Sta ff_ 
5/03/2016 
5/04/201.6 K_AM 

5/04/2016 GV 

5/04/2016 R.JS 

5/04/2016 R.JS 

5/04/2016 R.JS 

5/04-/2016 GV 

5/05/2016 KAM 

5/05/2016 GV 

5/06/2016 GV 

5/06/2016 R.JS 
5/06/.2016 R.JS 

5/09/2016 KFt':.'> 

5/09/2016 GV 

5/10/2016 R.JS 

5/10/2016 GV 

5/12/2016 R.JS 

5/12/2016 GV 

5/"13/2016 GV 

5/16/2016 GV 

5/17/2016 GV 

5/19/2016 _GV 

5/19/2016 R.JS 

5/20/2016 R.JS 

6/03/2016 R.JS 

6/09/2016 GV 

6/09/2016 R.JS 

Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

T/E -....e.='--~D==e=S:..:C,:.l"e.;i,..p=t..,io=n._ ____________________________________________ _ 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

·r 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

i• 
i' 
T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

i' 

Trial preparation; Process docurnents for inforrnal Discovery 

Attend Evidentiary Hearing on Appraisals 

Review Court Min1..1tes 

Preparation and Appearance at Hearing; Conference with client 
and expert 

Review letter frorn D. Marks; Prepare letter to D. Marks 

Meet with Mr. Herman; Finalize the Evidentiary l·iearlng 
Exhibits and List; Emails to Ms. Young and Mr. Marks: Emails 
to and frorn Ms. Allen; Prepare for Offers of Proof by review of 
the deposition transcripts 

Email ex;qh;;ipg.e with Anthem Forn;msics regarding rece.nt 
financial statements 

Email ·frorn and to M.s, Yowng; Email exchanges with Mr. 
Leauanae; Emails to client; Letter to the Court re_: N;;tdy;s3',; 
c:leposition exhibits 

Emails from client and Mr .. Leauanae; E:maH to Ms. Young 

Phone conference with client 

Exchange emai.!s with -D_. Marks; Phone ,.;onference with D. 
Marks 

Prepare Plaintiff's 26th 1e.2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Email ,;;,xchanges with Ms. Young; Ernail to and from client 

Review ernails .from client; En,all to cHent 

Email from Ms. Young; Ernai1 to cllent 

Review e,,nail from M. Herman; Review email fro.n, client: Email 
to client 

En1ails frorn client; F'hone c-3.IJ with client 

Email from client: Email from Ms. Young 

Email exchanges with cl.ient and Anthem Forensics; E.rna.il to 
M$. Young 

E.mall exoh:.1nges With client 

Emails from client and Mr. Leauanae 

Review emails from client; Email to client; Review ernail from 
N. Young; Email to N. Young 

Review of en1ail1:, "fror_n client 

P_hone conference w_ith O. Mark$; ErY:lai,ls with clierit 

Email from and to l'Vls. Yo\Jng; Review Stipulation; E'.rnail Frorn 
client 

Phone conference with D. Marl<s 

Page No. 36 

Date: 9/12/2016 

_ __ Du r/Qt)t'__ _____________ _ 

3 

3.2 

0.1 

6.8 

0.4 
2.4 

0.2 

0.8 

0.4 

0.2 

0.6 

1 .. 3 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0.4 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

Arr1ount 

$750.00 

$960.00 

$45,00 

$3,060.00 

$180,0Q 

$720.00 

$50.00 

$240.00 

$120.00 

$90.00 

$270.00 

$130.00 

$f;IO,QQ 

$136.00 

$.30 .. 0.0 

$135.00 

$60.00 

$30.00 

$120.06 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$135.0CJ 

$60.00 

$90.00 
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Radford .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, .Nevada 89074 

History am Date: 9/12/2016 

..:D:c.a==t=e~~---..,,s;c-t=a~f'f~· ·-.·--·-'t!!'iL ..... Q~!!,i_c;.t_!J;!tion ----------··-····-·-··---·------------------"-D'--"'llccrc./Q=-t=-:y.__ ____ _ 
6/13/2016 GV T Excl-iange emails with elfent and Anthem and Daniel Kini 0,2 

Amount 
.. $60.00 

6/14/2016 GV T Ema.ii from and to Ms. Young 0.1 

6/15/.2016 GV .T Ernail from clier1t; Email to Ms. Young 0.2 

6/'16/2016 RJS + Review emails from client; Review email from N. Young 0.2 

6/16/2016 OV T Ernail from Ms. Young; Emails from client 0.3 

6/17/2016 RJS T Review Notice of !:,:ntry of Stipulation and (..)rder 0.1 

6/'I 7/201 6 GV T !=ma ii from clie.nt o ;1 

6/20/2016 GV T M.eet with client: Prepare letter for Wells Fargo re: 2.3 
Supplemental documents; Begin draft of Motion to Con-ipel 

6/20/2016 RJS 

6/20/20·16 R.JS 

6/2'1/2016 GV 

6/2'1/2016 R,J.S 

6/2.2/2016 RJS 

6/27/2016 RJS 

6/27/2016 O,V 

f.,/:,?8/2016 GV 

6/28/2016 GV 

6/29/2016 R.IS 

6/29/2016 GV 

6/30/2016 GV 

7/01/2016 RJS 

7/01/2016 KAM 

7/01/2016 KAM 

7/11/2016 GV 

7/12/2016 R.JS 

7/12/2016 R.JS 

7/12/2016 GV 

Discovery 

T Review ernails from client; Email to client 

T Conference with client; Begin review of transcript 

T Pr·epare and file the Motion to Compel Discovery; Prepare Ex 
Parte .Request for OST; Prepare OST; Email from client 

T Exchange emalls with client 

T Phone conference with G. Kogod and UBA Representative 

T Review emails from client; Review err1alls from J. Allen 

T Pr..,pare Stipulation and Order re: Closing Briefs; Phone call 
with Ms. Young; Em.alls to A.nthem .Fo,·ensics; Review 
transcript of Trial Testlrnony of Dennis Kogod; Begin draft of 
Closing $rief 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

Ernails from client .and Opposing Party; Ernail exchanges with 
Anthem Forensics 

Continue review of Dennis' trial testimony transcript for ,;:losing 
brief 

Review emails from .client; Review emails frorn B. Gelen ; 
Review Order 

Review Order from the ColJrt; Email exchanges with Jenny 
Allen anq client; Review Tri!:1.1 Exhibits 

~mall exchanges with Anthem For'.ensics 

Review emails from client; En,ail to client 

Review docun,ents, pr·e.pare SlJpplement to trial exhibits. 

Email to J. Leauanae. 

Ernan to Joe Leauanae; Review Opposition flied by Opposing 
Counsel 

P.hone conference with J. Leauanae and .J. Allen; Review of file; 
Preparation for Hearing 

Review ernails frorn clierit 

Emaif from client; R,;,view flle for Reply to Opposition r:e: 
Emails regarding deficiencies in Mr. Kogod's c:-.liscc:,ye,ry; 

Page No. 37 

0 .. 2 

3.5 
2.8 

0.2 

0 .. 3 

0.2 

2.3 

0.6 

5.1 

0.3 

0.6 

0.2 
0.2 

1.2 

0.1 

0 . .2 

1.5 

0.2 
o.a 

$30.00 

$60.00 

$90,00 

$90.00 

.$45.00 

$30.00 

$690.00 

$90.00 

$"1,575.00 

$840.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$690.00 

$180.00 

$1,530.00 

$135 .. 00 

$180.00 

$60.QO 

$90.00 

$300.0.0 

$25.00 

$60.00 

$67.S.OO 

$90.00 

$240.00 
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Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parl<:way #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: !::J/12/201 S 

Date Staff =-------';.:=--~. _.T~/=E~--Q~~,dg.t:12.tL.. .... _ .. __ . . . . ·---------···----·--··-··-···.!?..~.r.LQ!Y. _______ A~.m-""o""u-'-n'-. ~t 
Prepare S1.1pplemental Exhibits per Court's June Order 7/12/2016 

7/13/2016 JH 

7/13/2.01$ JH 

7/1.3/20'16 KAM 
7/13/2016 GV 

7/13/2016 RJS 

7/13/2016 GV 

7/14/2016 RJ.S 

7/'14-/2016 GV 
7/20/2016 GV 

7/24/2016 RJS 

7/25/2016 R,JS 

7/26/20'16 R.,)$ 

7/27/2016 GV 

7127/2016 RJS 

7/29/2016 R.JS 

7/29/20H~ C?;V 

7/29/2016 KAM 

8/02/2016 GV 

€\/03/2016 R.JS 

6/03/2016 RJS 

8/0312016 GV 

8/04/2016 RJS 

8/06/2016 GV 

8/09/2016 GV 

8/10/2016 GV 

8/1 ·t/2016 R,JS 

8/11/2016 GV 
.S/'l 5/2016 R,JS 

8/1E;l/20'16 GV 

8/17/2016 GV 

8/19/2016 RJS 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

Preparation of Supplemental Exhll::>its 

Preparation of Certificate .of Service 

Prepare for hearing. 

Finalize the Supplerr,ental Tria.1 Exhibits; Prepare Reply to 
Opposition; Attend Hearing 

Preparation ancf Appeara0ce at Hearing; Oonference with cl.lent 

Email to and from Wells Fargo 

Review emails from client; Ernall to client 

Emails from client 

Email fron, client 

Legal Re$earch re use of deposition during Trial 

Research re: Alimony and treatrnent of alin,ony In recent high 
end cases 
Legal Rese.arch for Closing Brief 

Continue work on Closing Brief 

R.esearch anc:I Prepare Alimony section of Clo13lng Brief 

Revise outline for Brief; Prer.>eration of Brief 
Review va.rious Transcripts; Ernalls ancl phone calls to Mr. 
Marks; Phone call to the Court: Prepar·e Closing Brief; Email to 
and from Anthen, Forensics 

T Conduct. res09arch, hand deliver brief. 

T Ernails· from clfent 

T Review Defendant's Closing Brief 

T Review emails from client; Reply to emails 

T Ernaili,; from and to client 

,.· Finish reading Br"ief 

T Emails from· client 

T Exchange e,rnails with clit;ont; En,ail from and t<:) Ms. Yo1,.1ng 

T E;xchange l!!ml;lils with client; Ernail frorn Ms. Young 

T' Review emails from client; Emails between parties; ErTlail to 
client 

T En,ails frorn client: Email from Ms. Youn.g 
T R.eview an-,ails from· client: Email to clie,~t 

1 Er-nail 'from Ms. Young; E.mail from client 

, T Emails fr9m client 

T Review emails from oliemt; Em.;111 to ollent 

Page No.. 38 

0.5 

0,2 

1.5 

3.2 

2.5 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

2 

1.9 

1.5 

0.2 
4.5 

2 

7.5 

1 .. 5 

0.1 

·1 

0.3 
0.1 

0.2 
0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

0.6 

0.2 

Q.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

$50.00 

$20.00 

$375.00 

$960.00 

$1,125.00 

$90.00 

$90.00 

$30.00 

$.30.00 

$900.00 

$855.00 

$675.00 

$60.00 

$2,025.00 

$900,00 

$2,25().00 

$375.00 

$30.00 

$4!50,00 

$135.00 

$30.00 

$9Q.OO 

$60.00 

$90.00 

$150.00 

$225.00 

$130.00 

$1,)0.00 

$',30,00 
$30.00 

$13.5.00 
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Dft!e ----------------·-- St5!ff ____ .TIE 
8/19/2016 
8/23/2016 R.JS T 

8/24/2016 RJS T 

8/24/2016 GV T 

8/25/201 /3 GV T 

8/25/2Q16 R,JS T 

8/29/2016 RJS T 

8/29/2016 GV T 

8/30/2016 GV T 

8/30/2016 GV T 

8/30/2016 R.JS T 

8/30/2016 RJS T 

12/18/2014 ALL E. 

12/30/2014 RJS E 

12/31/2014 ALL E 

12/31/2014 ALL E 

1/31/2015 ALL E. 

2/12/2015 ALL E 

2/28/2015 ALL.. E 

2/28/2015 ALL E 

2/28/201.5 ALL E 

3/16/2015 ALL E 

3/16/2015 ALL E 
3/16/2015 ALL E 

3/19/20'15 ALL E 

3/23/2015 ALL E. 

3/23/2015 ALL E. 
3/23/2015 ALL E 

3/31/2015 ALL .. E 

Radt·ord .J. Smitt,, Chartered 
2470 st. Rose P.arkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Description ____________ D ___ u_r_/~Q~t:Y~-------------- Amount 

Review Decree and Order; Legal research re legal analysis in 
conclusions of Law; Phone conference witt, client; Conference 
with client 

Rev.law Case Appea, State,nent; Review Notice Of Appeal 

Review Notice of' Appeal and Case Appeal Statement; Review 
Motion ·for St;i,w; Emails t.o ,;3nd from client 

Email from client; ErnaU 'fr"orn Ms. Allen 

Review emails from client; Emall to client; Review e_mail from .J. 
Allen 

Review err,ails; Email re ·vfa Mira Monte 

Phoi,e call with Ms_ Young; Err1a_il to Ms. Young; Email 
exchanges with clierrl and office of Elsen An,per 

Emails from client and Mr_ Bleeg 

Review Notice of Bond 

Heview of email fro,,, client to Bleeg: Re: Fwd: Invoices 
outstanding 

Review Supreme Court Notice of Referral to Settlement 
Program; Review Notice of Cost Bond 

Subtotal 

FIiing Fee for Perernptory C::hallenge 

Copy Charge 11 /20/14 - 12/30/1.4 

Postage 11-20-14 - 12-3·1 °-14 

Filing Fee 1-1120114 - 12131114 

Copy Charge 1/1/15 -- 1/31/1£:;,, ma.chine 1 

Video Transcript of Hearing on 2/3/15 

Filing Fee 2/1/1 5 ~ 2/28/15 

Postage 21·1115 - 2;/28115 

Copy charge fo.r 2/1 /1 5 - 2/28/15, machine 1 

Witness Fees for ues. Inc 

Withess Fees fo.r Bank of Nevada 

Witness Fees for \Nells Fargo 

Service of Cust.odlan of Records for lJ.6S Financial Services of 
Nevada, 
Video T,-_anscr-ipt of l·!earing on 3/15/15 

Service of Custodian .qf Records for Wells Fargo 

Se.rvice of Custodian of Records -for Bank of America 

Postage .3/1 /1 5 - 3/31 /1 5 

Page No. 39 

4.5 

0.1 

0.6 

0.2 

0-2 

o_, 
0-8 

0.2. 
0_1 

0.1 

0_1 

1, 000.53 

0 

7 

0 

0 
4 

a 
0 

0 
5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

$2,Q;?.f:i._bQ 

$45_00 

$"160-00 

$60.00 

$90-00 

$45,00 

$240.00 

$60-00 

$30.00 

$45_00 

$45_00 

----------------------·-
$369,483-00 

$450-00 

$1.75 

$0.4~ 

$21-00 
$1,00 

$5,00 
$3.50 

$4.72 

$1 .25 

$28.00 

$28_00 

$28-00 

$48 .. 00 

$5.00 

$53.00. 

$49.50 

$2_0$ 
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Date Staff T/E 
3/3·i/2015 ALL E 

3/3"1/2.015 ALL E 
4/03/2015 ALL E 
4/16/2015 ALL E 

4/30/2015 AL.I .. E 
4/30/2015 ALL E 
4/30/2015 Al..l.. 'E 

4/30/2015 ALL E 

5/22/2015 ALL E 
5/31/2015 Al~L E 
5/31/2015 ALL E 
5/31/2015 ALL E 
6/'19/2015 ALL E 
6/$0/2015 ALL. E 

6/30/2016 ALL E 

6/30/2015 ALL E 
6/30/2015 ALL E 

6/30/2015 ALL E 
7/06/2015 ALL E 

7/22/20'.15 ALL E 
7/31/2015 ALL E 

7/3'1 /2015 ALL .E 
7/31/2015 ALL E. 
8/09/2015 RJS E 

8/14/20'15 ALL E 
S/21/2015 ALL E 

8/30/2015 ALL E 

8/$1/2015 ALL s 
9/11/2015 ALL. E 

9/24/2015 ALL E 
9/26/2015 VEA E 

9/29/2015 ALL E 
9/30/2015 A!,..:L E 
9/.:30/2015 ALL E 

Rac:l"foro J. Smith, Chartered 
:?470 St. Rose P.sir.kway #206 

Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: s,121201 e 

Description___ ----~-------~~------· 
Copy .charge for 3/11·1 5 - 3/31/15, m::3.chlne 1 

___ . ____________________ Our/Qty_ Amount 

Ffllqg .Fe·e 3/1 /15 ·· 3/31 /1 5 

Bank of America, lr:woice 370815 

Personal Service cit Michelle Gravely 

Flllng Fee 4/1/15 - 4/30/15 

Copy charge for 4/1 /1 5 - 4/30/1 5. rnachine 1 

Postage 4/1/·15 - 4/30/1 5 

,_egal Research 4/1/15 - 4/30/15 

VVells Fargo, Invoice 182017 for production of documents 

Postage 5/1 /15 - 5/31 /15 

Lei;,al Research 5/"1/15 - 5/31/15 

FIiing Fee 5/1 /1 5 - 5/31 /1 5 

Witness Fees for Michelle Gravley, Psy. D 

Personal Service of Michelle Gravely 

Filing Fee 6/111 5 - 6/30/15 

Pr.:,st~ge 6/1 l'.I 5 • 6/30/15 

Copy charge for 6/1 /1 5 - 6/30/1 5, machine 1 

Legal Research 6/1 /1 5 - 6/30/15 

Witness Fees -fr.:,r USB Production of Documents 

Video Transcript of' Hearing on 7/22/15 

Cc,p_y cl,ar1.1e for 7/1 /15 - 7/31 /15, machine ·1 

Filing Fee 7/1115 - 7/31./15 

Postage 7/1/2015 - 7/3"1/2015 

1-':loward Lewis ,;ind Petere,en PO ( lnvol.ce to Domesticate 
Subpoena for July) 

Courier se.rvlce 

Non Appearance - Cancellation Fee for Deposition of Jennifer 
Cn.1te Steine . .- from Alpine CQurt Reporting 

HowE.!rd Lewis and Peterson PC, Domesticate Subpoena for 
,Jenni·fer Crute Steiner ·( .July) 

Qopy ch;,irge for B/1115 - 8/31/15, machine 1 

B1S1verly HIiis HIiton $3.98.00, $358.00, $79.5.90 

Document production ·ror DaVita { Invoice OC2431787) 
Beverly Hills Hilton $41 5.85, $495. 75. $4-1 5.85 

Deposition Transcript for Patricia Murphy ( .invoice 49601) 

Postage 51/01 /1 S - 9/30/15 

H.oward Lewis and Peterson PC, Don-iesticate Subpoena for 

Page No. 40 

105 $26.25 

0 $3.50 

0 $414.90 

0 $92.50 

0 $24.50 

5 $1'2!;i 

0 $12.58 

0 $182.·12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

o 
0 

0 

11 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

$-167.04 

$8.45 

$148.74 

$35.00 

$28.QO 

$48.00 

$36.25 

$7.10 

$3.25 

$87.91 

$216_00 

$5.00 

$2.75 

$38.50 

$.12.03 

$140,00 

$25,0Q 

$125.20 

$140.00 

$16.00 

$1,5$1.90 

$257.55 

$1.,327.45 

$723.95 

$1.42 

$190.40 
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Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Date: 9i12/2016 

_.D"'a=t..,e,__ ____ ""S"'"t"'a='-ff,._ __ TIE ... Descr!Pt.io:,, _______ _ ____________________________ Dur/Qty·--·-·······------· An,ount 
9/30/2015 • .Jenniter Crute Steiner ( September) 

9/$0/2015 Deposition i"rariscript (video services) for Nadyane Khapsalis ( Al-L E 

9/30/2015 

9/':!,0/2015 

9/30/20"15 

10/0112015 

10/14/2015 

10/"14/2015 

10/15/2015 

10/15/2015 

10/20/2015 

10/20/2015 

10/23/2015 

10/23/2015 

10/28/2015 

10/31/2015 

1 Q/31 /:;?.01 5 

10/31/2015 

10/3•1/20'15 

10/31/2015 

11/04/2015 

11/04/2015 

11/09/2015 

11/09/2015 

11(1312015 

11/13/2015 

11/18/2015 

11/19/2015 

11/30/2015 
11/30/2015 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL .. 

AU .. 
ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

AL'-

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL. 
ALL 

,l\LL 
ALL 

E 

E 

E 
E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 
E 

E 
E 

E 
E 

E 
E. 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

E 

E 
E 

e 
E: 

involc<:;1 CA2438634) 

Deposition Transcript for Nady-.,me Khapsalis ( invoice 
CA2434.585} 

Copy cl,arge for .9/1/15 - 9/30/15, rnachine 1 

Filing Fee 9/1 /1 5 - 9/30/1 5 

Video Transcript of f·-learing on B/26/15 

Witness. Fees for COR Netflix 

Deposition Transcript for Marsha Kogod and Sheldon Kogod ( 
invoice CA2446435) 

Video Transcdpt of Hearing 

Deposition Transcript for Dana Kogod and Mitchell Kogpd ( 
invoice CA2448659) 

Deposition Transcript (video services) for Dana Kogod and 
Mitchell Kogod, ( invoice CA2450488) 

Deposition Transcript (video services) for Marstua K<.>god and 
Sheldon Kogod, ( Invoice CA2450835) 

VideoTranscript for D.ennis Kogod ( 11,volce 991 'I) 

Deposition Trar1script for Dennis Kogod ( invoice49764) 

Service o·f COR Netf'lix 

Copy ct)arge for 1 0/1 /1 5 - 1 0/31 / 1 5, machine '1 

Copy charge for 1 0/1 /15 - 1 0/31 /1 5, machine 2 

FIiing Fee 10/'.l/15 ~ 10/31/15 

Legal R.esearch.10/·1/15 - 10/31/16 

Posti;age 1011115 - 10/31 /15 

Witness Fees for COR Bani( of An,erioa 

Witness Fees for COR Wells Fargo 

Wltne,;;s Fees for COR JP Morgan Chase 

Service of COR VVells Fargo 

Deposition Transcript for Ga.b.riele Cioffi-Kogod ( invoice 
109875) 

Service for COR Bani< of America 

Courier Service 
Service for COR .JP .Morgan Chase 

Filing Fee 11/1/1S- 1'1/30/1$ 

Copy charge for 11 /1 /15 - 11 /30/15, rn.achir,e 1 

Page No. 41 

0 $1,557.25 

0 $2;406.60 

2.678 $669.50 

0 $38.50 

0 .$5.00 

0 $28.00 

0 $1,387.75 

0 $5.00 

0 $1,804.25 

0 $1,0.76.00 

0 $!332.50 

0 $·1,015 .. 00 

a $1,873.50 

0 $101 .. 50 

4540 $1,'135.00 

603 $150.75 

0 $58.50 

0 $145.36 

0 $7.37 

0 .$.28.00 

a $28.00 

0 $28.00 

0 $53.00 

0 $1,568.oO 

0 $53.00 

0 $45.00 
0 $10'1.50 

0 $7.00 

2·17 $54.25 
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Date ____ . _________ Staff TIE 
'11/30/2015 ALL E 

11/30/2015 AU ... E 

11/30/2015 ALL E 

12/02/2015 ALL E 

12/04/2015 ALL E 

12/07/2015 ALL E 

12/08/2015 ALL E 

12/09/2015 RJS E. 

12/09/2015 R.JS E 
12/09/2015 R.JS E 

12/16/2015 ALL E 
12/16/2015 ALL E. 
12/25/2015 ALL E 

12/26/2015 ALL E 

12/26/2015 ALL E 

'12/30/2015 ALL E 
12/3112015 ALL E 

12/31/2015 .ALL E 
12/31/2015 ALL E. 

12/31 /201.5 ALL E 

'12/31/2015 ALL E 

1/29/2016 ALL E 

1/31/2016 ALL E 
1/31/2016 ALL E 

1/31/2016 ALL E 
1/31/20113 ALL .E 

2/03/2016 ALL E 
2/06(2016 ALL E 

2/06/2016 ALL E 

:;?./12/2016 ALL .. E 

2/16/2016 ALL E 

2/19/2016 ALL E 

2/22/2016 AL.L E 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson. Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

oe·scd pti On ---········--····-·-···-············-····--·-······ 
Legal Research 11 /1 /5 - 1 ·1 /30/1 5 

Postage 111111 5 - 1 1 /30/1 5 

Copy charge for 11 /1 /1 5 - 11 /30/15, machine 2 

Bank of AmE;arica. invoice 409407 

VVitness Fees for COR VVells Fargo 

Witness Fees for COR .JP Morgan Chase, balance due on 
subpoena 

Courie.r Se1·vice 

Beverly Hills Hilton 

Avis Rent a Car 

$outh=est Airlines 

Video Transcript of Hearl.ng on 'I 1 /18/15 

Video Transcript of Hearing on 5/1 /·1 5 

Video Transcript of Hearing 

Transcript for· .Jennifer Crute Steiner< invoice CA 2511974) 

Deposition Transcript for Dennis Kogqd .( Invoice 49902) 

VideoTransci-ipt for Dennis KC!god ( invoJce 9993) 

Postage 1.2/0"1/15 - 12/31/15 

Legal Research 12/1/15 ~ 12/31/15 

VfdeoTranscript for .Jennifer Crute Steiner ( invoice CA. 
2515918) 

Copy charge for '12/01/15 - 12/31/15, machine 1 

Filing Fee 12/0·.111 s - 12/:.'J.1 /15 

Wells Fargo, Invoice 197948 for production of doclim.ents 

Postage 11111a - 1/31/16 

Copy charge for 1/1/16 - 1/31/16, machine 1 

Filing Fe.e 1/1/16 - 1/31/16 

Copy charge: for 1/1/16 - 1/31/16. machine 2 

Delta Airline ro~Jnd trip to New York City 

Cab Fare to an<;! frorn Airport and N~w York City 

Pierre Hotel in New Yori< City 

Condensed Transcript for .Joseph Leauanae ( Invoice 
11 00240'"*"') 

Service of Richard T'elct,nar 

Transcripts. for E1.1gene Cioffi, Cassandra Cloffi and Stephanie 
Cloffi ( invoice INV 0696078) 

Trial Book:,; 

Pa.ge No. 42 

.Date: 9/12/20'16 

Dur/Qty _Amount 
0 $'1.5.39 

0 $2.40 

15 $3.75 

0 .$·13.25 

0 $28.00 

0 $29.34 

o $1 o.Oci 
0 $406.38 

0 $115.28 

0 $491.96 

0 $5.00 

0 $5.00 

0 $5.00 

0 $1,088.40 

o s·1.12?.10 

0 $712.50 

0 $2.06 

0 $246.28 

0 $863.75 

288 $72.00 

0 $10.50 

0 $58.00 

0 $6.88 

388 $97.00 

0 $57.25 

4-741. $1,185.25 

0 $2,255.76 

0 $135.9.9 

0 $1,108.60 

0 $1,065.80 

0 $48.00 

0 $1,163.50 

0 $1.2.9.51 
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Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
24 70 St, Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill Df.lte: 9/12/20'.16 

Date Staff '-='-------=="-'--.... TIE _ D<;tscrip1;ion .... ·--------------------··-·····---·-·--·-···-.. ·· Our/Qt!l_ _____ _ Arnount 
2/2$/2016 ALL 

2/25/2016 ALL 

2/25/2016 ALL 

2/29/2016 ALL 
2/29/2016 ALL 

2./29/2016 Al..L. 
2/29/201.6 ALL 

2/29/2016 ALL 

3/28/2016 ALL 

3/31./2016 ALL 

3/3'1/2016 ALL 

4/30/20·16 ALL 

4/30/2016 ALL 

5/·10/2016 ALL 

5/30/20'!6 ALL 

5/SO/:;.a016 ALL 

5/30/2016 ALL 

6/30/2016 ALL 

6/30/2016 ALL 

6/30/2016 ALL 

6/30/2016 ALL 

7/31/2016 ALL 

7/31/2018 ALL 

7/31/2016 ALL 

7/31/2016 ALL 

8/3'1/2016 ALL 

6/31/2016 ALL 

8/31/2016 ALL 

E Deposition Transcript for· Richard Teichher o 
E Certified Deposition Transcript for .Jennifer Crute-Ste.iner O 

E 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

E 
E 
E 
E 

E 

E 
E 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

E 
E 

E: 
E 
E 
E 
E 

Certified Transcript for ,Jt;,nnifer Crute Steiner (Veritext invoice 
CA 256183!3) 

Legal Resear<.::h 2/1/16 .. 2/29/16 

Copy che,rge for 2/'l /16 - 2/29/1 El. tnachine 2 

Postage 2/01 /16 ·· 2/29/16 

Copy charge for 2/1/16 - 2/28/16, rnachine 1 

Filing Fee 2/·1 /16 - 2/29/'l 6 

Tri.al Transcripts from Verbatim Reporting and Transcription 

Copy charge for 3/1 /16 ~ 3/31 /16, rnac;hine 1. 

Cqpy charge for 3/1/16 - 3/3·1/16, machi.ne 2 
Copy charge for 41·11201a - 4/30/2016, machin.e 1 

Copy charge for 4/·112016 - 4/30/2016, mach.ine 2 

Written Transcript balance 

Postage 5/1/16 - ~/31/16 

Copy charge for 5/'1/2016 - 5/31/2016, machine 1 

Copy charge for 5/1/201-6 - 5/31/2016, machine 2. 

Filing Fee 6/1 /16 - 6/30/16 

Postage 6./1 /16 - 6/30/16 

Legal Researc.h 15/1/1 a - 6/30/16 

Co.py charge for 6/1 /16 - 6/30/16, machine 1 

.Copy charge fc,r 7/1/16 - 7/31/16, machine 1 

Copy ¢h,;1rge for 7/11201 a - 7/31/2016, rnachine 2 

Legal Research 7/1/16 - 7/31/16 

Filing Fee 7/1/16 - 7/31/16 

Leg;;il Research 8/1/16 - S/31/15 

Copy charge for a1·1 /1 e - 8/31116 .. rr,achine 2 

Copy charge for 8/1/16 - 8/31116, machine 1 

Suototal 

Total 

Total Tilne and Expenses 

Page No. 43 

0 

0 

2s·r1 
0 

20109 
0 

0 

34 

35 

1019 

1011 

ci 

0 

210 

12 

0 

0 

0 

655 

25i' 
633 

0 

0 

0 

126 

9 

4(),705.00 

41,705.53 

$771,.90 

$422.815 
$42.2.85 

$463.91 

$727.75 

$6.46 

$5,027.25 

$2'!,00 

$3,480.00 

$8.50 

$8.75. 

$254.75 

$252.75 

$820.6.0 

$1.36 

$52.50 

$3.00 

$10.50 

$6.30 

$21.95 

$.1.ea.7s 

$64.25 

$158.25 

$27.~9 
$3.50 

$10.68 

$31.50 

$2.?.:5 

$49.028.04 

$41fa,511.04 
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August 25, 2016 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq, 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod 115. Kogod 

Professionaf Fees Billed 

BILllNG SUMMARY 
Tax I.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice Amount --'-ln..c.vccoc.cic.cc.e..;..N;.cu;c.;mc.:b::..:e:.:..r ____ ~lnvoice Da:t:.:e::__ _______ __;=c= 

02237 
02270 
02295 
02312 
02342 
02362 
02380 
02425 
02444 
02488 
02520 
02547 
02577 
02602 
02624 
02647 
02668 

April 10, 2015 
Mays, 2015 
June 4, 2015 
July 2, ZOlS 
August 5, 2015 
September 3, 2015 
October 7, 2015 
November 9, 2015 
December.3, 2015 
fanuary 8, 2016 
February 3, 2016 
March 3, 2016 
April 6,2016 
May 6, 2016 
iune 15, 2016 
July 8, 2016 
August 5, 2016 

Total Professional Fees biiled through July 31, 2016 

Total Payments Received 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

$ 3,492.50 
9,633.00 
7,469.00 
8,2.37.50 
8,710.00 
7,460.00 

15,543.00 
13,296.00 
10,349.00 
9,845,00 
2,244.00 

45,142.00 
1,935.50 
1,564.50 
2,325.50 
2,261.00 
1,822.50 

151,330.00 

(151,330.00) 

$ 0.00 

2520 St. Rc.:st.' Parkw;;v, -Sui;t.~ 211 
H,,nciN5ilrl, i,c,v,,d;i 89074 

telt·pho,w 702.366.9599 
ti.-u .. :similt ... /02.366.9364 

<mfhcr.:forc,1sics.c:om 

Anthem 
OOi 
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Aprill0,2015 

Professional. Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice No.: 022;17 
Billing Period: 1/01/15 through 3/31/15 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 

RAQ'FORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re; Koqod vs. Koqod 

For profe~ional fees tendered in connection with the. above refere.nced matter: 

Description 

JLL 1/06/15 Meeting with Radford Smith, Matt Feeiey, and Jenn 

JAN 1/06/15 Meeting with Radford Sm!th, Matt Fee!ey, and Joe 

jll 1/29/15 Meeting with Radford Smith, Jenny, and Jenn 

JM 1/29/15 Meeting with Radford Smith, Joe, an.d Jenn 

JAN '.J./29/15 Meeting with Radford Smith, Joe, and Jenny 

JAA 2/13/15 Revlewrng documents 

JAA 2/25/lS Reviewing infbrrnat!on 

MTL 2/26/15 Assisting with atcount statement matrix 

ECT 3/04/15 Review and analysis of financial information 

ECT 3/05/15 Review and analysis of financial information 

JLL 3/06/15 Reviewing analysis and docurnentation issues; discussing with 

staff 

Actual 

!:!mill. 

0;30 

0.30 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

0.30 

0.30 

S.30 

0.80 

0.80 

0.70 

JAA 3106/15 Discussing with Joe 0.20 

.JAN 3/06/15 Discu~sing .Yit~ Jpe; reviewine dowments; preparini,; documen.t .1.20 
request 

Billed 
Hours 

0.00 

U.00 

050 

0.50 

0.00 

0.30 

0.30. 

5.30 

0.80 

0.80 

0.70 

0.00 

1.20 

2520 St Ro;(· ra,b~3y. Suit,' 211 
Hender}mL Nevada 89U74 

Rate 

300.00 

130.00 

300.00 

170.00 

130.00 

170.00 

170.00 

40.00 

75.00 

75.00 

300.00 

170.00 

130.00. 

Amount 

0.00 

0.00 

150.00 

85.00 

0.00 

51.00 

51.00 

212.00 

60.00 

60.00 

210.00 

0.00 

156.00 

tdephOl't' 702.366.!l:\99 
focsimik 702.366.9364 

onthr.1nfnr;:risir'i.com 

Anthem 
002 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 

ECT 3/09/15 Review and analysls of financial information 0,60 

ECT 3/18/15 Review and analysis of financial information; assisting with 2.30 

account statement matrix 

ECT 3/19/15 Assisting with account statement matrix 0.30 

ECT 3/,.3/15 Review and analysis of financial information; assisting with 2.9() 

account statement matrix 

JLL 3/25/15 Meeting with Gabrieile. l(ogod and Jenny; reviewing 3.90 

documents; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 3/25/15 Preparing for and meeting with Gabrielle Kogod and Joe 4.00 

JLL 3/27/15 Reviewing d.ocumer.ts o.so 

Tota.I Current Professional Fees 

Retainer Applied 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

Retainer Balance- PLEASE 00 NOT PAY 

0.60 

2.30 

0.30 

2.90 

3.90 

4.00 

0.5.0 

nthe1n ... ., 
;-~or·e_i.}51CS.-

75,00 45,00 

75.00 i72.50 

75.00 22.50 

7.5.00 217.50 

300.00 1,170.00 

170.00 680.00 

300.00 150.00 

$ 3,492.50 

{3,492.50) 

$ 0.00 

s 6,507.50 

AnL'1em 
. 003 
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May 8, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax /.0, No. 26-1654522 

lnvo.ic:e No.: 02270 

s r \i::: ri ~-:; ! (:: ::} 

Biliing Period: 4/01/15 through 4/30/15 
Gabrielie Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq, 

RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St Rose Park\vay., Suite 206 

Henderson, N.evada 89074 

He: Koqod vs. l<ogod 

For professional fees rendered in connectfon with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 4/07/15 Working on ana!ysis; reviewing information 

JLL 4/08/15 Speaking with Radford and Jenny; reviewing documents 

JAA 4/08/15 Reviewing document p.roduction; phone call with Radford and 
Joe 

JAA 4/09/15 Reviewing documents 

JAA 4/10/15 Reviewing asset reports 

MTL 4/10/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

jAA 4/13/15 Reviewing complex !itigatlon plan 

MTL 4/13/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 4/14/15 Reviewing documents; assessing anaiysis issues 

MTL 4/14/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

MTL 4/20/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

Jll 4/21/15 Working on analysis; reviewing documents; meeting with Gaby 
Kogod, Radford Smith, and Jenny 

JAA 4/il/15 Revlewingtraciitg analysis and posslb!e assodates sch.idule; 
meeting with Gaby Kogod, Radford Smith, a.nd Joe 

Actual Billed 

Hours Hours 

3.00 3.00 

0.20 0.00 

0.60 0.60 

0 .. 30 0.30 

0.70 0.70 

LlO 1.30 

0;30 0.30 

2.00 2.00 

0.70 0.70 

3,00 3.00 

2;00 2.00 

2.90 2.90 

3.00 3.00 

25~!0 St. Rc~t: Parkw~1v" Sl::te 2: i 
Htn~k;s;.1:,. i'Je~ad;i 8!1074 

Rate Amount 

1,70.00 510.00 

300.00 0.00 

170.00 102.00 

170.00 51.00 

170.00 ll.9.00 

40.00 52.00 

170.00 51.00 

40.00 80.00 

300.00 210.00 

40.00 1.20,00 

40.00 80.00 

300.00 870.00 

.. 

110.00. 510.00 

C!'it'/liWn<' 702.366.9599 
rm:-simile 702.366.0364 

ar.cht"!nfotert')in:.tom 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 

E:cT 4/21/15 Assisting with anaiyses 

JAA 4/22/15 Reviewing documents; phone call with Ken Smith; working on 
analysis 

JAN 4/22/15 Reviewing documents 

MTL 4/22/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

Jll 4/23/15 Review1ng documents; discussing with Jenny 

JM 4/23/15 Review and analysis of documents; preparing document 
request; discussing with Joe 

MTL 4/23/15 Assisting with trac:r:g an3!ysis 

JLL 4/24/15 Reviewing documents; working on analysis 

MTL 4/24/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 4/27/15 Working on financial analysis; 3ssisting with FDf analysis 

JAN 4/2.7/15 Discussing with Jenny; reviewing financial lnformation 

MTL 4/27i1S Assisting with tracing a nalysrs 

Jll 4/28/15 Reviewing documents and analysis issues; discussing with 
Jenny 

JM 4/28/15 Working or: financial analysis; assisting with FDF anaiysis and 

letter; discussing wrth Joe 

MTL 4/28/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

jLl 4/29/15 Working on analysis; reviewing·ana!ysis with Jenny 

JM 4/29/15 Working on financial anaiysis; assisting with FDF analysis and 
letter 

MTL 4/29/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 4/30/15 Reviewing documents and analysis; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 4/30/15 Working on financial analysis; assisting with FDF analysis and 
letter; discussing with Joe 

MTL ·4130/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

2;60 2.60 

3.40 3.40 

1.60 1.60 

3.50 J.50 

0.50 0~50 

3.80 3;80 

4.80 4.80 

1.30 1.30 

2.30 2.30 

6.60 6.60 

0.50 0'.50 

3.50 3.50 

0.30 0.30 

2.40 2,40 

3.30 3.30 

3.20 3.20 

3.40 3,40 

7.30 7.30 

0.30 0.30 

L40 1.40 

4.30 4.30 

nthem 
. i~n= t ~ ~-:-:·~:...~:,;: 

75,00 

170.00 

130.00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.00 

300.00 

40.00 

170.00 

130.00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.0Q 

300.00 

170,00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40,00 

195.00 

578.00 

206.00 

140.00 

150.00 

646.00 

192.00 

390.00 

92.00 

1,122.00 

65.00 

140.00 

90;00 

408,00 

132.00 

9Go;oo 

578.00 

292.00 

90.00 

238 . .00 

172.00 

Anthem 
005 
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Kogod vs. Kcgod 

Total Current Professional Fees 

R.eta,ner Applied. 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

Page I 3 

$ 9,633,00 

(6,507.50) 
-----

$ 3,US.50 

Anthem 
006 
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nthe111 

June4,2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 25-1554522 

lnvoice No.: 02295 

Billing Period: 5/01/15 through 5/31/15 
Gabrielle Kogocl 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 

RADFORD J. SMITH CHART!:RED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
He11derson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqcd 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

~ Description 

Jll S/01/15 Working on financia! analysis and correspo11dence; reviewing 
analysis 

JAA 5/01/15 Working on financial analysis and letter 

JAN 5/01/15 Assisting ;,,.rith financial analysis and 1!,tter 

MTL 5/01/15 Assist(ng with tracing analysis 

JLL 5/05/15 !'levrewfng anaiysis; discussing with Jenny 

JLL 5/06/15 Reviewing ar..a!ysis; discussing with Gaby and Jennv 

JAA 5/06/15 Working on analysis; meeting with Gaby;.discussing With Joe 

JAJI, 5/08/15 Working on analysis 

JAN 5/08/15 Assisting with tracing analysis; reviewing documents 

MTl 5/08/15 Assisting with t(;)Cing analysis 

JAA 5/11/15 Working an financial analysis 

MfL 5/11/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

MTL S/12/15 Assisting with tracing anafy,is 

Jll S/13/15 Reviewir.g analysis; discussing with Jenny 

Actual Billed 

~ Hours 

2.80 2.80 

2.70 2-.70 

1,10 1.10 

2.80 2.80 

0:40 0.40 

0.50 0.50 

3.70 3.70 

1.50 1.50 

0.40 0.40 

1.50 1.50 

1.70 1.70 

2.50 2.50 

2.00 2,00 

0.30 030 

:!520 St P.os" f'.irkway, Suik 21 l 
Hc:1derso1:. Nevada tl90.74 

Rate Amount 

300.00 840.00 

170.00 1159.00 

130.00 143.00 

40.00 11.2.00 

300.00 120.00 

300.00 150 .. 00 

170.00 629.00 

170.00 255.00 

130.00 52.00 

40.00 60.00 

170.00 289;00 

40.00 100.00 

40.00 80,.00 

300.00 90.00 

le/~p/JOfl(' 702.366.959!1· 
focs;m;Ie- 702.366.9364 

(J!Ji hcmforensics~co11r 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 

JAA 5/13/15 Working en stock analyses; discussing with joe 

MTL 5/13/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 5/14/lS Working on property record sean:h 

JM 5/19/15 Reviewing information 

MTL 5/19/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA S/20/15 Working on tracing analysis 

MTL 5/20/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 5/21/15 Working on fiminciai analysis 

JU. 5/27/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing with staff 

JAA 5/27/lS Discussing with Joe; reviewing analyses 

JAN 5/27/15 Dlscussing with Joe 

MTl 5/27/15 Assisting with tracing amilysis 

JLL 5i28/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing with Jenny; speaking with 
Garirna and Jenny 

JAA 5/26/15 Discussing with joe; phone call with Garlma and Joe; working 
en com:spandence 

MTL 5/28/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 5/29/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing with Jenny; correspondence 
regardrr;g status of analysis ar;d information requests 

JAA 5/29/15 Discussing with Joe; working on correspondence; reviewing 
tracing analysis 

MTL 5/29/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

Total Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

4.$0 4.80 

2.30 2.30 

2.00 :2.00 

0.90 0.90 

1.50 1.50 

OJ!O 0.80 

0.80 0.80 

3.70 3.70 

0.60 0.60 

o.sp 0.80 

0.50 0.50 

4.80 4.80 

0.30 0.30 

1.80 1..80 

2.30 2.30 

1.00 1.00 

2.30 2.30 

2.00 2;00 

nthem 
--=·· ~ -~~,rr:~ris 1{~) 

170.00 

40;00 

170.00 

170;00 

40.00 

170.00 

40.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

130.00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.00 

$ 

$ 

816.00 

92.00 

340.00 

153.00 

60.00 

136.00 

32.00 

629.00 

180.00 

136.00 

65.00 

192.00 

90.00 

306.00 

92.00 

300.00 

391.00 

80.00 

7,469.00 

0.00 

7;469.00 

And1em 
008 

08769 



July 2, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Taxl.D. No. 26-1554522 

Invoice No.: 02312 
Billing Period: 6/01/15 through 6/"30/15 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, tsq, 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced m2tter: 

Date Description 

JLL 6/01/15 Attendance at status check hearing; meeting.with Gaby, 
Radford, and Garima; discussing with Jenny 

JM 6/01/lS Preparing for status hearing; revte1111ng tradng analysis; 
discussing with Joe 

MTL 6/01/15 Assisting with tradng analysis 

CMM 6/01/15 Review and analysis of SEC fl lings 

JLL 6/02/15 Reviewing compensation documents; discussing with Jenny 

JA.A, 6/02/15 Phone call with Gari ma; discussing with Courtney; reviewing 
SEC filings a.nd information 

CTv'!M 5/02/15 Discussing with Jenny; review and anaiysis of SEC filings 

MTL 6/03/15 Assisting with tracing anaiysis 

CMM 6/03/15 Reviewing docurnents and information 

MTL 6/04/15 Assisting with tracing 2nalysis 

lAA 6/08/J.S Speaking v,,ith Garirna 

Ecr 6/08/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

f.CT 6/09/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

Actual Billed 

~ !!ruill 

1.80 1.80 

1.00 l.00 

3.10 3.10 

1.20 1.20 

0.30 0.30 

i.60 1.60 

3.30 3.30 

4.50 4.50 

2.30 2.30 

4.10 4.10 

0.20 0.00 

2.20 2.20 

7;90 7.90 

2520 ~t. R!f..t' Parkway. Suit,• 211 
Hen:1i:rsm1, N,0 v:Hfa 89H74 

Rate Amount 

300.00 540;00 

170.00 170.00 

40,00 124.00 

40,00 48,00 

300.00 90,00 

170.00 272.00 

40.00 132.00 

-10.00 18.0.00 

40.00 92.00 

40.00 164.00 

170.00 0.00 

75.00 165,00 

75.00 592.50 

l>.'i<'pn<Jli( 702.366.9599 
h!Csimilt: 702~366.!K-l64 

011t!H:mi(>re1;!.·ics.rom 

Anthem 
009 

08770 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

ECT 6/10/15 Assisting with tf<!cing analysis 

JAA. 6/12/15 Working on account statementmatrix; reviewing documents 

JLL 5/16/15 Reviewing: documents; working on analysis 

JAA 6/16/15 Working on analysis 

CMM 6/16/15 Assisting with tradng analysis 

JLL 6/17/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing with jenny 

JAA 6/17/15 Discussing with Joe; prl::paring document request 

CMM 6/17/iS Assisting with ti:acing analysis 

!AA 6/18/15 Preparing document request 

ECT 6/18/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 6/19/15 Pho.ne call with Gari ma; speaking with Ken; reviewing 
documents; preparing document request 

JLL 6/22/lS Reviewing documents and analysl~ dlscl!ssing with Jenny; 
speaking with Radford ,md jenny 

;AA 6/22/15 Working on analysis; p;epar!ng declaration; speaking with 
Garlma; discussing with Joe; phone call with Radford and Joe 

CMM 6i22/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 6/23/15 Reviewing analysis 

JAA 6/23/15 Preparing declaration; speaking with Garlma 

ECT 6/23/15 Assisting with tracing ana!ysi~ 

CMM 6/23/15 Assisting with tracing ana!ysis 

ECT 6/24/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

C'MM 6/24/15 Assisting with tracing analysls 

JAA 6/25/15 Reviewing information; research. 

EO' 6/25/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

CMM 6/25/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

4.40 4.40 

0.80 0.80 

0.50 0.50 

0.30 0.30 

3.70 3.70 

0.30 0.30 

1.20 1.20 

2.30 2.30 

0.50 0.50 

1.90 1:90 

3.40 3.40 

1.00 1.00 

2.50 2.50 

6.90 6.90 

0.40 0.40 

0.30 0.30 

6.Hl 6.10 

6.&0 6.80 

3.40 3 .. 40 

1.40 1.40 

0.60 0.60 

3.70 3.70 

5.40 5.40 

nthem 
"' . tUf{:~·15:;e5 

75.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.00 

300.00 

170.00 

40.00 

170.00 

75.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

,.,(J:00 

300:00 

170.00 

75.00 

40.00 

75.00 

40.00 

170.00 

75.00 

40.00 

330.00 

1.36.00 

150.00 

51.00 

148.00 

90.00 

204.00 

92.00 

85.00 

142.50 

578.00 

300.00 

425.00 

276,00 

120.00 

51.00 

457.50 

272.00 

255.00 

S.6.00 

102.00 

277.50. 

216.00 

Anthem 
010 

08771 



Kogod vs. Kogcd 

ECT 6/29/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 1.70 1.70 

CMM 6/29/15 Assisting with tracing analysis S.40 5.40 

JAA 6/30/15 Reviewing documents; discussing with Jenn i3nd Courtney 1.10 1.10. 

JAN 6/30/15 Reviewing documents; dlscussing with Jenny 0.30 0.30 

CMM 6/30/15 Discussing with Jenny; assisting with tracing analysis. 7.10 7.10 

Tota.I Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

Page I 3 

E ~them 
:-.•'\_•··:-.···-·-,i..-..,, r-~ : ;· ~-:.~ ~ ·)l ,.~~ 

75.00 

40.00 

170.00 

130.00 

40.00 

$ 

127.50 

216,00 

187.00 

39.00 

284.00 

8,237.50 

0.00 

8,237.50 

Anthem 
Oil 

08772 



nthem 

August S, 201$ 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax t.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice No.: 02342 
Bi!iing Period: 7/01/15 through 7/31/15 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford .l. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD 1. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose.Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqoci vs. Koqgd 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

JLL 

JAA 

Description 

7/01/15 Reviewing analysis and documentation request issues; 
disi:uss,ng with Jenny 

7/01/15 Discussing with Joe; working on tracing analysis; preparing 
document reque$1:; speal<ing with Radford; discussing with 
Courtney 

JAN 7/01/15 Reviewing letter .and docurrieAt request 

CMM 7/0ljl5 Discussing with Jenny; assisting with tracing analysis. 

JLL 7 /02/15 Reviewing analysis am! correspondenc.e; discussing with staff; 
working on ar,aiysis 

JAA 7/02/15 Researching financial information; discus.~lng with Joe 

JAN 7/02/15 Discussing with Joe 

CMM 7 /02/15 Assistlhg with tracing analysis 

JLL 7 /06/15 Discussing wlth Jenny;. meeting with Radford, Garima, .and 
Jenny 

JAA 7/06/rS Discussing with Joe; meeting wi,h Radford, Gari ma, and Joe; 
working on tracing analysis · 

CMM 7/06h5 Assisting with tracing analysis 

Actual Bille:d 
Hours Hours 

0.40 0.40 

4.30 4.30 

0.20 0.00 

3]0 3.70 

1.30 1.30 

1.10 1.10. 

0.50 0.50 

6.40 6.40 

0.90 0.90 

3.50 3.50 

2.50 250 

2520 St Rr,se f'arkw;iv. S,;,re 2; 1 
Mtn,k,·~,,n. Nn'lldil 89074 

3{',0.00 120.00 

170.00 731.00 

130.00 0.00 

so.co 18S.OO 

300.00 390.00 

170.00 187.00 

130.00 65.00 

50.00 320.00 

300.00 270.00 

170.00 595.00 

50.00 125.00 

!eiep/J,)•1" 702.366. 9599 
fo,simik 102.366.9364 

CU'!themf(Jrensks.com 

Anthem 
012 

08773 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

J!.L 7/07/15 Reviewing documents; preparing for depositions 

JAA 7/07/15 Work1ng on tracing analysis 

JM 7/08/15 Working on tracing analysis 

JM 7/09/15 Discussfngwith Cowtney 

CIVIM 7/09/15 Oiscussing·with Jenny; assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 7/i0/15 Working on tracing analysis 

JU 7/14/15 Reviewing analysis issues 

JAA 7/lS/15 Reviewinginformation and document requests 

CMM 7/20/15 Assisting With tracing analysis 

JM 7/21/15 Reviewing doo.;ments; preparing for and attendance at status 
hearing; working on analysis 

CMM 7/21/15 Assis.ting with tracing analysis 

JAA 7/22/15 Revi~ing account statement issues 

CMM 7/22/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 7/24/15 Meeting with Gaby; phone call with Gaby and Gilrima 

JAA 7/27/15 Reviewing information 

CMM 7/27/15 Asslsti."lg with tracing anaiysis 

CMIV. 7/28/15 Assisting with trat1ng .; naiysls 

JAA 1129ns Reviewing information 

CMM 7/29/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 7/30/15 Reviewing documents and analysis 

JM 7/30/15 Prep.!ringforand meeting w[th Gaby and Courmey; discussing 
with Courtney 

CMM 7/30/15 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing a.n.ilysis; 

meeting with Gaby and Jenny; discussingwith Jenny 

JAA 7/31/15 Working on tracing analysis; discussing with Courtney 

b.30 0.30 

1.70 1.70 

1.10 uo 

0.20 o.oo. 

3.70 3.70 

0.80 0 .. 80 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 0.00 

2.60 2:60 

5.40 5.40 

4.80 4.80 

0.40 0.40 

6.60 6.60 

3.80 3.80 

0.60 0.60 

5.30 5.30 

4.70 4.70 

0.50 0.50 

2.10 2.10 

0.50 o.so 

3.50 3.60 

7.60 7,60 

1,70 1.70 

nthem 
F(;r~:ns°ic5 

300.00 

170.00 

170.00 

170.()0 

so.oo 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

so.oo 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

l.70.00 

50.00 

50.00 

170.00 

50.00 

300.00 

170.00 

so.oo 

17Q.OO 

90.00 

289.()0 

187.00 

0.00 

185;00 

136.00 

i'l.00 

0;00 

130.00 

918,00 

240;00 

68.00 

.330.00 

646.00 

102.00 

265.00 

235.00 

8'5.00 

105.00 

150.00 

612;00 

380.00 

289.00 

Anthem 
OiJ 

08774 



Kogod vs. !(ogod 

CMM 7 /31/15 1>.ssisting with tracing analysis; di.scuss;ng with Jenny 5.60 

Total Current Professional Fees 

8ala11ce Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

Page j 3 

5.60 50.00 

$ 

280.00 

8,110.00 

0;00 

Anthem 
014 

08775 



nthem 

September 3, "201S 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax 1.D. No. 26-1654522 

invoke No.: 02362 
Billing Period: 8/01/15 through 8/31/15 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 

RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 

2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Hender.son, Nevada 89074 

Re: kcgod vs. Koqod 

For professional .fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date De~criotion 

JLL 8/03/15 Reviewing documents 

JAA S/03/15 Phone call with Garirf.a; discussing with Courtney 

JAN 8/03/15 Reviewing documents and information 

CMM S/03/15 Discussfng with Jenny.: assistlng with tracing anaiysis 

JAA 8/04/15 Working on analysis; phone call with Garima; discussing with 
Courtney 

ECT 8/04/15 Assisting with rracing analysis 

CMM 8/04/15 Disc;:11ssing with Jenny; assisting with tracing.analysis 

JAA 8/05/15 Working on analySfs 

CMM 8/05/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

jAA 8/06/15 Working ori analysis; discussing with Courtney; meeting with 
Gaby and Courtney 

CMM 8/06/15 Assisting with tracing analysis; discussing with Jenny; tneern1g 
with Gaby and jenny 

JAA 8/07/15 Reviewing information; correspondence 

JAA 8/10/15 Reviewing information 

Actual Billed 

Hours Hours 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 0,00 

0.50 o.so 

5.50 6.50 

6.80 6.80 

1.60 1.60 

7.90 7.90 

3,70 3.70 

3.30 3.30 

5.50 5.50 

4.60 4.60 

0.40 0.40 

0.20 0.00 

2520 St. RBS\' Parkw3y. SuiH· 211 
He;ide:rson 1 Ntvada 39074· 

~ Amo.unt 

300.00 0.00 

170.00 Q;OO 

130.00 65,00 

so.oo 325.00 

170.00 1,156.00 

75.00 120.00 

50.00 395.00 

170.00 629.00 

S0.00 165.00 

170.00 935.(JO 

50.00 230.00 

170.00 68.00 

170.00 0.00 

teltphcw~ 702.:166,\1599 
.l~csim!le 702.366;!)::;6,1 

anthi~mfon.--~sics.com 

Ant.'1em 
015 

08776 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JAA 8/11/15 Working or, deposition questions and traciog analysis 

JAA 8/12/15 Working on financial analysis 

JAA 8/17/lS Discussing with Courtney; reviewing analysis 

CMM 8/17/15 Discussing with Jem,y; assisting with tracing analysis 

CMM 8/18i15 Assisting 11..rith tracing analysis 

JAA 8/19}15 Phone call with Garima; reviewing documents and analysis 

CMM 8/19/15 Assisting wlth tracing analysis 

CMM 8/20/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

CMM 8/24/15 Assisting with account st.itfment matriX and tracing analysis 

JAA 8/25/15 Worlling on tracing analysis 

JM 8/26/15 Preparing deposition questions; dis.cussing with Courtney 

CMM 8/25/15 Assisting with deposition questions; discussing with Jenny 

MTL 8/27/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JM 8/28/15 Speaking Wlth Gaby; discussing with Courtney; phone call with 
Garima; meeting with Gaby, counsel, and Courtney 

CMM 8/28/15 Assisting with tracing analysis; discl.!ssing with Jenny; meeting 

with Gaby, counsel, .and Jenny 

iAA. 8/31/15 Reviewing information 

Total Current Professional rees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE OIJE 

2.70 2.70 

0.80 0.80 

0.70 0.70 

7:70 7.70 

1;60 1.60 

1.10 :1..10 

5.70 5.70 

4.10 4.10 

3.80 3.80 

1.80 1.80 

0.90 Q.90 

0.80 0.80 

0.50 0.50 

2.30 2.30 

7.30 7.30 

0.30 0,30 

nthem 
For-et;S'ifs 

170.00 

170.00 

170.00 

so.oo 

50.00 

170.00 

50.00 

50.00 

~0.00 

170.00 

170.00 

50.00 

40.00 

170.00 

so.oo 

170.00 

$ 

$ 

459.00 

136.00 

119.00 

385.00 

80.00 

187.00 

285.00 

205.00 

190.GO 

306.00 

153.00 

40.00 

20.00. 

391.00 

365.00 

51.00 

7,460.00 

0.00 

7,460.00 

Anthem 
016 

08777 



nthem 
i Fc1r·t:: 

October 7, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Taxi.D. No. 26-1654$22 

Invoke !llo,: 02380 
Billing Period: 9/01./15 through 9/3.0/l.5 

Gabrielle Kogod 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

jAA 9/02/15 Discussing with Courtney; reviewing analysis; phone call with 
Garima 

CfVlM 9/02/15 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing analysis; 
d1scussing with Jenny 

JAA 9/03/15 Working on analysis; phone call with Garima. 

Ji.l 9/04/15 Reviewing analysis; assisting with deposition preparation 

JAA 9/04/15 Working on analysis; preparing for depositions 

CMM S/04/15 Assisting with account stoternent and tracing analysis 

JLL 9/08/15 Working on tracing analysis schedule issues 

JAA 9/08/15 Working on analysis; preparing deposition questions and· 

exhibits; phone cal! with Radford 

MTL 9/08/15 Assisting \Vith tracing analysis 

_JLL 9/09/15 Reviewing deposition exhibits, tracing analysis, and deposition 

qt.e'stions; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 9/09/l.5 Working on analysis;. preparing deposition questions: and 
exhibits; attendance at hearing; speaking With Gaby; discussing. 
w·ithJoe 

CMM 9/09/15 Reviewing finar.ciai information and account statement matrlx 

Actual Billed 
Hours Ho.urs 

1.40 1.40 

5.80 5,80 

i.40 2.40 

0.80 0.80 

5.90 5.90 

7.50 7.50 

1.50 1.50 

7,70 7.70 

5.30 5.30 

0,60 0.60 

6.'10 6.40 

4.90 4.90 

.l52(l5t. R::ist·Parkw3~'. S!sitt" i J 1 
H~ndtrs(m 1 Nt~v<u:fa 3907;1 

Rate Amount 

170.00 23s;oo 

50.00 290.00 

170.00 408..00 

300.00 240.00 

170:00 1,003.00 

so.co 375.00 

300.00 450.00 

170.00 1,309.00 

40.00 212.00 

300.00 180.00 

170.00 1,088.00 

50.00 245.00 

it.,,lephvne 701. .366.9599 
f(JC$imi/(• 702.3u6;9J6<1 

cml.hemfote-r1s1l"s.com 

Anthem 
017 

08778 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JAA 9/10/15 Meeting with Gaby;.reviewing information; meeting With 
counsel and Gaby; preparing for deposition; meeting with 
Radford and Gaby 

JAA 9/11/15 Preparing for deposition; meeting with Radford and Gaby; 
attenda11ce at.Nady;i Khap!;<ilis.Kogqd's deposition 

JLL 9/14/15 Discussing with staff; distussirig analysis issues with Jenny 

JAA 9/14/15 Preparing for Pat Murphy's.deposition; discussing wfth Joe; 
preparing information for court reporter 

JAN 9/14/15 Discussing with Joe 

CMM 9/14/15 Assisting with maritaibalance analysis 

JLL 9/15/15 Discussing with Jenny; reviewing analysis issues 

JAA 9/15/15 Discusslng with Joe; preparing for and attendance at Pat 
Murphy's deposition 

CMM 9/15/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 9/18/15 Reviewing DaVita. responses; phone call with Lorna Riff; 
discussrngwlth Jenn 

JAN 9/18/15 RevieVJing DaVita f)<lyro!I information; discussing with Jenny 

CMM 9/18/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JU 9/21/15 Reviewing SEC filings and compensation information; discussing 
with Jenny 

JAA 9/21/15 Phone call with Garirna; correspondence; reviewing analysis; 
discussing with Joe 

jAA 9/22/15 Preparing document request 

JLL 9/23/15 Reviewing depo.sltion questio.ns; dL,cussing with Jenny 

JAA 9/23/15 Preparing for depositions; discussing with Joe 

CMM 9/23/15 Reviewing financial information 

JAA 9/25/15 Preparing for and attendance·at depositions 

CMM 9/25/15 Assisting with <nari.tal ba!ance anaiysis 

JAA 9/26/15 Preparing for and attendance at depositions 

CMM 9/30/15 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing analysis 

8.00 8.00 

7.70 7.70 

0.50 0.50 

1.70 1.70 

0.30 0.30 

4.70 4.70 

0.30 0.30 

4.60 4.60 

4.20 4.20 

3.50 3.50 

0.50 0.50 

1.60 1.60 

1.20 1.20 

1 .. 90 1 .. 90 

0.50 0.50 

0.20 0.00 

3.90 3.90 

2.90 2.90 

7.5.0 7.50 

6:80 6.80 

4.00 4.00 

0.90 0.90 

nthem 
·Fore·I .. £sfrs. 

170;00 

170;00 

300.00 

17-0.00 

130.00 

50.00 

300.00 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

130.00 

50.00 

300.00 

170.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

50.00 

170 .. 00 

50.00 

170.00 

50.0G 

1,360.00 

1,309.00 

150.00 

289.00 

39.00 

235.00 

90.00 

782.00 

210.00 

595.00 

65.00 

80.00 

360.00 

323.00 

85.00 

0.00 

663.00 

145.00 

1,275.00 

340,00 

680:.00 

45.00 

Anthem 
018 

08779 



Kogod 11s. i(ogod 

Totai Ciirrent. Professional Fees 

Travel. Expenses 

9/03/lSAiifare, Los Angeles 

9/18/15 Airfare - Los Angeles 

9/26/15 McCarran Airport Parking 

Total. Travel Expenses 

Total Professlonal Fees & Expenses 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL FEES & EXPENSES 

$ 

nthe1n 

15,158.00 

272.00 

82.00 

31.00 

385.00. 

15,543.00 

0.00 

Anthem 
019 

08780 



nthem 

November 9, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 26-1654522 

invoice No .. : 02425 

Billing Period: 10/01/15 through 10/31/15 
Gabrielle Kogod 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMllH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkwav, Suite 206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re; koqod vs. Koqod 

F-or professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

~ Description 

CMM 10/02/15 Assis:ting with tracing analysis 

JAA 10/0Si15 Working q11 analy,-is 

CMM 10/05/15 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing analysis 

C!VIM 10/07/15 Assisting with tracing and bala nee analysis 

JLL 10/09/15 Reviewing schedules; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 10/09/15 Reviewing documents; working on analysis; phone ca!! with 

Ga:ima; discussing with Joe 

JM 10/12/15 Working on tracing analysis 

CMM 10/12/15 Assisting with ha.lance ana!ysis 

JU. 10/13/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing schedules with Jenny 

JAA 10/13/15 Working on tracing analysis; phone call with Garlrna; discussing 

schedules with Joe 

JLL .10/14/15 Reviewing ;maiysis with Jenny 

JA,'1. 10/14/15 Working on an.;.lysis; dtscussing w!th Joe; attendance at hearing 

CMM . 10/14/15 Assisting with balance analysis 

Actual Billed 

~ Hours, 

4.50 4.50 

1.SO 1.50 

2.30 2.30 

5.60 s .. so 

0.30 030 

4.60 4.60 

0.50 0.50 

1.00 1.00 

1.10 1.10 

7.60 7:60 

0.30 0.30 

4.40 4.40 

2.30 2.30 

2520 St Hose P:Jrk·nay, Sui~t' 211 
H,~Jl(ltrson, Ni:'.v,:da -0907 4 

Rate Amount 

50.00 225.00 

170.00 255.00 

50.00 115.00 

so.oo 280.00 

300.00 90.00 

170.00 782.00 

17D.OO 85.00 

50.00 50.00 

300.00 330.00 

170.00 1,292.00 

300.00 90:00 

170.00 748;00 

50.00 115.00 

:dephone 702.366:9599 
t11cs-.imi:t~ '107..366,93~4 

w;thcmio;-cr1sics.com 

Anthem 
020 

08781 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JLL 10/15/15 Discussing with Jenny 

JAA 10/15/15 Prepanng for and meeting with Gaby and Radford; preparing 
for Dennis Kogo.a' s. deposition; discussing with ioe. 

JM 10/16/15 Wotklng on analysis; preparing for Dermis Kogod's deposition 

CMM 10/i6/15 Assisting with account ~1atement matrix il nd tracing analysis 

JAA 10/19/15 Working on analysis; preparing for Dennis Kogod's deposition 

Jll 10/20/15 Reviewing Dennis Kogod's deposition questions; discussing 
with Jenny 

J,\A 10/20/15 Working on analysis; preparing for Dennis Kogod's di'?jJosition; 
discussing with Joe 

JLL 10/21/15 Reviewing Dennis Kogod's deposition questions; phone call 
with Garirna and jenny; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 10/21/15 Worklng on analysis; phone call with Gari ma and Joe; 
discussing with Joe 

C!VIM 10/21/15 Assisting with analysis and Dennis Kogod's deposition questions 

JLL 10/i2/i5 Discussing analysis wi,h Jenriy; re.~ewing income information; 
meeting with Radford and Jenny 

Jt,A 10/22/15 Preparing for Dennis Kogod's deposition; discussing with Joe; 
meetin~ with Radford and Joe 

JAN 10/22/15 Preparing deposition exhibits 

CMM 10/22/15 Assisting with deposition exhibits 

JAA 10/23/15 Preparing for and attendanC!'! at Dennis Kogod's deposition 

CMM 10/23/15 Assisting With deposition exhibits 

JM 10/28/15 Reviewing information 

Tota! Current Professionai Fe€s 

.Bal.ance Forward 

TOTAL BAlANCE DUE 

0.30 0.30 

3 .. 30 3.30 

6.40 {;.40 

2.40 2.40 

5.tiO 5.60 

1.10 1.10 

5.90 S.90 

0.60 0.60 

4.80 4.80 

3.80 3.80 

1.40 1.40 

6.80 6.SO 

0.30 0.80 

2.00 2.0Q 

9.10 9.l!i 

1.60 1.60 

0.60 0.50 

nthem 
. For~~11s)rs 

300.0.0 

170.00 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

50.00 

300.00 

170.00 

130.00 

50,00 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

$ 

$ 

90.00 

561.00 

1,088.00 

120.00 

952.00 

330.00 

1,003.00 

180.00 

816.00 

190.00 

420.00 

1,156,00 

104.00 

100.00 

1,547.00 

80.00 

102.00 

13,296.00 

0;00 

13,296.00 

Anthem 
021 

08782 



Decembe.r 3, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tex I.D. No. 25-1654522 

invoice No.: 02444 

Bi!ling Period: 11/01/lS through 11/30/15 
Ga.br!elle Kogod 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re; Koqod vs. Koaod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above refe,enced matter:. 

Date Desi:ription 

JA./l, 11/02/15 Discussil1g with Courtney; correspondence 

CMM 11/02}15 Discussing withjenny; assisting with account statement matrix 

and tracing analysis 

JAA 11/04/15 Phone call with Radford; reviewfng ar,alysis 

CMM 11/04/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JM 11i06/15 Reviewing with Courtney 

CMM 11/06/15 Reviewing with Jenny; assisting with sc:hedutes 

JM 11/12/15 Working on anaiysis and rep.ort 

JLL 11/13/15 Reviewing analysis and report; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 11/13/15 Working on report; meeting with Gaby; discussing with Joe 

CMM 11/H/i5 Assisting with account statement matrix, tracing analysis, a:1d 

marital balance sheet 

JLL 11/16/15 Working on analysis and report; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 11/16/15 Working on analysis and report; discussing with Joe 

CMl\1. fi/16/is Assistingwith analysis a(!d report 

JLL 11/17/15 Workingon analysis and report; discus$ing with Jenny; 

speaking with Gari ma and Jenny 

Actual Billed. 

Hours ~ 

0.20 0.00 

4.80 4.80 

(l.30 0.30 

1.60 1.50 

0.40 0.40 

3.30 3.30 

4.30 4.30 

1.00 1.00 

4.00 4.00 

5_70 5.70 

5.70 5.70 

9.00 9.00 

6.00 6.00 

8.50 8.50 

2520 St n:,st· P,;;tw;;v, S,ii,e 2 l l 
Ht'.rlt~t"'r5lln, Ni~·.'~Ulil 89074 

Rate Am2!!n! 

170.QO o.oo 

50.00 240.00 

170.00 51.00 

50.00 80.00 

170.00 68.00 

50.00 165.00 

170.00 731.00 

300.00 300.00 

170.00 680.00 

50.00 285.00 

300.00 1,71.0.00 

170.00 1,530.00 

50.00 300.00 

300.00 2,550.00 

tt'/t'flilcn:· 702.366.9599 
facsimile ?D2.3(i6.!l3G4 

cm h<·mfotei-::sii.."S-~:oni· 

Anthem 
022 

08783 



JM 

JAN 

Kogod vs. Kogod 

11/17/15 Working on at1alysis and report; discussing with .loe; phone cali 
\f\/ith Garlma and Joe 

11/23/15 Working on sc.hedules; correspondence with Gari ma 

Total Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL B.t\LANCE DUE. 

9;30 9.30 

0.60 0.60 

170.00 

130.00 

$ 

$ 

1,581.00 

78.00 

10,349.00 

0.00 

10,349.00 

Aul.hem 
023 

08784 



nthern 

January 8, 2016 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax W. No, 26-1654522 

Invoice No,: 02488 
Billing Period: 12/01/15 through 12/31/15 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADf'ORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Su1te206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqodvs. Koqod 

For profes,ional fees tendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JA.i>.. 12/01/15 Phone ca!! with Jolene; phone call with Gaby; speaking with 
Radford 

JM 12/02/15 Reviewing tracing anaiysis; sending information to Garimll 

JM 12/03/15 Working on analysis; reviewing documents 

JAA 12/04/15 Preparing for and meeting with Gaby and Radford; preparing 
for Dennis' deposition 

CMM 12/04/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JLL 12/07/lS Reviewing proposed depos\tion questions for Dennis Kogod; 
discussing with Jenny 

JAA 12/07/15 Preparing for deposition; discussing with Joe; attendanc.e at 
Dennis Kogod's deposition 

CMM 12/07/15 Assisting with account statement matr.ix ilfid supporting 
documents 

JAA 12/09/15 Preparing for deposition of Jennifer Steiner 

CMM 12/09/15 Assisting with tracing analysis and supporting documents 

JAJ\ 12/13/15 Working on supplemental report; speaking with Gaby 

JU, 12/14/15 Reviewing analysis: speaking with Bob Gehlen a11d Jenny; 
working on a.naiysis 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours 

0.70 0.70 

0.80 0.80 

1.30 1.30 

2.80 2.SO 

1.10 1.10 

0.50 0.50 

9.60 9,60 

1.00 1.00 

0.50 0.60 

6.l.O 6 .. 10 

1.90 1.90 

0,80 0.80 

252t• St. P.ose Parh-.11•, $:1i1e 2 l 1 
Hemlersim, r-::.:·vada 69'J/ 4 

~ Amouot 

170.00 119.00 

170.00 136.00 

170 .. 00 221.00 

170.00 476.00 

S0.00 ss.oo 

300.00 150,00 

170.00 1,632.00 

50.00 50.00 

170.00 102.00 

so.oo 305.00 

170.00 323.00 

300.00 240.00 

ttlephol)c: 702.366.9.599 
foc.'>imHe 702.366.!l3ti4 

rmt !1t. .. mfo1.en:sir~·.-ton; 

Anthem 
024 

08785 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JAA 12/14/15 Working on analysis and report; phone caliwith Bob Gehlen 
and Joe 

CMM 12/14i15 Reviewing documents 

JU. 12/J.5/15 Working on analysis and report; reviewing analysis; speakln111. 
with Radford and Jenny 

JAA 12/15/15 Working on analysis.ind report; phone call with Garima; phone· 
call with Radford and Joe 

JAN 12/lSilS Assisting with anaiy.sis and report 

CMM 12/15/15 Reviewing documents; assisting wfth tracing analysi~ 

JAA 12/16/15 Reviewing documents 

jM 12/17/15 Discussing with Jenn; preparing schedules for Garfmi! 

JAN 12/17/15 Discussing with Jenny 

JU 12/28/15 Reviewing documents; discussing with Jenny; preparing 
declaration 

JAA 12/28/15 Reviewlng information; discussing with Joe 

Jll 12/29/15 Reviewing documents and analyses; preparing declaration; 
discussing with Jenny 

JM 12/29/15 Reviewing declaration; discussing wlth .Joe; phone call with 
Garima 

JLL 12/31/15 Reviewing schedules and report 

JAA 12/31/15 Discussing with Joe 

Tota! Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTA.L BALANCE DUE 

5.50 5.50 

0;6-0 0.60 

5.00 5.00 

7.80 7.80 

3.00 3.00 

l.60 1,60 

0,20 0.00 

1.20 1.20 

0.30 0.30 

2.40 2.40 

0.50 0.50 

1,50 1.50 

0.80 0.80 

0.30 0.30 

0.30 0.30 

E rithe}!l 
.& for~·::1~~-1-(:s 

170.00 

S0.00 

300.00 

170.00 

130.00 

50.00 

170.00 

170.00 

130.00 

300.00 

170.00 

300.0Q 

170.00 

300.00 

170.00 

$ 

$ 

935.00 

30.00 

1,500.00 

1,326.00 

390.00 

80.00 

0.00 

204.00 

3.9.00 

720.00 

85.00 

450.00 

136.00 

90.00 

51.00 

9,845.00 

0.00 

9,845,00 

Anthem 
025 

08786 



nthem 

February 3, 2016 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoke Np,.: 02 520 

,:,: . 
..... . ,- .. :~ :•'·'! 

It. .. ,,:: ... \ 

Billing Period: 1/01/16 through l/31/16 
Gabrielle Kogod 

Radford J. Smith, l:sq. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: f<ogod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 1/11/16 Reviewing motion 

JLL 1/14/16 Discussing w1th Jenny; speaking with Garima 

JAA 1/14/16 Discussing with Joe; phone call with Garima 

JLL 1/15/16 Revrewirig documents and motion; attendance at hearing; 
discussing with Radford; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 1/15/16 Discussing with Joe; correspondence 

JAA 1/22/16 Meeting with Gaby 

CMM 1/25/16 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing analysis 

JM 1/26/16 Reviewing documents 

JAN 1/27/16 Reviewing defendant's expert rebuttal report 

CMM 1./27/16 Assisting with account statement matrix and tracing analysis 

JLL 1/28/16 Meeting with Radford, Gari ma, and Jenny; reviewing analysis 

JAA 1/28/16 Reviewing Tejchner report; meeting with Radford, Garima, and 
Joe 

JAA l/29/i6 Re11ie\v!ng documents 

A<:tual Billed 
Hours Hour,. 

0.30 0.30 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 0.00 

1.50 1.50 

0:30 0.30 

0.8.0 0.00 

4.10 4.10 

0.30 0.30 

0.40 0.40 

6.40 6.40 

1.30 1,30 

1.20 1.20 

Li.3(.1 0.30 

2520 St. lit,se .Park,vay, Suite 2: 1 

ifondcrs!ln, N::v.Hfa 890 /<I 

~ Amount 

185.00 55.50 

300.00 0.00 

185.00 0.00 

3moo 450.00 

185.00 55.50 

1.85.00 0.00 

60.00 246.00 

185.00 55.50 

150.00 60.00 

60.00 384.00 

300.00 390.00 

135;00 222.00 

185.00 55.50 

rdephu,;e 102.366.9599 
ti!r.::imilr. 702.366.9364 

wtt!H·miilre:-Js-ici.cum 

AnHJern 
026 

08787 



Kcgod vs. l<ogod 

CMM 1/29/16 Assisting with tr.acing analysis 4.50 4.50 

Total Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

nthem 

60.00 

$ 

270.00 

2,244.00 

0.00 

2,244.00_ 

Anthem 
027 

08788 



nthe111 

March 3, 201& 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax w. No. 26-1654522 

hwoice No.: 02547 
Bjiiing Period: 2/01/16 through 2/29/16 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 2{)6 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connection 111,ith the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 2/02/16 Review and analysis of documents; working on rebutta! report 

Jll 2/03/16 Reviewing analysis and Teidiner report; working on report; 
discussing with Jenny 

JAA 2/03/16 Working on analysis and report; discussing with Joe; speaking 
with Jenn 

J/1.N 7./03/16 ReviewingTeichner report; discussingwith Jer,ny 

CMM 2/03/16 Reviewing Teichner report; assisting wtth tracing analysis and 
schedules 

JU 2/04/16 Reviewing deposition transcripts; discussing with Jer\11y; 
working on report 

jAf.. 2/04/16 Working on :analysis and report; discussing with Joe 

JLL 2/05/16 Working on report; reviewing documents; speaking with 
Gari ma and Jenny 

JAA 2/0S/16 Working on analysis and report; phone cai! ,vith Joe and 
Garima 

JAN 2/0S/16 Assisting with report 

CMM 2/05/16 Reviewing financial information and documents; assistir1g with 
anaiysis and report 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours. 

3.30 3.30 

0.70 0.70 

4]0. 4.70 

0.30 0.30 

3.20 3.20 

2,10 2.10 

3.40 3.40 

8.10 8.10 

7.30 7.30 

4.00 4.00 

6.20 5·.20 

2520 SL Ros;: P,;,i:v;i!V, 5,iik 211 
fk·ndcrson, Neva{Sa 89074 

Rate Amount 

185.00 610.50 

300.00 210.00 

185.00 869.50 

150.00 45.00 

50.00 192;00 

300.00 630.00 

185.00 629.00 

300.00 2,430;00 

185.00 1,35.0.50 

1.50,00 600,00 

6(1;00 372.00 

te/cp!mnc 702.3li6.9599 
fri,simi!t' 702.366.9364 

c:ifhemforenisic:...cam 

Anthem 
028 

08789 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JLL 2/08/16 Discussing with Jenny; reviewing deposition transcripts 

JAA 2/08/16 Assisting with deposition preparation; discussing With Joe 

JLL 2/09/16 Preparing for and attendance at deposition; speaking with 

Gaby and Radford; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 2/09/16 Assisting w(th depoSltion preparation; discussing with Joe 

JLL 2/10/16 Reviewing deposition requests and action items 

Jll 2/12/15 Working on responses to deposition work product requests; 

discussing withJenny 

JAA 2il2/16 Preparing information requested dvring Joe's deposition; 

assessing trial issues 

JLL 2/15/16 Reviewing Teichrier report and documents; discussing with 
staff 

JAA 2/lS/16 Reviewing Teichner report; discussing with Jee 

JAN 2i15/16 Reviewing Teichner report; discussing with Joe 

JAA 2/16/16 Reviewing documents; updating MBS; speaking with Garima; 

preparing for triai 

JAN 2/16/16 Reviewing documents 

JLL 2/17/16 Reviewing reports; speaking with Radford, Gaby, and Jenny; 

preparing for and attendance at Richard Teichner deposition; 
discussing with Jenny 

JAA 2/17/16 Reviewing Joe's deposition transcript; discussing with 
Courtney; phone call with Radford, Gaby, and Joe; discussing 

with Joe; preparingfortri,il 

CMM 2117/16 Discussing v.'ith Jenny; assistlng with financial analysis 

Jll 2i18/16 Reviewing demonstratives and exhibits; discussing with Jenny 

jf..A 2/18/16 i>reparing for trial 

CMM 2/18/16 Assisting with accoont statement matrix and trial ext,ibits 

JLL 2/19/16 Rev!ewing analysis and exhibits; preparing fortrial 

.!AA 2/19/16 Meeting with Gaby; working on updated FDF; preparing for trlal 

CMM 2/19/16 Assisting with account statement matrix .;nd trial exhibits 

9.90 9.90 

5.80 s.ao 

9.30 930 

S.70 5.70 

OAO 0.40 

0.80 0.80 

5.00 5.00 

0.70 0.70 

0.80 0.80 

0.40 0.40 

3.40 3,40 

0.30 0.30 

3 . .50 350 

4.30 4.30 

7.00 7.00 

2.00 2.00 

4.80 4.80 

2..70 2.70 

2.00 2.00 

8;10 8.10. 

5.30 5.30 

nthem 
F(:r::.:~·;,--:sir~ 

300.00 

185.00 

300.00 

185.00 

300.00 

300.00 

185.00 

.300.00 

185.00 

150.00 

185.00 

150.00 

300.00 

185.00 

60.00 

300.00 

1SS.00 

60.00 

300.00 

185.00 

60.00 

2,970.00 

1,073.00 

2,790.00 

1,054.50 

120.00 

240;00 

925,00 

210.00 

148,00 

6{t00 

629.00 

45.00 

1,050.00 

795.50 

420.00 

600.00 

888.00 

162.00 

600.00 

1,498.50 

31&.00 

Anthem 
029 

08790 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

Jll 2/21/16 Meeting With Gaby, counsel, and Jenny 

JAA 2/21/16 Meeting with Gaby, counsel, and Joe 

Jll 2/22/16 Preparing for trial 

JAA 2/22/16 Preparing for trial 

J.<\N 2/22/16 .Reviewing information; di.~cussing with Je[)ny 

CMM 2/22i16 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JU. 2/23/16 Reviewing stock compensation issues; preparin~ for and 
attendance at trial 

JAA 2/23/16 Preparfr1g for and attendance at trial 

JLL 2/24/16 Preparing for and attendance at trial 

JAA 2/24/16 Preparing for and attendance at trial 

JAN 2/24116 Assisting with trial prepa(ation 

CMM 2/24/16 Assisting with tria I preparation 

Jll 2/25/16 Preparing for and attendance at trial 

JAA 2/25/16 Preparing for and attendance at trial 

J.b.N 2/25/16 Assisting with tria! preparatior: 

Jll 2/25/16 Preparing for and attendance at trial 

JAA 2/26/16 Pr.eparing for and attendance at triar 

Tota! Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

6.00 6.00 

6 .. 00 6.00 

4.60 4.60 

5.20 5.20 

1.40 !;40 

4.80 4,80 

5.50 5.50 

6.30 6.30 

7.90 7.90 

6.80 6.80 

6.00 6.00 

4.70 4.70 

6.80 6.80 

7,80 7.80 

0.40 0.40 

7.30 7.30 

8.10 8.10 

nthem 
Fnret;sics 

300.00 

185.00 

300.00 

185.00 

150:00 

60.00 

300.00 

185,00 

300.00 

185.00 

150.00 

60:00 

300.00 

185.00 

150.00 

300.00 

185.00 

$ 

$ 

1,800.00 

1,110.00 

1,380.00 

962,00 

no.oo 

28!WO 

1,650.00 

1.165.50 

2,370.-00 

1,258.00 

900.00 

282.00 

2,04Q.OO 

1,443,00 

60.00 

2.,190.00 

1,498.50 

45,142.00 

0.00 

45,142.00 

Anthem 
030 

08791 



April 6, 2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax f.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice No.: 02577 

~ 

i~ ("~ :;~:~ 

Billing Period: 3/01/16 through 3/31/15 
Gabrrel!e. Kogod 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J, SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqodvs. Kog_od 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Descrlgtlon 

JLL 3/02/16 Reviewing UBS acr.ount/stock issues; discussing with Jenny 

JAA 3/02/16 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing with Joe 

Jll 3/03/16 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing with Jenny; 
speaking with Radford Smith and Jenny 

JM 3/03/16 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing with Joe; 

phone ca !I with Radford Smith and Joe 

JLL 3/07/16 Reviewing UBS a.c:coum/stock issues; discussing with jenny 

JM 3/07/16 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing with Joe 

CMM 3/07/16 Reviewing UBS statements 

Jll 3/10/16 Reviewing UBS accour,t/stock issues; discussing with Jenr.y; 

speaking with Radford Smith ano.Jefiny 

JAA 3/10/16 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing with Joe; 

phone cal! with Radford Smith and Joe 

iAA 3/11/16 Discussing wlth Courtney; correspondence 

CMM 3/11/16 Discussing with Jer.ny; updating account statement matrix; 
preparing information regarding missing statements 

CMM 3/28/16 Updating ;;ccount statement matri>< and tracing analysis 

Actual Billed 
Hours ~ 

0.70 0]0 

1.40 1.40 

0.50 0.50 

1.50 1.50 

0.50 0.50 

1.00 1.00 

0.50 a.so 

0.40 0.40 

0.80 0.80 

0.80 0.80 

2.90 2.90 

1.40 l.40 

2520 St f~n5:t"' Park·t;~y. SiJiir 111 
Hcndtr:rnn, f;cvada 89074· 

~ Amount 

300.00 210:00 

185.00 259 .• 00 

300.00 150.00 

185.00 277.SO 

300.00 150.00 

185.0.0 185.00 

60.00 30.00 

300.00 120.00 

185.00 148.00 

185.00 148.00 

60.00 174.00 

60.00 84.00 

trh•phcm,: 1fl2.Jfl6.9599 
facsimile 702.356.9::;G~ 

anth,~mfot:.:nsit.~ .. com 

Anthem 
031 

08792 



Kogod vs. t<ogod 

Total Cµrrent Professional Fees $ 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE $ 

1,935.50 

0.00 

l,9l5,S0 

Anthem 
032 

08793 



nthem 

May 6, 2016 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax /.D, No. 25-165452.2 

Invoice No.: 02602 

r·x.{: 
-::: .. , ....... ..:: 

Billing Period: 4/01/16 through 4/30/16 
Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 205 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Kogod 11s. Koaod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JM 4/04/16 Correspondence; updating ana!yses; phone call with Gaby; 
discussingwith Courtney 

CMM 4/04/16 Reviewing financial information; discussing with jenny 

CMM 4/06/16 Updating account ~atement matrix and tracing analysis 

JLL 4/08/1.6 Reviewing Panama Papers issues; ciiscussing with Jenny 

JM 4/08/16 Discussing with Joe 

ILL 4/11/16 Reviewing Panama Papers issues 

JLL 4/12/16 Reviewing UBS allocation issues and tracing of funds into 
potential Panama Papers.entities 

JLL 4/13/16 Reviewing analysis issues per Gaby 

JAA 4/15/16 Speaking with Gaby 

CMM 4/15/15 Re11ie\'1ting UBS account with Panarna Papers 

JLL 4/18/16 Rev1ewing cash LTIP and UBS allocat!on Q!)estlons for Gaby 

AL 4/19/16 Reviewing Panama Papers anaiysJs_ 

JU. 4/20/16 Reviewing a !location issues 

JLL 4/25/16 Reviewing All American Appraisal report 

Actual Billed 
Hours ~ 

1.40 1.40 

1,BO 1.80 

.1.90 1.90 

0.30 0.30 

0.20 0.00 

0.30 0.30 

0.80 0.80 

0.30 0.30 

0.30 0.30 

1.40 1.40 

0.60 0.60 

0,30 .0.30 

0;30 0.30 

0.20 0.00 

2520 St. Rose Par~,~.tav, Suite 2 i: 
H:.. ... ndrrson. Nc-vada SH674 

Rate Amount 

18S.OO 259.00 

60.00 108.00 

60:00 114.00 

300.00 .90.00 

185.0Q 0.00 

300.00 90.00 

300.00 240.00 

300.00 90.00 

185.00 SS.50 

60.00 84.00 

300.00 180.00 

300.00 90.00 

300.00 90.00 

300.00 0.00 

tei~phonc 702.366.9599 
focs;milc 702..365.9364 

nr:thN»forensiCs.tom 

Anthem 
033 

08794 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

JAA 4/is/16 Speaking with Gaby 0.40 0.40 

Totai Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

nthem 

185.00 

$ 

74.00 

1,564,50 

0.00 

_ 2-..=~ ~,!-,564.50 

Anthem 
034 
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June 15, 2016 

Prof essiqnaf Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice No.: 02624 

;..: 

:J !I t<~~t 

Billing Period: 5/01/16 through 5/31/16 
Gabriefie Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J'. SMITH, CHARTERED 
2470 St. R9se Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Ko.god 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 5i02/16 Reviewing inforrnation 

JAA 5/03i16 Reviewing information; updating m;!rital balance sheet; phone 
cail with Garima 

CMM 5/03/16 Updating account statement matrix and marital balance sheet; 
assisting with document request list 

JAA 5/04/16 Updating marital bal,mce sheet 

CMM 5/04/16 Updating acwunt statement matrix and marital balance sheet 

JLL 5/05/15 Reviewing trahsfer information and SSA.Rs exercise information 

JAA 5/05/16 Reviewing correspondence, stock issues, and documents 

1" LL 5/06/16 Speaking with Radford; reviewing qmespondence 

CMM 5/06/16 Assisting with tracing analysis, account statement m;itrix, ;me! 
marital balance sheet 

CMM 5/09/16 Assisting with tracing analysts 

JAA. 5/13/16 Discussing with Courtney 

CMM 5/13/16 Discussing with Jenny; updating document request list 

CMM 5/15/16 Assisting with tracing analysis and account statement matrix 

JAA 5/17/16 Reviewing correspondence; reviewfng analysis 

Actual Biiled 
Hours Hours 

0.70 0.70 

2.40 2.40 

2.30 2.30 

0.30 0'30 

0.50 0.50 

0..70 0.70 

1.10 1,10 

0.30 0.30 

4.60 4.60 

1.10 1.10 

0.30 0.30 

0.90 0.90 

0.90 0.90 

0.30 0.30 

2S20 St. fio~e Pmtw:,v. Suit(' 211 
lh,r1riNSiH1, NevaiJ3 8%74 

Rate Amount 

185.00 129.50 

185.00 444.00 

50.00 138.00 

185.00 55.50 

60.00 30.00 

300.00 210;00 

185.00 203.50 

300.00 90.00 

60.00 276.00 

60.00 66.00 

185.00 55.50 

60.00 54.00 

60.00 54.00 

185.00 55.SO 

tdt.'J)l:OfJf 702.366.9599 
foc~imilt~ 702.36~.93~4 

a1;tfs(·m!ort .. nsirs.n1m 

Anthem 
035 

08796 



l<ogod vs. Kogcd 

Jli 5/19/16 Reviewing stock issues; correspondence 0.50 0.50 

JAA 5/19/16 Reviewing stock issues; meeting with Gaby 1.30 1.30 

JAA 5/20/16 Reviewing correspondence 0.30 0;30 

CMM 5/31/16 Updating tracing analysis ;ind account statement matrix 0.30 0.30 

Tota! Curren.t Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

nthem .._~, . 
r~of\~n~~=-es 

300.00 

185.00 

185-00 

60.00 

$ 

$ 

150.00 

240.50 

55.50 

18.JJO 

2,325.50 

0.00 

2,325.50 

Anthem 
036 

08797 



July 8, 2016 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax W. No. 26-1654522 

Invoice No .. : 02647 
Billing Period: 5/01/16 through 6/30/16 

Gabrielle Kogod 
RadfD<"d l. Smith, Esq. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Kpgod vs. koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connection with the above refe;~nced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 6/02/16 Preparing updated tracing analysis 

Jll 6/06/16 Reviewing updates 

JAA 5/06/16 Working on tracing analysis; preparing updated information for 
counsel 

CMM 6/06/16 Assisting with analysis 

JLL 6/17/16 Meeting with Danie! Kim and Jenny; reviewing schedules 

JAA 6/17/16 Meeting with Daniel Kim and Joe 

Jll 6/20/16 Conference cali. w:th Gaby, counsel, and Jenny 

JAA 6/20/16 Conference call w1th Gaby, counsel, and Joe; reviewrng proxy 
statement 

JLL 6/22/16 Conference call witt, Bob Gehlen and Radford 

JAA 6/18/16 Correspondence; preparing information for counsel 

CMM 6/28/16 UpdatingMBS 

JLL 6/30/15 Reviewing proxy statement for Denriis' income and 
compensation/reimbursement issues 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours 

0.60 0.60 

0.20 0.00 

4.30 4.30 

0.30 0.30 

1.10 1.10 

1.00 LOO 

0.70 0.70 

1.50 1.50 

0.20 0.00 

0,80 0.80 

0;60 0.60 

0.50 0.50 

2S20 St. Ro!.e l':1rkwav. S;iitc 21! 
Hrndt~·:~tin. Nt\fm)o.-1 89074 

Rate Amount 

185.00 111.00 

300.00 0.00 

185.00 795.50 

60.00 18.00 

300.00 330.00 

1&5.00 185.00 

300.00 210.00 

185.00 277.SO 

300.00 0.00 

185.00 148.00 

60.00 36.00 

300.00 150.00 

tdep!mne 702.:166.9599 
focsimi!e 702.356.9364 

1.mU1c:mfottf.i5fr:s.cnm 

Anthem 
037 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 

Total Current ?rofessionai Fees $ 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

nthem 

2,261.00 

o.oo 

Anthem 
038 

08799 



Aµgust 5, 2016 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax 1.V. No. 26-1654522 

!m,oice No.: 02668 

Billing Period: 7 /01/16 through 7 /31/16 
Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J. Smith, ~sq. 
RADFORD J. SMffH, GIARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koood 

For professional fees rendered in Connection with the above referenc~d matter: 

Date Description 

CMM 7/06/16 Assisting with account statement matrix 

CMM 7/07/16 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA 7/08/16 Reviewing request for documents and analysis 

JLL 7/12/16 Phone call with Radford and ;ennv 

JM 7/12116 Phone call with Radford and Joe 

CMM 7/12/16 Assisting with traclr.g ana.lysis 

JLL 7/13/16 Reviewing income information for Jenny 

JM 7/13/16 Preparing for and attendance at court 

CMM 7/Bi16 Updating proxy statement analysis; reviewing financial 
infortniition and transactior.s 

JLL 7/29/16 Speaking with Garima and Jenny; workingon language for 
closing brief with Jenny 

JAA 7/29/16 Phone cali with Gari ma and Jee; working on .language for 

closing brief with Jee 

Actua, Billed 
Hours Hours 

0.40 0.40 

0.50 0.50 

0.30 0.30 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 0.00 

0.70 0.70 

0.40 0.40 

3.90 3,90 

1.70 1.70 

1.50 1.50 

l.50 1.50 

2520 St nc,se Pa,kv,;Jy. Su,te 211 
H.::t:de:-~~on~ Nc-\'<lda 5~)Q74 

Rate !!nrum! 

60.00 24.00 

60.00 30.00 

185.00 55.50 

300.00 0.00 

185.00 0,00 

60.00 42.00 

300.0D 120 .. 00 

185.00 721.50 

60.00 102.00 

300.00 450.00 

185.00 277.50 

?depiionc 702.366.9599 
f<Jc.simi!<- 702.3l/tt9J6,J 

anfhcmtorrnsits.com 

Anthem 
039 

08800 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

Tota I Current Professional Fees 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

ntl1em 

$ 

$ 

1,822.50 

0.00 

l,8Z2.50 

.Amhem 
040 

08801 



MOFI 
DIS'f'RlCT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Plaintiff/Petitioner 

v. 
I 

·------··-··-__.! 

Case No. l) -·· i 3 , • .Lj tVi 4-4- :1 · P 

Dept. 

MOTION/OPPOSITION [)f>,) .. \.~ :;· }/.~ .. (>{;(>::~) 

Defendant/Respondent FEE INFORMATION SHEET 

Notice: Motions ai1d Oppositions filed after entry of a final order issued pursuant to NRS i25, l 258 or 125C are 
subject lo the reopen filing fee: ofS25, unless specificaliy excluded by 1'.1RS 19.0312 .. Additionally, Motions and 
Oppositions filed in cases initiated by joint petition may be subject man additional filing fee of$129 or $57 in 

accordance with Senate Bill 388 of the 2015 Legislative Session. 

Step 1. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below. 

IT( $25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $25 reopen fe.e. 
-OR· 

0 $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $25 reopen 
fee because: 

0 TI1e Motion/Opposition is being filed before a DivorceiCustody Decree has been 
· entered. 

u The Motion/Opposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support 
established in a final order. 

0 The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new trial, and is being filed 
within 10 days after a finai judgment or decree was entered. The final order was 
entered on _______ _ 

D Other Excluded Motion (m:_u:st-__:s2:p::::e.:::_c1~·f::..y)'....============================--_1 

~~~~p_2_;_~_ .. _Ie __ .c_tt_h_e_$~0~,~$_1_2~9_o_r~$~5~7~f~il~in~g~£~e~e~in::...;;t1~1e~l~w~x~·-be_l_o_.w_·. __________ _,_,_ 
! li'.l $0 The MotiorJOpposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the 
j $5) fee because: 
1 0' The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that '>Vas not initiated by joint petition. 

0 The party filing the Motion/Opposition previously paid a fee of$i29 or $57. 
-OR-

O $129 The Motion being filed with this form is subject to the $129 fee because it is a motion , 
to modify, adjust or enforce a final order. ll 

,OR-

O $57 The Motion/Opposition being filing with this form is subject to the $57 fee because it is I 
an opposition to a motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion_. ___ ]' 

·----·- and the opposing party has already paid a fee of $129. 

Step 3. Add the filing fees from Steej__an~~~~_e_2_. __ 
The totat]iiingfee for the motion/opposition I am filing with this form is: 
0$0 5f$25 DS57 0$82 0$129 0$154 .=::.:..--=:.::.:::::..: __________________ __. 

Party filing Motion/Opposition: ''~"'!.:'1JJ.)/ :T. s~,~: 1-r_!·l...,;..c., .\""'.:-_L'"-'t),._, ___ Date 
/f 

.-· ~ 
_ .. '... 

Signature of Patty or Preparh -~·ce..···•"_/-'--/~=·· ··~,··~·"-·,:~.· _ 
... -----------~ 

08802 



1 EXPT 

Electronically Filed 
09/15/2016 01:44:01 PM 

' 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

(&:.-j-~ 
CLERK OF THE COURT 

Nevada Bar No. 002791 
3 I 2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

4 
; Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Telephone: (702) 990-6448 

5 Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 
tsrnith@radfordsmith.com 

6 Attorneys for Pfointiff 

7 
GABRJELLE ClOFFI - KOGO.D, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

I CASE NO.: D~B-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

______ D_efe_nda11t. _J 

15 I 

PLAINTIFF'S EX PARTE MOTION WITH NOTICE FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE 
MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

DATE OF HEARING: NIA 
TIME OF HEARING: NIA 

16 I COMES NOW, Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD ("Gabl'ielle''), by and through hf"] 

17 1 attorneys, Radford Smith, Esq. and KimWly A. Medina, Esq., o~ ~ford J. ~mltb, ~rtered, and request1 

18 tlus Court extend the tune for the fihng her Motion for Attorney· s Fees and Costs due September 12, 20161 

1~ This request is made and based upon the points and authorities and affidavits attacbe.d hereto, an~ 

20 upon all such argument as may be made by counsel at the time of the hearing of this matter . 

21 

22 

24 

25 

.... ·. r~~ -
Dated this_!_:__ day of Septen'J.ber, 2016. 

26 I Attorneysfbr Plaint{!]. 

I 1 

I 

I 

I 
I 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I. 

PLAINTIFF'S REQUEST TO FILE A MOTION FOR ATTORt'iEY~s FEES AND COSTS BY 
TUESDAY, SEPTEJ\IIBER 13, 2016 SHOULD JlE GRANTED 

With limited exceptions not applicable here, a district court may extend the time for response or 

filing under NRCP 6(b) that reads in pertinent part: 

(b) Enlargern ent. When by these rules or by a notice given thereunder or by order of court 
an act is required or allowed to be done at or within a specified time, the parties, by·written 
stipulation of counsel filed in the action, may enlarge the period, or the court for cause 
sbm\'n may at any time in its discretion (1) with or without motion or notice order the 
period enlarged if request therefor is made before the expiration of the period originally 
prescribed or as extended by a previous order[ ... ] 

; EDCR 2.25 provides, in pertinent part: 
i 

11 i 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Extending time. 

(b) Ex parte motions for extensions of time will not ordinarily be granted. When, however, 
a certificate of counsel shows good cause for extension and a satisfactory explanation why 
the -extension could not be obtained by stipulation or on notice, the co~rrt may grant, ex 
parte, an emergency extension for only such a Hmited period as may be necessary to enable 
the moving party to apply for a fwther extension by stipulation or upon notice, with the I 
time for hearing shortened by the court. I 

The Court's Notice of .Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree ofDivorce wa1 
Electronically Filed on August 22, 2016. Gabrielle's Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs was to be file 

under NRCP 54 by Monday, September 12..,2016. 

' 

Gabrieile timely prepared her motion, but counsel was unable to access the Eighth Judicial Distdc 

Court's electrot1ic filing system through Odyssey File and Serve, or «wiznet," on September 12, 2016. Se· 

WiiJ1e.t Errnr Message, atlached hereto as Exhibit "l." Earlier on September 12, 2016, Wiznet froz 

Counsel's account because the c:-redit. card on file had been flagged !"or due to a security alert based on · · 

fraudulent charge. Wiznet does not inform account holders if there is a p1·oblem with an account or it 

25 l payment information. 

26 

2 
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1 Counsel discovered and immediately resolved the problem the .next morning; September 13, 2016 

2 I See Affidavit of Tina Smith 1, an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered, Exhibit ''2." See Email exchang 

3 :from CCDC.Accoun!ing to Sharon Hill, and email exchange between Ken Smith and CCDC.Accountin -

4 i and completed Client Information form attachment, attached hereto as Exhibits "3" and Exhibit "'3." Th· 
s ! 

6
1 Motion for Attomey' s Fees and Costs was filed later that day after the account ws:1s unlocked. . 

7 
. As • result, Plaintiff ,eq1<ests that the C-Ow-t extend the 20-day dead I i11e under NRCP 54 to file ~1 

Motton for Attorney's Fees and Costs by a one-day extens10n to September 13, 2016.Because the heanngJ 
8 i 

9 

10 

11 

is not set until October 12, 2016, the requested extension date will be 29 days before the hearing of th 

matter, and will not prejudice Defendant. A draft Order is attached hereto as Exhibit "'5", the original o 

which will be delivered to the Court's chambers. 

12 I Attached hereto is the sworn statement of Kimberly A Medina, Esq., in compliance with the abov 

13 j rules. 

14 I Dated this rc;.t;;; of September, 2016. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Auorneysfor Plainrffl 

21 

22 

24 

2s I 
251 · I ' Mes. Smtth ;, th, offioo managu "'d ,,;m.rrlly""""" ,n fio:adal am! himag ""'"""'· 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

COUNTY OF CLARK 

STATE OF NEVADA 

AFFIDAVIT OF KIM13ERLY A. MEDINA, ESQ. 

) 
) ss: 
} 

Kimberly A. Medina, Esq,, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am an attorney for Plaintiff, Gabrielle Cioffi - Kogod in the above-entitled matter, I am 

an attorney, duly licensed to practice before all courts in the State of Nevada, 

2. I make this Affidavit based upon facts within my own knowledge, save and except as to I 
matters alleged upon information and belief and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

3. This application is made in good :faith and not for the purposes of delay. 

4. I have prepared and reviewed the Motion set forth above. All of the facts contained in that 

12 Motion are true and correct. 

13 FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

14 

15 I Subscribed and sworn before me 
' this /;s ,'I: da? of Seprettd.1er, 2016. 

16 , .. /.>,..- t;{f/-..._ .,_ , I~ 
I , i(/V.. :--0J::..._ ) .~>c..,:-..... -'iµli,.,,,_~.f,'{;; ... · ..,_1 ____ _ 

17 ! NOTARY PUBLlC"Ifi ~cl for 
said County and State 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

i 

I 
l 

11 
i 
I 
! 

I 4 
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2 I 
3 

4 

5 

CERTIFICATE OF SER\r1Cl~ 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith Chartered ('"the Firm"). I am over the 

age of 18 and not a party to the within action. 

I served the foregoing dm--ument described as "PLAfNTIFF'S EX PARTE MOTION WITH 

6 i NOTICE FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS" 
I 

7 I on this b fc of September 20H5, to aH interested parties by way of the Eighth Judicial District Court's 
' I S ! I 
· electronic filing .system I 

9 

10 

!l 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

!8 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Danie! Marks 
Law Office of Daniel Marks 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas t-rv 89101 
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·, 

·1· lruE exc.;pt,o~ rtport 

!~ ... 
! 1 ~~~™ wwt •0£~1~:tttd ao :l\te1b~1 ~'ti'!' fl ;rat~ 11 imoo fi.ifimco lhiWwYtir, 
I . , I td1: ~tmtt : : . 
1 -,a.1a~.~t:v:l.~-t.~.s~:"'rl~1:!xi;~p't;,;~:nl . . . . . . 

0~·9, &t,iAoh~~·tt.rU't~. ~Ct..!..O~ .~eque:.!S'Cf~oe~.e.ceot .p~OC~jj:Js!K~!p'C~C~ (:\~q~t!Jt.f~Ot.:l!':a.so~ c ~a.··,.l'A: !;..j £} 
,:,x-9. ~PM•h·~, ~t:t~'C·;ls, uii.:.i~., R~<ta~t:~2oe1>.i,~o::, F'::oeu~.kC'C!.o:iliutoa:111 (:l.~q,.;t<1>b1:P!ioi::uaor. ,.,_ • .,a 1 ~ !~) 
Q.2:~ •. a.p!i.::h~ ... t1t.tu-c:.t. Ar:;t::..Or.i, l·,:,:~e::!\'CP~oo~~~O~: ,J.'~Oo!:;.:!I: (Attq~.t:.=~l?.r.:,o~.:-~o.t. j~t•Z\: 2.'1-i i 
or9, ap:.a~~-.t , t"trµ"C !I., ~ct'!.O~. ,.~ct.!. o~s·~nf'l f:~, ~~o~~ a,;. (i»:1:~orc s~=~l.e:1:.;.:, "\i"- 1 li ! 2) 
0:11;, t.PAG:he. :>U\lt~,llet.:~on ,.1<et~ol'i$!'!:?:''t:.o!:-c ,.doH,c&t (ke,;:.,,:,:iSe,:•t:.>.,,:; ,)b.\l'AI S~!i) 
:~.AV'~Kc b'!'X~tle=:t,, ht-cp ,l'h;~~S~t\rl~i:..,.$.~:\l"!.¢~·(Ht~pS~~-1t.le:t~ :i~~.ta ! -, l/)) 
~ ~ ~tA~ ~ .~~~._, l;•~ • h,;,:p. H"t_t.pS~zv:e:t. b~~~,;,_.:~- (H"C tp.$~:-v;. e:t. ~ ,.e:vb: t ! 10) 
or~ .jho~t I w~b. t.ott~e:a.t. "!!.l·t..~:--t. ltpl!/Me:~d.~,t.r!.l1!.t:, dt?F'!.l_'ti:~ (!U:~i?r·H,-~clt!!:tF:.:..t.tr .-,ll;"l:.!t: il.) 

j.t ~ta~ l.,.ng, t·l'-1.i~io:..:;,e-':rt~e~~,~::..on. . 
-cort1w!i.z-.-1:t. e:ct:!.clt ~l.OO!.~.l\i;;.-e~cn, t:i~(:.O:~tl.t {Z.oo_:;..nAcc!.or,. J.lv~-~ l'i S) 
O.!!-~. 4!-~4ch·~, .~u:::2:U"C!: .-.!.l:"C.~0:1. F..e.q_i:e:,:s~ ?}:Ol:~~~o~ ,-i_::~o_ce!t$1'.t;t.!.ot:i~~::t'o~rt (":htCJ.lUtt~P~o~i!~!io.:., !.~ti t .,j !.~) 
ll~tJ. ~p:~¢he:, :::t·!;"1.1t.~. ~~t.:,.t~r~ ,F.-tq,;.c~t.~~)!JC'!.:!;.t:o.:. p:::oc'.::-'.t (R~1.1?Jt .. !H:._P~oee::s:::or, ~~~JA, l'H) · 
e~Q. A;&¢h~, a,-t.~-..at.b .-.sQt~Ot)_.~¢t:.o:r.Se:::::-"Jlet. .-p,~0¢-!:~b (Aet.!..o::i~Stt:-v-~e:t., j~V"A t 1~.!:2) 
o~q., 4~~e-h~. !rer.1.tt: i. ,!u:t.·:..(l'n ,Aei!o~Se~\l'l~t. ~oS'CJ~t. {Aot.!.o!'°"(.St:t\t-l~t." :3~~.,~ 1.S.lS) 
j-'.~,M(. ~ti~·v·;iJ:-e,l".t.~p _,Htt.~S:e~-t;l.~t. .. !i~~\'!.i!~ (Mt:t-~S~x,,.rt:t~ j&V·~ i '111) 
:\.!Va:,.: dJ~r-,.:..e:~. net.,; ,:lt.~ps~~,,::.-e:,: ,!l~l~v.ic~ .(Mtt.i;:-Setv-=..t:, ,~·ti:: 1C·} 
~~o~ ,b"c!i~ .w!-~. corr.c~t.• ~.-;.;i: . .-e!:~_. ie:~!~"liit:!.~~:tf'.!..!t~~. ttoF!.l1:~r {~,::p,lY,RtiAd~.:F!.l'.t.t:r ~-:'it.\"~ lat) 

, ___ y,-~_,._. __ ,_.,._,__,)1 .... ~,1.·0-•'"-"-M---r~o<o.,,,,..,,,.,.. , . ..,1.....-.-.,_, ... ,.,._-...,,...._.,._.,~, .. ,r __ ,, ___ ~----·- _/4r ___ ,,,.,_~ - ~ ........ .,.., __ ,.,_...,..._ ___ ..,. •• ~· ,., __ . ,., _ ___._,,,_,~,.,....,.~..__,.,.~ ... -i-,..,...-.., 

\ ~,,im"" .. Ql!O•r,iE4i:,ie,:,,r,ii;;n!'l1,:*11;;,,a'!?l~~-!"llml'li!ffli~~~m!~~illll· ~ •• mm""·""~""'· """"!W""~"".n&"".; =.:~""'R""'"'";&J:""'~""""""""mi""""~""'@ffl~~~&~4PJ.M~¥¥¼¥4~VA 

------------~--- .------.---·------
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AFFIDAVIT OF 'TINA SMITH 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 
) ss: 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

Tina Smith being first duly sworn. deposes and says: 

l. I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered. I make this Affidavit based 

upon facts \.~ithin my own knowledge, save and except as to matters alleged upon iiltbrmation 

and belief and, as to those matters, [ believe them to be true. 

2. On the evening of September 12, 2016 Radford J. Smith, Esq. notified me that he 

was unable to file a motion because the Wiznet site seemed to be down. The next morning, I was 

advised that the Wiznet account for Radford J. Smith, Chartered was put on hold as the credit 

card associated with the accmmt had declined a transaction. 

3. The credit card is a Discover Card ending m xO 172, and I an} one of the 

authorized users of the account. When \Ve learned that our Wiznet account was Jocked, I logged 

into the firm's Discover Card account. When I logged into the account, there were some charges 

that l was asked to verify. 

4. The charges were: (1) 1-REI*Matthew Bender & Co $2653.35;. (2) REI*Matthew 

Bender & Co $ i 135.50; (3) Clarkefileid $25. 75; and ( 4) Clarkefileid $3.50. I yerified the 

charges and then called Discover Technical Support, 1-800-973-8086. I .. va.s advised that the 

account was on hold as they were questioning a charge to DiscusDental/Phillips for $78.51. r 

verbally verified that charge. 

5. I spoke with the. representative Karen 1, who advised me that once a charge is 

qnestioned all subsequent charges are declined untii the charges can be verified by an authorized 

---------·---.. ·---
1 Employees of Discover declined to give out their last name, but they indicated there were notes on the credit earn 
account file regarding our conversation, 
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account user, even if there are available funds. The Discover Card had $11,550.00 in funds still 

available. Typically, an ale1t is sent to the user that notifies them that there is a hold on the 

account. According to Stacy2 in the fraud verification department, no notice was sent due to an 

error in the system. The account was set up to receive text and email notices, bui neither were 

sent. 

6. I asked whether certain charges, such as Clatkefileid, could be approved in the 

future even if there was a questionable charge on the account. After speakii1g with Karen's 

manager, she confinned that this could not be done. The only option was for an authorized 

account user to confirm the transactions and unlock the account, and then charges could be 

processed. to con.firm our conversation regarding what happened with the Discover charge and 

that the account -..:vas valid and had available funds I asked for a letter from Discover, Karen 

indicated that they would not write a letter, but they would be willing to speak to a third party. 

7. After speaking with Discover, I called Wiznet to see ifit was possible to set lip a 

default credit card in case this happened again. I spoke to Melissa.3 Sh~ said that we could add a 

second credit card onto the account that the user performing the filing could s~itch between; but 

that it could not be set as an automatic default. I then asked her whether the user would know 

that the credit card had been declined and that they should switch to the other canl. Melissa, 

however, indicated that they would not know. I also asked Melissa if shecnuld see that o!.lr finn 

had tried to log on and file doct1ments. Melissa said "No" and that once an account is iocked, 

the1'e are no records of acti vit:y until the account is unlocked. 

8. Melissa indicated that the firm's Wiznel account was locked due the Discover 

Card declining a transaction from Wiznet. According to :tvfeHssa, it is not the policy of Wiznet to 

-----------------· 
2 Employees of Discover declined to give out their last name, but they indicated there were notes on the credit card 
account file regarding our conversation. 
" Me!lssa of Wiznet declined to give out her last naine. 
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notify law fim1s when their account has been locked. 111e only way to find out is to call Wiznet if 

you expetiem;e a problem or deiay when filing a document. Wiznel will then inform the user that 

the account is locked. 

9. Melissa went on to confinn that Sharo.n Hill from Radford J. Smith, Chartered 

bad called earlier that morning, found out that the firm account was locked, and had requested 

the forms to unlock the account. We immediately completed the fonns, and the account was 

unlocked a few hours later. 

10. In conclusion, the Wiznet account of Radford J. Smith, Chartered "\Vas shut down 

on September 12, 2016 until September 13, 2016 due to a declined transaction from the firm's 

Discover credit card. Wiznet did not notift the firm that the account was shut down, and 

Discover did not inform the firrn that there were possible fraudulent charges on the account that 

had stopped all other charges from being processed. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SA Y"ETH NAUGHT. 

Subscribed and sworn before m,e 
this __ day of September, 2016. 

----c--c----...,..-•···-·-··-···-····----
NOT ARY PUBLIC in and for 
said County and State 

. ....... 
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Filters Used: 

1 Tagged Record Email Report 

Da!e 

Subje(,i 
Client 
r-rom 
To 

Form Format 

9113/2016 Time 8:55AM 8:55AM Duration o,oo (hours) 
Client Fc;mn to unlock Wiznet [#2033C:OOAIJ 

Gabrielle Kogod 11/!a!terHef Kogod v. Ko god 
CCDC.ACCOUNTING@TYLERTECH.COM 
Sharon Hill 

Code 
Staff 

Date Printed: 9/15(2016 

Time Pr.rited: 11 :12AM 

Printed By: KMEDINA 

Case Related 
Kimberly Medina 

MatterNo D13-489442-D 

CC To 

BCCTo 
Reminders 

Custom1 
Custom2 

(days before) Follow N Done N Notify N Hide N Trigger N Private N Status 

Custom3 
Custom4 

Hello, 

Attached is the form that will n.eed to be filled out and sent back to 
ccdc,accounting@tyiertech.com. Once the accounting is unlocked then you will want to log into 
thewiznet 
account and add tt\e credit card for Efile and. OAP. 

Thank you, 
Melissa 
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Filters Used: 

1 Tagged Record Email Report 
Form Format 

Date Printed: 9/15/2016 

Time Printed: 11:13AM 

Printed By: KMEDINA 

Date 

Subject 

Client 
From 

9/13/2016 Time 11:47A!l.'l Duration 0,00 .(hours) 
RE: Cl.ient info form for Radford J. Smith Chtd (response to ace 
Gabriene Kogod MatterRef Kogod v. Kogod 
Ken Smith 

Code 
Staff 

Case Related 
Kimberly Medina 

MatterNo 013489442-D 

To CC DC.Accounting 
CC.To 

BCCTo 
Reminders 

Custom1 
Custom2 

(days beforej Foliow N Done N Notify N Hide N Trigger N Private N Status 

Custorn3 
Custom4 

Hi Jorge, 

As requested. 

From: CCDC.Accounting (mail(o:CCDC.ACCOUNTING@TYLERTECH.COM] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 201611:36 AM 
To: Ken Smith <ksmith@radfordsmith:com> 
Subject: RE: Client info form for Radford J. Smith Chtd (response to acct 
error) [#2033C024R] 

Hello Ken, 

In the fonn the first line asks for a Wiznet Usemame and you typed a name, we 
were unable to locate. any account with that name nor the email address on the form. 
Please send the form again with the correct usemame, this will be the usemame that 
you use to login to the account. 

Thanks 

Jorge 

--.~Original Message-
From: ''Ken Smith" <ksmith@radfordsmith.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 11:45 AM 
To: "ccdc.accounting@tylertech.eorn" <ccdc.accounting@tylertech.com> 
Subject: Client info fonn for Radford J. Smith Chtd (response to acct error) 

Melissa., 
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Filters Used: 

i Tagged Record Email Report 
Form Format 

As instructed, please find attached, client account information sheet in 

Date Printed: 9/15/2016 

Time Printed: 11:13AM 

Printed By: KMEDINA 

response to account freeze. We are OQt sure why Olff account was frozen, hut need to 
remedy immediately ii$ filing deadl!nes arc bein_g missed, Let us know if there is 
anything we can do to expedite. Please copy me ori all correspondence to Mr. Smith m; l 
wm be handling reinstatement. 

Kenrieth Smith, Paralegal 
Radford J. Smith, Ch_artered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 
T: 702,990-6448 
F: 702-9.90-6456 

This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity to wh_ich it is 
addressed and may contain attorney/client infonna_tion that is privileged, confidential 
and exempt from disclosure undet applicable law, If the reader of this message is 
not the intended recipien.t or the employee or agent responsible. for delivering 
this message to the intended recipient, y.ou are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distrtbution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply 
emall or by telephone 
{702) 990,6448, and immediately delete this message aod an its. attachments, 

2 
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Ctient Information Form 

Wiznet User Name: Radford J. Smith 

Contact Person: Tina Smith 

Firm Name: Radford J. Smith Chtd. 

Address: 2470 St. Rose Pkwy 

Henderson NV 8907 4 

Email: rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

Phone Number: 702-990-6448 

Name on Card: Tina Smith -------------------
Credit Card Number: 6011 2089 6045 0172 

Expiration Date: 

fnvoice #: 

01-20 Code: 240 
______________ lfoppl/t'a/Jie 

Tyler Employee Name: ------------

08819 
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11 ORDR 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
KilvIBERL YA. MEDINA, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 014085 · 

5 
2470 St Rose Parkway, Suite 206 

. Henderson, Nevada 89074 
6 l Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
I Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 rsnuth@radfordsmith.com 

8 
Attorneys/or Plaintiff 

9 

IO I GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 

11 I Plaintiff, 
12 Jv. 
131 
14 

i DEN~IS KOGOD, 

15 Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

l6 ORDJ!;R GRANTL"{G EX PARTE REQUEST TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE MOTION FOR 
ATTOR.!"'lEYtS FEES AND COSTS 

l? 

The Court having reviewed Plaintiff's Ex Parte Request to Extend Time to File Motion for I 
18 

19 
I Attorney's Fees and Costs presented by Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Kimberly A. Medina, Esq. of Radford ! 

20 I J. Smith, Chartered, on behalf of Plaintiff, GABRJELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, and good cause appearing 

21 therefore, 

22 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Ex Parte Request to Extend Tirne to File Motion for Attomey•s 

:u 
Fees and Costs is GRANTED. 

24 

2~ I ... 
~ .. I . 

26 1 .. .-

27 

28 
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IT rs flJRTHER ORDERED that the Plaintiff shall have until September 13, 2016 to file her 

2 
Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs. 

3 ; 
1DATED this ___ day of September, 2016. 

4 

s 

6 

7 l 
I Respectfully Submitted By; 

s I 
,: ~l-SM!TH,C!Wl'rEI\ED 

IJ ·
1RADFORDJ. SMITH.ESQ. 

12 
Nevada State Bar No. 02791 
KIMBERL y A. rvmDINA, ESQ. 

l3 Nevada State Bar No. 014085 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite206 

14 Henderson, Nevada 89074 

15 1
Attorneyfor Plaintiff 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

?3 ! - I 
24 

25 ... 

2.6 

27 ! 
I 

28 

! 

I 

,i 
II 

~~--------------·---·----·-···-
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

2 
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NOAS 
RADFORD J. SMITB, CHARTERED 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 002791 
KIMBERLY A. MEDINA, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 014085 

5 12470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
i Henderson, Nevada89074 

6 i Telephone: (702) 990-'6448 
I Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 I tsmith.@tadfordsmith.com 

8 Auorneys.for Plainlf/f 

9 

Electronically Filed 
09/21/2016 04:28:00 PM 

.. 
~-J..~~ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

!O 

II 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

12 

13: 

14 

15 

!6 

i7 

'i . GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 

Piaintiff, 
vs. 

' 

:i,, 

Defendant. 
_____ , ____ _j 

DE1,INIS KOGOD, 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 

DEPTNO.: Q 

FAMILY DIVISION 

18 

19 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL 

20 I NOTICE is hereby given that Defendant, VIVIAN HARRfSON. hereby cross-appeals to the 
! 

21 Supreme Court of the State of Nevada for District Comt Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order 

22 filed on August 22, 2014, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1'1" hereto. 
c,..t;-

23 Dated this'Z/ ~:Y of September, 2016 
24 

,, i~~'.1s~~YERED··· _ 
/ I (j_/ I ·t· • / ·' ~1 t · ,,, •. "~" ·- iZ ?_6 \ l [/ · L// /(_, I/~·_(./ :J;:j.l,i("'"i~'1 ./;:::,-.,,, 

_-:,s_~:_____ &__ · f · - 1 J,v. .. _,, I l.1 -
I rtA FORD J. SMITH, ESQ. . , . 

27 ; Nevada Bar No. 002791 

28 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorney/or Plaint(ff 
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1 I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

lO 

ll 

i2 

i3 

l4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ .... _;_ 

,,") . . )/ 

I hereby certify that r am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered and that on the l./ day of 

September, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, l electronically transmitted a 

true and con-ect copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL by way of Notice of 

Elecironic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole M. Young, £sq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 

/.,/ v?/1 ~-~ l 11// /-, _,,...,. . . . . 1--·--·--·· 
t : t ·/ / • 

1 li 1 ( ,-;,. ,.,/ -,/,, __ ., / 
..j___. __ _,t~; _,<~{ _.,,_; ,±:L.L_____ ...._ _ _,., 
n employee of Radford J. Smith, Chattered 

2 
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1 

2 

3 

NEOJ 

DISTRICT COURT 

Electronically Filed 
08/22/2016 04:03:40 PM 

CLERK OF THE COt.J~T 

4 

sl I CLARKCOUNTY,NEVADA 
6i 
I GABRIELLE ROSE CIOfFI.KOGOD, ) 

7 I ) 
s ! Plaintiff, ) 

I 

9 f V. 
) 
) 
) 

CAS£ NO. D· 13-489442-D 
DEPTNO. Q 10 

15 

16 
! 

17' 

18 

19 

20! 
' 

211 
22 I 

I 
23 j 

24 l 
I 

25 ! 
I 

26 l 
27 j 
28/li 

ll'tCI! C. !luctallOffnt 

DENNIS L. KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
} ______________ ) 

NOTICE Of ENTRY OF 
FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF LA\t{ .A.">\fD DECREE OF DIVORCE 

TO: ALL PARTIES Al'JD/OR THEIR ATTORNEYS 

Please take notice that 2 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of 

Divorce has been entered in the above-entitled matter, a copy of which is attac..\ed 

herem. I hereby certify that on the above file stamped date, I caused a copy of thls 

Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce 

to be: 
® E~Servect pursuant to NEFCR 9 on, or placed in the folder{s) LOLated in the 

Clerk's Office of, the fol1m-ving att0meys: 

Radford Smith, Esq. 

Daniel J\lfarks, Esq. 

Is/ Kimberly VV~iss.__ _____ _ 
Kimberly \.Veiss 
Judicial Executive Assistant 
Department Q 

···-·= 
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1 

2 

:1 
I 

sl 
I 

6!, , 

DECD 

DISTRICT COURT 

ClARKCOUN1Y, NEVADA 

Electronica!fy Filed 
08/22/2016 01 :53:56 PM 

•. 
~ j.~*'~._ 

CLERK Of THE COURT 

7 GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI-KOGOD, ) 

8 

9 

Hl 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1sj 
16 

17 

18 

Plaintiff, 

V. CASE NO. D-13-489442-D. 
DEPTNO. Q 

DENNIS L. KOGOD, 

) 
} 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Defendant.. 

f!NDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF lAW AND DECREE OF DIVORCE 

This matter came before this Court for trial on February 23, 2016, on Plaintiffs 

Complaint for Divorce {Dec. 13, 2013 ), Defendant's Answer to Complaint for Divorce 

and Counterclaim (Nov. 24, 2014), and Plaintiffs Reply to Counttrclaim for Divorce 

{Dec. 5, 2014). P1afntiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KQGOD (hereinafter referred to as 

''Gabrielle"), appeared personally, and by and through her attorneys, RADFORD J. 

SMITH, ESQ~, and G.\RIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. Defendant, DENNIS KOGOD 

(hereinafter referred to as ''Dennis"), appeared personally and by and through his 

attorneys, DANIEL MAJU(S, ESQ., and NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. The trial 

continued on February 24, 2016, February 25, 2016, February 26, 2016,
1 

and May 4, 

1Trial i.n this matter initially was scheduled to take place on February 23. 24, and 26, 
2016. Both parties expressed that they needed additional time to present their respective cai::es. 
This Court added an additioMI full day of trial tir:ne (February 25, 20 l 6) to accommodate 
their request. (Plaintiffs Closing Brief (Aug. 1, 2016) failed to reference the February 25, 
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~I 
31 
4; 

.r 
5 

6 

,11 
! 

Si 
J 

9\ 
I 
! 

10 I 
I 

11 I 
I 

12 f 

13' 

14 

2016.
2 

An additional hearing was held on July 13, 2016, on Gabrielle's Motion to 

Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees at1d Costs (Jun. 21, 2016). At the 

Court's direction, closing argomenrn were submitted in writing. This Court has 

reviewed and considered Defendant's Closing Brief (Aug. l, 2016} {hereinafterreferred 

to as "Dennis' Brief') and Plaintiff's Closing Brief (Aug. I, 20 l 6) (hereinafter referred 

to as "Gabrielle's Brief'). This Court's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 

Decree of Divorce (hereinafterreferred to as "Decree") follow. 

In evaluating the issues raised in the parties' pleadings, this Court had the 

opportunity to lislen to and revie,v the testimony of several ,vitnesses and reviev, 

extensive documentary evidence admitted into the record:' The witnesses included 

j Dennis, Gahrieile, Jennifer A. Allen, CPA, CFE, Richard M. Tcichner, CPA, ABV, CV A, 
15 l 
16 J MAFF, CFF, Cr.FA, FCPA, CGMA, CDFA. Joseph L. Leauanac, CPA_. CITP, CFF, CFE, 

n ii 1111V, ASA, Mark Herman, Jcnnifcr Bosco, and Veronica Carda, This Court also has 

18, 

19 

20 

21 

22 

I 

231, 
241

1 
I 
I 

251 

26i 

211 
I 

I 
281 

RYCl!C.~.11 
.OIST1UCT ,>l!OOF. ,.I 

'Mi1'1.YDMSION,DEPT.Q j\ 
..SVEGAG. N1:"i/ft0AS9!01 ! 

ii 

20 [ 6 trial date.) Although both patties requested additional time, this Co1.1rt found that the 
parties spent time during the trial in their respective examinations that was not helpful or that 
was superfluous to the essential facts needed to resolve the issues before the Coun. 

i 
2The May 4, 2016 evidemiary proceedings focused on the testimony of each party's 

respective real estate expert appraisers who offered testimony regarding the property located 
at 97 i 6 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills, California. 

1At the July 1.3, 2016 hearing, Dennis expressed concern that this Court had already 
completed an initial draft of the Decree prior to the submission of dosing briefs. As noted 
herein, this Cuun has reviewed and considered each party's brief in tlnalizing this Decree. 
Moreover, the trial record had already been established long before closing briefs were 
submitted. There \'Vas little benefit for this Court to wait five months after trial ended in 
February to begin preparation of r.he Decree. Further, contrary to the reference in Gabrielle's 
Brief, this Court did not review vide.o #transcrtpts" of the tri.ai or prior hearings. Rather, after 
outlining the entirety of the trial proceedings, this Couri re-watched the entire video of the trial 
and the video of each pre-ulal hearing before this Court. 

2 
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1 

2 I 
3; 

I 
41 

5 r 
6 

11 
81 
9lj 

I 
101 

111 
f 

! 

l2 

13 

14 I 

15/ 

161 
17 1 

1811 
19

1
1 
I 

20 I 

21 I 
22 

23 

2.4 

25) 
I 

26' 

27 

'I\Mit,V Dl\'!S.'OH, CEPT. <l 
".$ VE.G,'5. NfVIIOA 139101 

read and considered the deposition transcripts of Eugene Cioffi (Exhibit SSSS), and 

Stephanie Cioffi (Exhibit TT.IT), as well as exceipts of the deposit.ion transcripts of 

Nadyane Khapsalis Kogod {Exhibit 125)/ Patricia Murphy (Exhibit 126), Mitchell 

Kogod {Exhibit 127), Marsha Kogod {Exhibit I28), Sheldon Kogod (Exhjbit 129), 

Dana Kogod (Exhibit 130), and Jennifer Cnite Steiner (Exhibit 131).~ Du.ring trial, 

this Court had the opportunity to observe issues pertaining to the credibility and 

demeanor of each witness who testified in Court. 

The issues before this Coun include: (1) the division of assets and debts; {2) 

alimony to be paid by Dennis to Gabrielle; and (3) attorney's fces.6 The division of 

4Given her native tongue is Russian, Ms. Khapsalis Kogod was offered a Russian 
incetpreter for her deposition, but she dedined. 1be fact that. English is not her native tongue 
rs noticeable in the excerpts of her deposition testimony. 

5The parties initially expressed their intention to read the deposition transcripts into the I 
record. As the trier of fact, this Court is Cll.pable of reading deposition transcripts. (The , 
reading of the deposition transcript by a third pany would offer nothing to thi-s Court with I 
respect to the demeanor of the witness. This Court is able to pe1fonn the same reading.) Thus, 
this Court directed that those portions of the deposition transcripts upon which each party 
intended to rely be marked and introduced as exhibits. To preserve each party's 1ight to object 
to specific deposition testimony, this Court established a protocol that allowed the parties to 
lodge specific objections regarding any qtiestions asked during the depositions. This Court 
then rule<l on those objections a\. the April 6, 20 l 6 and May 4, 2016 hearings. foilowing these 
evidentiarv rulings, this Court reviewed the testimonv admitted into the. record. Gabrielle 
stipulated., to the admission of the entirety of Eug;ne Cioffi's deposition transcript and 
Stephanie Cioff-i's depositiOtl transcript. Thus, objections were limited to the excerpts of the 
deposition transcripts offered by Gabrielle and marked as Plaintiffs exhibits. 

6Aithough the Court has reviewed Radford J. Smith, Chartered's Billing Statements 
(Exhibit 100), Marc Herman's Billing Statements {Exhibit 101 ), Anthem Forcnslc's Billing I 
Statements (Exhibit. 102), Clark Bartho!'s Billing Statements (Exhibit l 03), Detail foe, Costs I 
and Payment Transaction File Lists from the Law Office of Daniel Marks (Exhibit QQ.QQ), 
and Billing Statements from Jimmerson Hansen, P.C. (Exhibit RRRR), the issue of attorneys' 
fees and costs is not addressed directly herein.. The propriety of such an award may be 
addressed by post-adjudicatory papers filed with the Court. This Court notes, however, that 
neither party submitted an offer to allow entry of decree pursuant to NRS 125.l 4 l, despite 
repeated encotm1gement from the Court. This Court references in this Decree relevant findings 

3 
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1 
2 assets and debts includes Gabiielle's request for an unequal division of assets based on 

I 

3! Dennis' alleged waste and/or dissipation of community assets. 

41 
5 

I I. 
! 
! 

BACKGROUND f ACTS7 

6' 

7[ 
i 

81 
9! 

I 
IO·! 

11 

12 

13 

141 

15i 

161 
I 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

221 

231 
24j 
25 1 

26!1 

27 

28 i 
RYCE C. WCKWORTH j 

tJ:smtct JIJO(l!; l 
'AlllltYOIVISiCt<. DEPT. Q l 
>S \'EC,AS !-JEVA!ll\89101 ! 

i 
l 

A. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE: P1rn~NEVAJ)A- relative "nutrital bliss" 

Gabrielle and Dennis met in New York in 1990.6 Prior to the parties meeting, 

Dennis had graduated from the University of Florida in 198] ,vith a baccalaureate 

degree in business administration. In approximately 1987, Dennis began working for 

Pilling selling surgical instmments. By l 989, he had been promoted to. a regional sales 

manager position. Meanwhile, Gabri.elk had esta:b:lished a successful background in 

sales and clinical nursing prior to the parties' marriage. Gabrielle obtained a Masters I 
l 

of Public Health and is a registered nurse and legal nurse consultant. See Exhibit I. 

Gabrielle attained these credentials prior to meeting Dennis~ 

At the time they met, Dennis had no appreciable propeny. Gab1ielle 

interviewed \Vi.th Dennis for a position ,vith Pilling. She \1vas hired as a salesperson at 

Pilling shortly thereafter and the parties became romantically involved. Prior to their 

marriage, Dennis was transferred by Pilling to Florida. Gabrielle agreed to move to 

pertaining to statutory claims for attorneys' fees. Nevertheless, although not ordered. herein, 
this Comi. is persuaded that Gabrielle shoul.d be reimbursed the forensic accounting costs 
associated with her retention of Anthem Forensics for the work that Dennis had promised and 
was legally obligated to perform (as discussed throughout this Decree). NRS 18.005(5). See 
Frazien. Drake, J31 Adv. Op. 64,357 P.3d365 (2015). 

7'fhe foregoing is a summar:y of the pertinent background facts based on the record 
before this Court. 

8Although Dennis and Gabrielle both testifie(l that they .met in 1990, Gabrielle's Brief 
st.ates that the parties met in 1989. 

4 

·-1 

08830 



6 

7 

81 

9, 
! 

10·! 
I 

11 ! 
! 

121 
13 

14, 
I 

15! 
j 

161 
t 

17' 

18 

19 ! 
' 

2011 
21 I 

I 

! 
22 l 

I 
I 
l 

23 i 

24 

25 

! 
i 

261' 
271 

I 
281 

i 

R~&!~! 
'AMILY OMS!ON. IJEPY. Q t 
'\S\-eG/'.S, "EWiD~.@1c1 

Florida to join Dennis. Gabrielle and Dennis ultimately married on July 20, 199 l at 

the U.N. in New York City. 

In November 1991, Gabrielle and Dennis moved from Florida to Pennsylvania 

as a result of Dennis· promotion to National Sales Director for Pilling. TI1e parties 

purchased a home in Permsylvania, ·with the dm.vn payment coming front Gabrielle's 

401 (k). While in Pennsylvania, Gabrielle obtained employment with Osteopathic as 

a nurse recruiter and then worked as a clinical nurse manager. Dennis then became 

Vice President of Sales (and later Vice President of Saks and Marketing} at Pilling. As 

a result of this promotion, the parries moved to North Carolina. Dennis received no 

specialized training as a result of this promm.ion. On "a&,uregate," Dennis continued 

to travel between t,,vo to three days per week as a result of his employment 

responsibilities. 9 Gabrieik's job changed again when the parties moved to North 

Carolina, where she started her career at Kaiser. She then interviewed and was 

accepted at the North Carolina Board -of Nursing. 

1n approximately 1992, Teleflex_acquired the assets of Pilling and then Te1efle..-x 

acquired Vveck from Bristol-Myers, Squibb. In late I995 or early 1996, Dennis 

became Vice President of Corporate Accounts and International for Teleflex. At that 

time, he no longer focused on sales. In this position, Dennis' travel would take him to 

9fn general, Dennis testified that he traveled an average of two to three days per week 
for the various companies he worked for during the marriage. As. discussed below, however, his 
international travel increased with his employment at DaVita. Although he testified that 
certain positions required" more travel" than other positions, when asked the amount of weekly 
travd, the routine response was "two to three days per week" for any given employment 
position. 
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3 J time, Once again, Dennis did not. receive any specialized type of training for this 
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position. The parties contemplaLed purchasing a home in New Hampshire and they 

even paid a deposit on a home. Hmvever, Dennis received an opportunity to pursue 

a more lucrative position with Gambro. Therefore, in July 2000, the parries jointly 

chose to follow Dennis' career opportunity with Gambro. 

Gambro was a Swedish company, with its U.S. presence on the medical "service'' 

side (Unlike the medical "product·· side with Teleflex) located in Lakewood1 Colorado. 

Gambro's regional office was located in Elisa Viejo, California. The parties moved to 

California, where they purchased a home in Coto de Caza in Rancho Sama Margarita 

(and later pun:hased a second home in Coto de Caza). Dennis was hired at Gambro 

as President of the West Division, which was a newly created position. Dennis' 

trainlng consisted of a week-long tra.ining at the company offices. 

The pa.rtics' marital relationship dutin.g this period of time (Le., between the 

time of marriage and their relocatJon to California) appeared to be relatively 

21 l harmonious. Notvvithstanding the amount of travel Dennis' career pursuits required, 
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the parties routinely and regularly enjoyed holidays and special occasions together. 

Indeed, throttghout the marriage, it was not uncommon or unusual for Dennis to be 

away frotn the marital home due to business travel. Such travel was commonplace and 

routine. In addition to holidays and special occasions, the parties seemed to enjoy the 

time they spent toget.her. There is nm.bing int.he record to suggest that their marital 

relationship suffered in any significant respect until after their move to California. 
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B. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE: NEVADA - the ilntrievable breakdown 
of their marriage 

The 2003-04 time-frame marked several significant events in Gabrielle and 

Dennis' marriage, including: (l) advancements in Dennis' career (and a concomitant 

dramatic ascent in earnings and marital wealth); (2) the p11rchase of the parties; Lake 

Las Vegas home (and Gabrielle's permanent relocation thereto); and (3) the beginning 

of Dennis' relationship with Nadyane Khapsalis Kogod (also known as Nadine Kievsky. 

Nadya Khapsa.lis, Nadezhda Khapsalis and Nadya Kh:apsalis Kievsky) (hereinafter 

referred to as "Nadya").10 

(I' 
' ) Dennis and DaVita 

In 2004., Dennis' position a.t Gambro changed from Division President to the 

Co-Chief Operating Officer. More travel was required in this positio1i. than the divjsion 

manager position. Dennis' travel typically en.tailed approximately three days per week 

{benveen January 2004 and October 2005). In November 2004, DaVita announced 

its acquisition of Gambro. Although Dennis entertained other employment 

opportunities after the acquisition was announced, he remained 'With DaVita. In this 

regard, DaVita was intent on having one of the senior team members (i.e., Dennis) stay 

\vith the company. Thus, in October 2005, Dennis began working for DaVita, 

overseeing the western operating group or region (as well as some additional 

mNadya 's name on her birth certificate is Nade7J1da Khapsalis,. and her name on her 
passportis Nadine Khapsalis Kogod. Deposition 27; 22-24; 30: 9~ 11. In explaining her name 
change to Nadyane Khapsalis Kogod, Nadya testified that "J didn't ,vant to be a Kievsky 
anymore, since my husband is Denni.~ Kogod was at that time. w Deposition 26: 18:..20. 
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responsibilities). Although his duties were similar to his position with Ga1ribro, it was 

on a larger scale due to the siz:e of the company. Nevertheless, his travel requirements 

remained similar. 

Effective January I, 2009, Dennis was promoted to Chief Operating Officer at. 

DaVita, which he called a "job of a lifetime,"11 See Exhibits 92-98. His duties changed 

from overseeing the western dh,ision of the company to overseeing management of all 

divisions. Dennis' travel increased as a res1dt of this promotion, including more 

international travel. {Although. im.emational travel had also been a part of his ptior 

employment experience, in late 2010 Dennis began traveling more internationally. 

Again, Dennis; business travel and the associated physical separation of the parties on 

a temporary basis was customary throughout the marriage.) Dennis did not receive any 

specific training as a result of this promotion. Effective January l , 20 l 5, Dennis 

became President of Healch Care Partners and the CEO of the international division 

of DaVita (Exhibit 98), which requiTed even greater international travel. 

Although the parties' relocations throughout their marriage followed Dennis· 

career pursuits, the record confirms that both panics were in agreement with each 

relocation. Specifically, the parties mutually understood and agreed that it was 

finanda.lly advantageous to follow Dennis' career trajectory. Further, the parties 

believed that, with Gabrielle's back,1:.,rround and training in the nursing field, she could 

llRelative to the leadership at DaVita today, Dennis opined that it is rare for someone 
of his limited educational back.ground to advance as he has. He ~oted that most of the 
individuals serving in upper .management positions at DaVita have advanced degrees, and 
several of those individuals graduated from h•y League schools. 
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the differences in their formai educational ba~(Jy'()unds, Dennis' career path provided 

the parties with greater financial prosperity to an extraordinary degree. 

During the trial, Dennis testified in detail about his promotions and training at 

the companies for which he worked. Most of the training appeared to be internal 

training ,mthin each company or "on-the-Job" training. Other than short training 

(induding·week-long) seminars, Dennis did not receive any fonn.a1 education or r.areer 

training during the parties' marriage. NeverJ1ekss, throughout the marriage, Dennis 

obt~ined relatively broad-based experience in n,edical sales and marketing. Further, he . 

acknowledged that his employment experience played a key role in "getting me to 

DaVita." His ability to remain with DaVita was something he "earned" through hard 

work and "getting results." The resulting increase in income and wealth associated 

,vi,h Dennis' employment with DaVita was dramatic as reflected in the parties· income 

ta.x returns and Dennis' compensation suinmaries discussed later in this Decree. 

(2) The Move to Nevada - the beginning and the endt2 

In 2003, the panies purchased their home at 28 Via Mira Monte; Lake Las 

Vegas, Nevada (hereinafter referred to as the ''Lake Las Vegas" home or resi.dence). 

Dennis suggested to Gabrielle thal they move to Las Vegas, and he originally · 

12In a March 26, 2011 email, Dennis lamented to Gabrielle: "The house represents sad 
thoughts for me, when we moved I think we V\rt:re alre.ady at that point in our relationship 
where we stopped sharing, stopped being intimate, so when I think about vegas [ sic} it makes 
me a little sad, even though I created the vegas [sic} dynamic by making that impulsive decision 
to move there." Exhibit 23: BS 12171·72. 
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rese:arc..½ed and found the home. 13 Nevenheless, rhe move to Las Vegas appeared to be 

a mutually agreed-upon decision. After arriv:ing in La.., Vegas in December 2003, · 

Gabrielle began working for Sunrise Medical before moving to Dignity Health 

(formerly knovvn as Catholic Healthcare \Vest) shortly thereafter. She has remained 

7 · at Dignity Health working as a cen.ificd legal nurse consultant. Exhibit 000. 
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According to Dennis, the parties' Ielationship already had started to deteriorate 

in 2002, while they lived together in California. After Gabrielle relocated to Las Vegas, 

Nevada, the parties shared no intimacy. Gabrielle ackr\o,vledged that the parties 

shared 110 sexual intimacy after 2004. The lack of intimacy, however, did not change 

how Gabrielle felt about Dennis. Dennis continued to uavel to Las Vegas (even after 

the start of his relationship with Nadya). Further, he continued to stay at the parties' 

Lake Las Vegas residence until June 2010. Dennis initially would spend ,a;eekend time 

in Las Vegas in whac appeared to be varying degrees of frequency and regularity. l
4 

Until 2010, it was customary for the parties to speak vvith each other daily {and 

11\Vhether Dennis intended to move to Nevada or actually did reside in Nevada is I 
debatable. The move to Las Vegas appears to coincide generally with the establishment of 
Dennis' relationship With Nadya (although Dennis maimains that his relationship with Nadya 
began in November 2004, nearly a year after the purchase of the Lak.e Las Vegas residence). 
Gabrielle was at least led to believe that Nevada would be the place of the parties' marital 
domicile. During the first year after the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence, Dennis 
testified that he spent most weekends and a couple of days per week in Las Vegas. Further, 
Dennis offered in his Brief that "the parties moved to L1ke Las Vegas." Dennis' B.rief t. Thus, 
this Court finds that Las Vegas was th1c: place of the parties' marital domicile as of 2003. 
Thereafter, and until June 20 I 0, Dennis continued to spend weekend time in Las Vegas. After 
Juiy 2010, however, Dennis did not enter the Lake Las Vegas home again. 

MBoth parties offered testimony about "typical" weekends together .in Nevada that 
induded details about their weekend traditions. These weeke11d traditions included routint' 
stops at Metro Pizza and their respective golf games (together and apart). 
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oftentimes multiple times each day). Nevertheless, Dennis maintained that the 

relationship was emotionally and physically distant, devoid of any intimacy, and 

broken. Between 2004 and 20 IO, the time spent together during holidays and special 

occasions became less regular and more infrequent. Yet, Dennis continued to tell 

Gab1ielle that he loved her until approximately August 20I3. Dennis explained that 

he still <lid (and does) love Gabrielle, but that he did not want to be married to her. 

In March 2010, Dennis initiated divorce proceedings with the filing of a 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 1.0, 2010) in Case No. 0·10-426578-D, Gabrielle 

testified that Dennis told her that he found his attorney's name (James J. Jimmerson, 

Esq.) in a telephone book. Dennis testified that he did not pursue a divorce at that 

time because he was afraid Gab1ie!le would "go t.o DaVita" (suggestingthat she would 

compromise his employment). 15 In July 2010, Gabrielle received a notice from the 

Court about the pending divorce action initiated by Dennis. la Dennis testified that~ 

When Gabrielle received t,1-\is notice, she was incredibly emotional. Nevenhcless, 

Dennis ad.nutted that Gab1iel1e never made a threat regardinghis employment and that 

isNmwithstanding the conc(•rnsexpressed by Dennis about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, his mes,sagesto her during this time induded ~ensitive information about DaVita, 
induding discussions about whetber Dennis V>'Ould stay with DaVita an~ infounatior. about 
.a "Qui Tam" lawsuit. Exhibit 18: BS 12436. When asked why he would share this type of 
"inside inform8tion" with her if he truly was concerned about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, Dennis answered that he had no e,"-planation a:nd could only speculate that it was 
because she was the only one he could talk to about iL 

10Bccause Gabrielle was never served vvith the Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), 
it is unclear what notice she received from the Court. The record in Case No. D-10-426578 
appears to suggest that a notice may have been generated by the court regarding the 
reassignment of the case from Department O to Department D. 
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she never "used those words." Expressing feelings .of remorse, Dennis declared to 

Gabrielle by Lext message: 

l don't know what to say. There are no words to undo what I did. I 
think I need to take a few days and think long and hard about what 1 did 
and what am I [ sic J doing beca.use I honestly don't krtow .... I \Atish l 
could take this all hack, I can't so rather th[a]n complicate things more 
I need some thinking time .... I never meant for this to happen. Never. 
I have been running from things so long and not dealing 111/ith them. I 
should have come to you to see what you thought about our marriage. 
Running to a lawyer was stupid. l haw: no idea '1/\rhat I was thinking 
about.. All 1 remember was a sick feeling in my stomach after the visit 
knowing I had betrayed you. I asked for the process to just stop but it 
fell Lhrough the cracks. . . I owe. you some answers and I think a lit.tie 
time away from home from work vvi.11 force me to sit and think long 
enough .a~d figure out what the heU I'm doing ... I'xn sorry and I do 
an[ d] always vviU love you Gabrielle. As much as I am capable of loving 
another person I love you that much and my heart broke over What I did 
to you ... l wish this day never happened. It has to be one of the wors{t} 
days of your life and you do not deserve that at all. You deserve a better 
life th[a)n I have given you the past 5 yeats. I ,•,ron't ask for your 
forgiveness. 

Exhibit 25. 

Dennis assured Gabrielle that the divorce action would be disrrJ.ssed. Although 

it does not appear that Dennis took any action himself to seek the dismissal of the 

Compiaintfor Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010}, theCourt.maspontedismissed che case byway 

of Order of Dismissal Without Prejudice (Feb. I 8, 201 J). Dennis reflected on his lack 

of ''courage" to follow-through with the divorce at the time, statingd1at he took the 

»chicken way Ollt." He also admitted that he made a multitude of excuses or 

rationalizations about the eause of the dett;doration of their relationship. At one point, 
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Dennis told Gabrielle that he had questions about his sexual orientation. 17 Dennis' 

strategy was to persuade Gabrielle to recognize on her own that their relationship was 

over, even to the point of engaging in marriage counseling under the false pretense Qf 

working on their relationship. Specifically, Dennis testified that: 

I actually used that f counseling] as a way of getting Gabrielle to come to 
the conclusion on her own that we had a marriage that was broken. I was 
having a hard time saying the words to her that I wanted a divorce. And 
I was hoping that through counseling and not returning to the marital 
house any time after that one day, arid telling her I had questions of my 
sexl1ality, that she would conclude this was a broken marriage and would 
make the decision to divorce. 

February 24, 2016 Video: 14:33. 

Dennis summarized that he pursued counseling for three primary purposes: ( l) 

he believed that co1.1nsding would be beneficial for Gabrielle; (2) he desired to h.ave a 

trained professional help Gabrielle understand that thernarriage was irreconcilable, and 

thus to encourage Gabrielle to make the dedsion to pursue a divorce;16 and (3) he 

wanted to avoid any "scandals" a.rising at work. Dennis admitted that he deceived 

Gabrielle for years. Gabrielle at times expressed happiness to see progress in their 

counseling, unaware that t..11e counseling was a complete rouse. Dennis ma.de promises 

11Dennis also fabric:ated a story about being admitted into a rei:;idential treatmentcenter. 
He sent Gabrielle text messages wherein he claimed th.at he: was al an Oregon residential 
treatment center where he was diagnosed with sleep apnea. None of this was true and Dennis 
admitted as much. Sec Exhibit 20: BS 12244- 12248. 

11Rather than working to repair their marriage, Dennis sought to have Dr. Michelle 
Gravely recognize that the marriage was broken and to have Dr. Gravely convince Gabrielle to 
pursue a divorce. In a. March 9, 2011 email, Dennis discussed setting goals for their 
relationship and getting back. together. His goal was to stay in counseling long enough so that 
Dr. Gravely could help Gabrielle sec the inevitability of divorce. Dennis truthfuily had no 
intention of following through on these goals. He saw the marriage as broken and it was not 
going to be fixed. February 24, 2016 Video: 14:59. 
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in email communications to return home. Exhibit 19: BS 12529. 12534. At one point, 

he told her: 'Tm l\ot stallinghoping I force you into asking for a divorce. I'm certain 

of that." At trial, however, he admitted the contrary - that he indeed desired to 

convince her to µursue a divorce all along. 

11-•ere were occasions when Gabrielle also made statements in emails to Dennis , 
/ 

that suggest that she also perceived that the m.arriage was failing, such as: "you're 

living a separate life," and "l don't know,1vho you are." Exhibit 23: BS 12151; 12174. 

Indeed, there were several examples of terse email and text. exchanges between the 

parties dating back to 20 l 0, many of which emanated from Gabrielle. 1~ See. e.g., 

Exhibit 18. 

In summary, it appears uncontrovened that, after 20 I 0, the parties did not. share 

any holidays or special occasions together. Further, after filing the prior Complaint for 

Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), Dennis did not physically do anything to get back together 

19That Gabrielle felt and expressed frustration and hopele.ssr.ess about their relat.ionship 
is exemplified by 20 i l communications when she declare& I 

Are you trying to get me to the point where l throw my hands up and walk 
away? Only you know that for sure - { can only tell you how it feels. But as 
I've. sa:\d be.fore; l think we're worth mol'e than that.- I'm worth more that\ that. 

[I]t's hard for me to imagine you can he such a high power decision maker, and 
deal with the tnterpersonal issues you've de.scribed over t.he.se last months, and 
yet keep doing what you're doingwlth us and not seeing ahead to the outcomes. 
Or are you continui11g to set this up to fail, setting me up to get so disgusted 
that I walk away from it so you don't have to do it first, like you tried to last 
vcar but felt "sick. to vour stomach"? ., ./ 

Exhibit 23 (emails.dated March 26, 2011 and March 13, 2011). 
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communications were almost exclusively limited to em.ail and text messages after th.at 

time. The record demonstrates that Dennis perceived that lhe relationship was broken 

much earlier than 2010. However, Gabrielle did not share that same perception. Up 

until that time, the parties continued to share time together and affectionately 

communicated with each other on a regular and routine basis. Nevertheless, the record 

supports a finding that the irretrievable breakdown of the parties' marriage began vvith 

Dennis' affair with Nadya in 2004 and continued through the initiation and pendency 

of these proceedings. Indeed, the maintenance of a secret affair in this case is 

fundamentally irreconcilable ·with a harmonious marital relationship. 

Dennis offered that there was no financial benefit overall to him to remaiJ1 

married. Following the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence in 2003, their 

relationship became more geographically .and emotionally distant. At that time, Dennis 

estimated the parties' net wonh to be $750,000. l.n 2010, he estimaced that their net 

worth had increased to $4,000,000.20 At the time of the divorce in 20 I 6, the parties" 

net worth appears to exceed $40,000,000. Dennis referred to this delay as the cost of 

his inability to have a "tough conversation" 'vvith Gabrielle about divorce. Although the 

;°Considering the stock options he had received at DaVita, the parties· net wqrth in 
20!0 appears to be more than $4,000,000. In fact, in a Noveµlber 23, 2010 email. Dennis 
referenced his receipt of 1,000,000 stock options v...ith an anticipated $18,000,000 in profit 
over the nex:t few years. Exhibit 23. Evenhad Dennis pursued the prior divorce action, he had 
not served the Complaint for Divorce {Mar. H), 2010) as. of July 201 O. Thus. it is highly I 
unlikely that the divorce would have been finalized prior to 20I 1. 
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timing of their incompatibility may be in dispute, it is uncontroverted at this time that 

the panies are incompatible in marriage and there is no possibility of reconciliation. 

{ 3) Nadya -Honest Deceit 

During trial, Dennis appeared to candidly discuss his relationship with Nadya, 

which, in and of itself; is seemingly oxymoronic. Dennis testified that he met Nadya 

in November 2004. Nadya did not own any assets of material value at the time that 

they met.21 By way of a green card, she worked as a hostess at a restaurant. Since at 

least June 2005, ho,vever, Nadya earned no inco111e. and did not contribute finandally 

to her personal expenses. Instead, Dennis paid for her food, clothing (shopping at 

various stores}, cars (t.hc first ca.r being a Porsche22 according to Nadya), a maid, spa 

services, a nanny (who was paid approximately $400 per week), all household and 

maintenance expenses, and additional spending money (generally $400 in cash each 

,veek and an additional $700 to $800 by check each week). Dennis also paid for 

Nadya to take college dasses (paying approximately $7,000), for an investment in Moe 

LLC ("he would trying to help me to _get in the business '"1th those people, and it . 

didn't work''), payment of Nadya's dental and medical expenses (including cosmetic 

11Nadya rec.ailed in her deposition that she had money in savings of approximately 
$20,000, Deposition 71 :5. However, she added that at least a portion of this money was sent 
to her mother, Deposition 76:13. 

12According to Nadya, her vehicles induded a 2015 Bentley GTC, BMW X5, GL 
Mercedes SUV, and .t Cadillac SRX. Although Dennis testified that he routinely owned 
multiple vehicles at any glven dme (and it does not appear that Nadya was the registered owner 
of the .aforementioned vehicles), the credible evidence supports a. finding that certain vehicles 
were intended primarily for Nadya's use and benefit. Whether Dennis drove any of these 
vehides does not change the finding that these expenditures were for Nadya's be.nefit. 
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surgery), money sent to Nadya's family in the Ukraine, and au travel expenses.23 

Initially, Nadya used a cre<lit card in Dennis' name to pay her expenses. Dennis later 

gave Nadya her own credit and debit cards to use for her expenses:2-1 When Nadya and 

Dennis were together, however, Dennis would pay aU expenses on his cards. In short, 

Nadya relied entirc{y on Dennis for her entire support. 25 According to Nadya, Dennis 

promised to take care of her for the rest of her life. 26 Deposition: 145: 15-22. 

At the beginning of his relationship vvith Nadya, Dennis testified that he did not 

disclose to Nadya that he was married. In fact, Dennis and Nadya traveled to Cancun, 

Mexico, where they panidpated in a "civil ceremony" on June 3, 2005 on the beach 

"Nadya enjoyed trips to Las Vegas, San Francisco, New York, Ari:tana, Paris, 
Amsterdam, Spain, Portugal, Laguna Beach, Palm Springs, Newport Beach and San Diego. In 
addition to paying all travel expenses, Dennis would give Nadya ~mce $1,000 for shopping. n 

Deposition: 16 7;5. 

24With the exception of one occasion when Nadya gave her credit card to the nanny to 
pl.lrch.ase groceries, Nadya testified that all charges on her credit card were her charges. 
Deposition: 130:3-15. 

isNadya testified that she stoppe~ filing income ta.x returns "when Dennis start 
completely take care of me, so I stopped because he was taking care of us." Deposition: 33 '. 7-9. 

26As Dennis' income began to skyrocket, he opened an investment account at UBS. 
Until recently, Gabrielle was not named on his UBS finandal accounts (where his bonus 
income and stock opt.ion income were deposited). Dennis admitted that, at least in patt, he 
did not 1,vant Gabrielle to see these accounts because he did not ,van t her to become aware of 
the mo11e)' he was spending on Nadya and !'tis children. Thus, Dennis deposited his regular 
pay(:hecks into the parties' joint Bank of America account (no. 6446), but deposited his 
bonuses into his UBS account. Although Dennis now argi:ies that there "is no evidence that 
Dennis tried to hide any asset from Gabrielle in an attempt to change the amount of money 
rhat Gabriel1e is entitled to" (Dennis' Brief 16), the record reflects that he actively concealed 
tl,e existence of the UBS account from Gabrielle. The record also reflects that he actively 
concealerl the existence. of other assets (including real properly and a yacht) to the point of 
titling assets in the name of family members. Although these assets are indeed now known and 
subject tb division, Dennis actively concealed the exi~tence of assets until after this litigation 
was initiated. 
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that at least appeared to have maniage overtones. 27 Although he could not recall when, 

Dennis maintained that at some point in time he told Nadya that he was married. 

Nadya testified that Dennis "confessed" to her that he wa.s married to Gabrielle 

approximately "a month after we [Dennis and Nadya] get married." Deposition: 

14:20-15: 18. 

In approximately June 2005, Dennis moved Nadya into the 1809 Overland 

Avenue condominium that he owned. In so -doing, he acknowledged that he 

misrepresented to Gabrielle thata colleague at DaVita O\vned the property, and that 

he was living with the son of the propeny mvner. During his testimony, Dennis 

apologized for his deceit.28 He concealed his relationship out of concero that someone 

at DaVita would find out about it. Not1,-.iithsta1,ding these alleged concerns, Dennis 

continued to have his assistant at DaVita (Pat Murphy), book travel for Nadya and 

Dennis. In. June 2013, Dennis purchased the residence and real property located at 

97 l 6 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills, Califomia (hereinafter referred to as the "Oak Pass 

property") for Nadya and his children. 

21Dennis was adamant that the ceremony was not a "legal" marriage because he and 
Nadya had not procure.d an appropriate license or Sl,lbmitted to the procedures required for a 
marriage in Mexico (not tq mention that he was already married). As noted previously; however, 
Nadya routinely uses the last name Kogod on government documents such as her passport and 
she regularly refers to Dennis as her "husband." 

180ennis similarly started a narrative with Gabrielle about his. subsequent purchase of 
the Edinburgh property from someone involved in the "Russian Mafia," Thus, when Gabrielle 
discovered bank statements containing references to "Nadya, .. the explanation flt perfectlyv-.1th 
the "Russian Mafia." narrative and did not create any immediate suspicions by Gabrielle. Irl 
reality, the Edinburgh home was purchased in 20 l O foi:: Dennis, Nadya and his children. 
Dennis had toid Gabrielle that he was living in Denver. Colorado at the time. 

18 

I 
d n 
"! 

I 
• 
f 

I 

08844 



J 
2 

3! 

41 
5 

6 
' 71 
j 

8 l 

1: J 
l 

111 
12i 
131 
141 
15 I 
1611 

17 

18 

19 

-- -- --- ··--

Unbeknovmstto Gabrielle at the time, Dennis fathered twin daughters (Denise 

and Nika)with Nadya. His twin daughters were born on December 28, 2007.29 The 

conception and resulting birth of Dennis' children was no accident. Dennis and Nadya 

were intent on havingchildren even to the point of pursuing in vitro fert;ilization. The 

cost of in Pitro fertilization was $13,000 per procedure. Deri:nis initially testified that 

he could not recall how many procedures he and Nadya pursued, but he later testified 

that he believed it was two-occasions. Dennis was present for the birth of his and 

Nadya's twin daughters, after whid1 he traveled to Brooklyn, N'ew York, to celebrate 

the holidays with Gabrielle, Dennis <::oncealed the birth of his children from both 

Gabrielle and his co-workers at DaVita.. h1 fact, because his co-workers knew that he 

and GabrieUe did not have minor children together, Dennis told his co-workers that his 

twin daughters were actually grandchildren that he had adopted. 

Dennis also paid for himself and Nadya to participate in counseling to work on 

issues in their relationship. They separated in approximately January or Febroary 

' 2015. Nadya and his children continue to reside in the Oak Pass property. Nadya 
20 
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attribuced their separation to Dennis' affair ,-vith another woman, Jennifer Crute 

29'fhe p:irties dispute when Gabrielle had actual knowledge of the existence of Dennis' 
twin daughter$. As discussed later in this Decree, Gabrielle claimed that she learned of Dennis' 
children at the Case Management Conference on February 3, 20l5. Dennis offered that 
Gabrielle knew (or a:t least should have known) in 2014_ ln support of his claim, Dennis cited 
a September- 20 l 4 email from Gabrielle,s former coun~eJ referencing a 2013 DaVita av,·ards 
dinner in which Dennis discussed the challenges of having srnalt children. According to 
Dennis, the email from Gabrielle's counsel stated: "I always suspected there was another 
family. Now we have proof" Although it appears that Gabrielle should have known about 
Dennis' thildren, it docs not appear to be disputed that Dennis did not personally provide 
Gabrielle with this information (or this admission) until the aforementioned Case Management 
Conference on February 3, 2015. 
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Steiner ("Jennifer"}.· "[ was trying to save family and try to accept that fact, but sorry 

I didn't grab more money, and so I didn't to go through what Gabriella was going 

through." Deposition: 57: 5-8. IronicaHy, Nadya personally met Jennifer when Nadya 

showed up at a counselor's office where Dennis was engaged in counselingvvith Jennifer 

to work on their (Dennis and Jennifer's) relationship. 

{ 4) Jennifer - the other "other" woman 

Duling his extra-marital relationship v.1th Nadya, Dennis started an extra

marital relationship with Jennifer. Dennis first met Jennifer when she interviewed \'Vi.th 

him for a position at DaVita. Their intimate relationship did not begin, however_, until 

13 , September 19, 2014, after Jennifer had left DaVita. As ,vi.th his alleged concerns 
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regarding any revelation of his relationship with Nadya, Dennis aUeged that he worried 

about the e.xposure of his relationship with Jennifer in regards to how it might impact 

his employment. Dennis also testified that Jennifer was toncemed about her husband 

and her children learning of her relationship with Dermis. 

Dennis sought to prevent, or at least limit, Jennifer's exposure to a deposition 

in this matter. He filed his Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and 
i 

NmkeofDeposi.Lionandfora.Prot.ectiveOrderProhibitingorLimiiingtheDeposition 

of Jennifer Crute Steiner (hm. 11, 2015). Therein, Dennis represented to the Court 

that Jennifer threatened to "report her relationship ·with Dennis to his superiors and 

seek to have him terminated ... if she is subpoenaed for deposition." Affidavit of 

James J_. Jimmerson, Esq., , 15. Further, Dennis sub1nitted that "the potential 

deposition testimony of Jennifer could result in loss ofheremployi.nent" and ''Jennifer's 
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2 t emotional response during her deposition could present a harm [to] Dennis." Id., 1116. 
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Finally, Dennis alleged that: 

If Jennifer's family, including her husband, were to become aware of this 
relationship, hy way of the seryi.ce of the Notice of Deposition and 
Subpoena upon Jennifer, it would have a disastrous effect on her marriage 
and her minor children. . . . That service of the same could have :a 
catastrophic effect on Dennis' gainful employment, whidl has provided 
not only Dennis, but also Gabrielle, with the above-average lifestyle to 
which they have become accu~tomed .... [S]ervice of the Notice of 
Deposition and Subpoena Duces Tecum upon Jennifer could destroy her 
marriage and devastate her minor children, as well as causing Dennis to 
be terminated from his employment, which would prove to he an 
unnecessary and undue burden for all parties. 

Id. ~,1 18-20. Not"\.vithstanding Dennis' representations30 to the contrary (in an effort 

to prevent the deposition from taking place), Jennifer denied ever telling Dennis that 

a deposition would compromise her employment. Further, Jennifer denied that she 

expressed any concerns about her husband teaming of their relationship. Finally, 

Jennifer denied that she threatened Dennis' employment ,vith DaVita overt.he prospect 

of her deposition being taken. Instead, Jennifer simply expressed to Dennis that she 

I 
was not interested in having her deposition taken. Thu.s, Dennis went to work to I 

21 , create a narrative to prevent Jennifer's deposition.33 Ultimately, Dennis' request to 
. I 
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prcven tor to limit the deposition was denied, but a protocol was arranged to minimize 

30Den nis did not personally sign an Affidavit in support of his Motion to Stay Service 
of Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and fot a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner Oun. 11, 2015). Instead, the Motion was 
supported by an Affidavit signed by counsel on his behalf. 

;:Although her testimony was in deposition form, Jennifer's testimony appeared to be 
credible. To l:>e clear, Jennifer did not testify as a "bitter ex*girlfriend.." Rather, she 
acknowledged in her deposition that she still .saw a future in her relationship with Dennis. In 
fact, they had spent time together during the week prior to her deposition and she and Dennis 
have had ongoing discussions about a possible engagement. 
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Jennifer's exposure to any potential embarrassment (which did not appear to be a 

concern to Jennifer at any level). 

Jennifer and Dennis frequently traveled together and, although Dennis did not 

gift her any money, he paid for the expenses associated with their trips. Their travel 

included trips on the DaVita jet, a luxury Gabrielle never enjoyed. Jennifer also 

testified about her understanding that Dennis had a 'ring made for her (intended as an 

engagement ring), but that he had not given it to her. Finally, Dennis also paid for 

Jennifer's legal fees associated \vi.th he.r deposit.ion. 

(5) Summary of the Irretrievable Breakdcrwn 

Overall, it appears that, beginning in 2003, with Gabrielle tucked away at a 

relatively safe distance in Nevada, Dennis orchestrated a calculated plan to deceive and 

emotionally manip-o.Jate Gabrielle.. A"'. previously noted, it appears that the parties' 

marriage ,vent through an irretrievable or irreconcilable breakdown beginning in 2004 

·,vith the initiation of his secret affair with Nadya. Although Gabrielle may have 

sincerely believed that their relationship was not bro.ken, Dennis' actions support a 

finding that their marriage was undergoing an irretrievable breakdown with the 

maintenance of his affair. As noted previously, Dennis' e:,qJenditure of i::ommunity 

funds on a girlfriend .and children of his affair were irreconcilable ,-vith the maintenance 

ofU1e marital relationship. 
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On December 13, 2013, Gabrielle filed her Complaint for Divorce, Nearly one 

year later, Dennis filed his A.nsv.rer to Com.plaint for Divorce and Counterclaim (Nov. 
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24, 2014), which was followed by Plaintif:fs Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce (Dec. 

5, 2014}. After receiving this case by ,vay of Notice of Department Reassignment 

(Dec. I 9, 2014),32 this Court issued its Order Setting NRCP 16.2 Case Management 

Conference (Jan. 2, 2015). The Case Management Conference was scheduled for 

February 3, 2015, which was the first hearing held in this matter. Including the Case 

Management Conference, ttine hearings were held before this Court prior to the 

commencement of trial.13 Including the July 13, 2016 heating, six additional hearings 

(comprised primarily of evidentiary hearings) have been held. 

The hearings le.a<ling up to trial are sununarized as foUO\\-"S: 

(l} Case Management Conference on February 3, 2015: 

At the initial Ca.se Management Conference, ~nnis34 offered the follmving with 

respect to his approach to the case; 

Dennis fathered two children, tv;,'ins, during this marriage with another 
,voman and had maintained essentially a separate life that h.ad not been 
disdosed to Mrs. Kogod until approximately May of fast year, give or 
take. She may have known before, but I'm saying in terms of what we 

32A1 the time this matter was filed in 2013, the case was originally assigned to 
Department C of the Eighth Judicial District Court. The rr.ntter was reassigned to Department 
G by w<1y of a perempt-Ory chaHenge. A second peremptory challeoge led to the assignment of 
this matter to this Department. A'i is not uncommon in cases in which a peremptory challenge 
is filed, multiple hearings were held and sigruficant time was spent adjudicating the issues. 
Such cases tend to be more compiex and time consuming. 

3'Hearings before this Coµrtwere held on the following dates: February 3, 2015, March 
17, 2015, May 4, 2015, June l, 2015, Jµiy 21, 2015, September 8, 2015, October 14, 2015, I 
November 18, 2015, and Febru:uy l7, 2016. Additional hearings were held before the 
Discovery Commissioner. · 

141nis Court recognizes that Dennis was represented by different counsel at the initial 
four hearings, Regardles,s, his l.'Ounsel of record at lhe time is his mouthpiece to the Court (as 
is Gabrielle's counsel). 
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understand she knew. There is, therefore, going to be a claim for waste as 
an issue .... We're going to take that issue away from her ~Y prm,iding an 
accounting, an estimate and an offer that will be 1,wte than the dollars 
ment. so that one-lmlf of which will be awarded to A1rs. Kogod to at least 
remove the financial sting o.r insult of Dennis having this relationship. 
Demus is embarrassed by this certainly but he is not embarrassed about 
having two wonde1ful children, age seven.35 

February 3, 2015 Video: l 1 :05 {emphasis added). 

Although Gabrielle acknowledged that she suspe<'.ted the existence of another 

family, she resronded: 

Mrs. Kogod didn't know about the fathering of two children until about 
30 seconds ago .... Though she suspected it because there were 
statements about it and there were thingsonline about it, but that's,vhen 
she found out or it was confirmed to her. Mr. Kogod never did that. 

Id. at 11:09. 

Bqth parties requested that this Court hold monthly status hearings on the case 

to keep the matter on track. This Court noted that it did.not need to "wade" into the 

issue of when Gabrielle actually learned about Dennis' children. Although Dennis' 

expenditures on his separate family are an issue from an economic standpoint, this 

Court did not want the alleged shock of this information to i merfere with the ability 

of the parties to evaluate the "nurnber::s" associated ,Yith the division of asset.<; and the 

issue of alimony. 

lSDennis' p.roclamati(m that he ·was "going to take that lssue away from her by providing 
an accoui,t.ing, an estimate, and an offer that will be mo1e than the dollars spent" may have 
been conveyed as a moral ubligatior1 he owed to Gabridlc. As discussed herein, Dennis' 
responsibility to provide such ;i.n accounting was his letal obHga1ion. 
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(2) Continued Case Management Conference on March 17, 2015 

Dennis reiterated that, on the issue of any community waste, he was in the 

"process of providing a detailed schedule of that and then ·we're going to make an offer 

to resolve that and take that issue off the table." March 17, 2015 Video: ll :34. 

Dennis Kogod is certainly, while errant in his behavior, also decent 
enough to say that I'm pleased to make the appropriate reccmpttnse to at 
least financially assuage the insult that he litis caused his wife for wltich 
he is apologetic and remo,uful. 

Id. at I I :47 {emphasis added). 

(3) Continued Case Management Conference on May 4, 2015 

TI1is Court reviewed the parties' complex litigation plans. Once again, both 

parties requested periodic hearings to monitor the progress of the case. Trial dates were 

scheduled.; but GabrieUe requested that the trial be continued. This Court invited the 

involven1ent of experts at the periodic status hearings for the Court to gain an 

appreciation of where the parties were at and what. issues remained outstanding. This 

Court noted: 

A [ot of this boils down to calculations and numbers. There may be 
perhaps some disagreements and l have to make the call in tenns of a 
legal and factual detem1ination as to whether or not something is 
construed as waste. ... To touch on thst issue a bit; I know there was 
some discussion, you know, how you could construe money being spent 
on children as waste. Sounds like a misnomer. The bottom line for me 
is if there was money tl1at was taken from the community, half of which 
belonged to the Plaimiff and used for a purpose that effectively did not 
benefit the mar.ital community, that should be recaptured. But it is 
inherently a .matter of calculating what that number is. 

May 4, 2015 Video: 9:25. 
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Gabrielle identified a forensic accourtting ex-pert. Despite Dennis' assurances 

that he was going to take the lead on determining the amount of monies diverted from 

the marital com1nunity, Dennis had rtot yet designated an accounting expert. Dennis 

indicated that he ,vas not certain that an expert would be necessary. 

This Court again noted its desire to diffuse the emotion of the case and 

reiterated that the case becomes essentially a '"numbers game." It was dear to the 

Comt that a forensic accounting 'I..Vould be beneficial to the Court. .Although the 

existing law removed consideration of the "merits" of the parties, this Court did have 

the statutory authority to analyze and consider the money that was diverted from the 

marital community as part of the division of assets pursuant to NRS 125 .150. 

( 4) Status Hearing on June I , 2015 

Dennis not_ified the Court that he was selling his yacht for $1,050,000, less the 

commission. He also stated that he was buying a condominium in California for 

$3,000,000. He also informed the Com1. that he was selling the Oak Pass property. 

This Court again reiterated that money spent on children that were born of his secret 

.affair would be corn~iciered waste. At the same time, this Court. noted that it did not 

intend t.o scmt.inize "lifestyle" issues (i.e., comparing the parties' spending practices) 

and thatthc Court ·was not inclined to micro-manage the spending of the parties. This 

Court offered: 

I just want to be clear that ... the time we spend at trial should really be 
confined to any disputes regarding those specitkiterns that the parties do 
not [agree] constitutes [sic] dissipation or waste or spending money on 
this other relationship and these other children. 
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\\!hat I envision seeing is ultimately a ... there are probably going to be 
certain items that are stipulated to, Mr. Kogod through Mr. Jimmerson 
has already represented that. That there's going to be an amount that is 
essentially paid to the Plaintiff to reimburse for amounts spem on 
children not of this marriage and on the girlfriend. 

The case law suggests that in doing so you look at \'<nen the marriage 
became irretrievably broken. This is a unique situation where the 
Plaintiff indicated some degree of surprise in learning about the 
relationship and even the existence of two children. 

June 1, 2015 Video: 11:29, 11:37, and 11:40. 

Despite claiming that Gabrie1le was on a "fishing e>.'Pedition," Dennis still had 
. I 

not retained a forensicaccouming expert. Although Dermis had not retained an e~'J)ert,; I 
this Court noted that it anticipated he would do so. This Court also anticipated seeing 

a '"narrowed-dmvn list'; of expenditures in dispute. For the first time, this Court 

referenced the ability of either party to make an offer to allow entry of decree of 

divor<:e pursuant to NRS 125.141. 

Dennis argued that. there should be limits to the forensic account.ing 

investigative excursion. In re8ponse, and witk the understawling and expectation th1-1t Dennis 

would pursue an accounting as he had promised, this Court stated: 

I would not put that burden on the Defendant to answer that ty1)e of an 
in~errogatory. That's not what I'm anticipating though. I expect, like I 
said, a refined list of .. and I don't even see it being, you know, "½'hat 
did you spend this $ I 50 or 500," that's not what we're getting into. 

June I, 20 l S Video: l l :53. 
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Gabrielle offered: 

The.re might be a category of expenses if there's anything like that, but. I 
even doubt that. Usually what we do in these cases, and again this is 
something that we've done manv times, is we set an amount th$.t's 
significant based on the financial r~sources of the parties. That's the type 
of list you 're going to get. 

7 j ItJ. 
I 8· 
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91 
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101.' 
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In an effort to avoid spending time on every "nick.el and dime" of the parties, but 

still under the impression that Dennis would do what he had originally promised (and 

was legally obligated) to do, this Court discussed the establishinent of a "baseline" · 

12 amount for forensic accounting purposes. In discussing such a "baseline" of 
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expenditures, Gabrielle suggested that it was $5,000, but clarified that there might be 

a "series of expenditures that are less than that" that Gabrielle was "developing.'' Id. 

at 1 l :54. Contrary to Dennis' claim, this Coun did nor indicate "that it was only 

concerned with expenditures in excess of $5,000.00 per transaction." (Dennis' Briefl 4) 

Nevertheless, this Court did express concern about scrutinizing every "nickel and 

dime." Further, these discussions were premised on the understanding that Den."lis 

would be providing a thorough accounting as he had promised to do. This Court also 

drew a distinction between expenditures on Dennis' gir\friend(s) and c:hildren versus 

Dennis' family members. To this end, this Court directed that the analysis of 

expenditures should be separated by category between his girlfriend(s} and children and . 
I 
I 

other family members. 
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(5) Status Hearing on July 21, 2015 

Dennis argued that this. Court should not lose sight of the overall size of the 

marital estate. Dennis pointed out that he believed that the amount of money spent 

on his girlfriend and children ,-vas a relatively small amount in comparison to the total 

value of the marital estate. Dennis still had not designated a forensic accounting 

expert. This Coun again reiterated its philosophical distinction between expenditures 

on Dennis' gir!friend{s) as opposed to expenditures on other family members. Again 

encouraging the pa:nies LO utilize the ability to make an offer to allow entry of decree, 

this Court stated: 

I think something for both sides to consider at some point 
understanding the scope of the community est.ate that we're dealing with 
.. , it may behoove both sides to start making offers to allow entry of 
decree, offers of judgment if you vvill. ... l would expect with the counsel 
that are representing both clients that you're going to be making those 
offers. 

July 21. 2015 Video: 11:35. 

(6) Status Hearing on September 9, 2015 

The parties stated that they had reached a stipulated settlement on the sale of 

the yacht. This Court also learned that Nadya might be pursuing supp<m from Dennis 

in a legal action initiated in California. This Court once again inqt1ired about whether 

there had been any offers to allow entry of decree, Neither party had made such an 

offer. This Court noted that it looked forward to "getting numbers" and to the parties 

exchanging the offers that this Court had now repeatedly encouraged. 
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(7) Status Hearing on October 14, 2015, and hearing on Dennis'Motion for 
an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle Cioffi~Kogod in Contempt for 
Failure to Comply with the Discovery Commis~ioners Recommendation 
Regarding Service of Jennifer Curte Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs (Sep. 14, 2015) 

At the parties· request., this Court rescheduled the trfaI from Decembe..r 2015 to 

Febm:uy 2016. Again, this Court inquired about whether any offers to allow entry of 

decree had been exchanged. Dennis responded that he \\'<I.S not yet in a position to 

make such an offer. Thi~ Court expressed that it behooved Dennis to make such an 

offer, noting that Dennis was in the best possible position to know what that number 

should be. The following exchange then took place: 

The Court: In a case that is no,v two years old almost, I go back to 
wh.at l said earlier: Mr. 1<ogod's a businessman, very 
successful and that's why I think at some point he's gotta 
be the one to make an off er to the PlaintL.-lf, 

Mr. Marlcs: Okay, that's fine, it would be ve1y unusual in civil norm.al 
pwctice, but rn tell him. 

The Court: No, all I'm saying, no, the statutes are very clear. The 
statutes allow either party, and I would expect .at the time 
of trial that both parties are going to come in With offers to 
allow entry of decree based on all of the information you've 
gathered because that's~ing to. he vour vehicle on both 
sides to ask me to award.attorney's fees on your side, 

September 9, 2015 Video: l l:47 (emphasis added). 

(8) Hearing on November 18, 2015 on Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to File 
An1ended Cornplaint (On. 13, 2015) 

This Court denied Gabrielle's Motion for Le.ave to File Amended Complaint 

(Oct. 13, 2015). Although this Conn recognized that tort claims may be plead, this 

Court did not find that such relief was appropriate at this juncture of the case (three 
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months prior to the commencement of trial}. Gabrielle's Motion for Leave to File 

Amended-Complaint (Oct. 13, 2015) was filed well beyond the May 5, 2015 deadline 

originally imposed by this Court's Case and Trial Management Order (Mar. 17, 2015). 

See Nuttm1 P. Sunset Station, Inc., 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 34,357 P.3d 966 (2015). If such 

an amendment had been allowed, either party would have been entitled to impanel a 

jury. Such relief would have increased the potential likelihood of vet another 
~ . , . 

continuance of the trial (in a case that was nearly two years old). Further, this Court 

found l hat Gabrielle's claims for relief were adequately protected by existing statutes. 

(9) Hearing on Febmary 17, 2016 on Gabrielle's Motion for the Issuance of 
an Order to Show Cause Why Defendant Sho.uld Not Be Heid in 
Contempt for His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary 
Injunction; Pt.aintiff's Motion for an Order Limiting the Access and 
Pavments from Commun:itv Accounts; Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions, 
At~omey's Fees and Cost; (fan. I.9~ 2016) (herei:n.a.fter referred to as 
Gabrielle's "Contempt Motion'') 

Approximately one ·week prior to the contmencemem: of trial, a hearing vvas held 

on Gabrielle's Contempt Motion. Dennis argved that Gabrielle's Contempt Mot.ion 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit pursuant to Awad v. Wright, 106 Nev. 407,794 

P.2d 713 (1990}, abrogated on different grounds by Pengi/[11 v. Rancho Sante Fe 

Homeowners Ass'n, 116 Nev. 646, 5 P.3d 569 (2000). Dennis also argued that, 

notwithstanding Gabrielle's complaints about Dennis' spending, the marital estate 

continued to grow. This Court found that the provisions of the Joint Preliininary 

In}un.ction would be treated and enforced as a coun order, £DCR 5.BS{b }. Gabrielle's 

Contempt Motion does in.deed fail to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle 

pursuant toA1w1d. Nevertheless, the remedy for this Coun:with regard to the issue of 
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contempt is to allocate to Dennis those ekpenditures that Gabrielle has identified as 

part of the division of assets and to .impose sanctions pursuant to EDCR 7.60. The 

analysis of such sancticms is discussed later in this Decree. 

One final time, this Cou.'1 asked whether either party had made an offerto allow 

entry of decree pursuam to NRS 125,141. Each party a.gain answered the Court's 

inquiry in the negative, After nine hearings, this Court. was: ( l) left to wonder 

whether the prior st.ams hearings that the Court assented to setting had served any 

materially valuabie purpose; an.d (2) exasperated that, not,vithstanding this Coun's 

repeated efforts to promote a resolution and to encourage the parties to rely on 

statutory provisions for the puri_>ose of recovering attorney's fees, tltis Court's efforts 

were essentially ignored by both parties. Each party's failure to heed this Court's 

directive to make an offer pursuant. 1:0 NRS 125 .141 makes it highly unlikely that this 

Court ·will find or conclude in post-adjudicatory proceedings that either party L,; a 

"prevailing party" under the tem1s of this Decree; 

lU. DIVISION OF ASSETS AND D;E13TS 

(A) NEVADA L.\W RE: COMMUNITY PROPERTY 

NRS 123.220 provides that: 

All property, other than that stated in NRS 123.130,36 acquired after 
marriage hy either husband or wife, or both, is community property 
unless othenvise pl'ovided by: 

3¢NRS 123.130 provides that all property of a spouse "owned by her [or him] before J 

marriage; and that acquired by her [or him] afterwards by gift. bequest .. devise, descent or by . 
an award for personal injury damages, ,,ri.th the rents, issues and profitsthereof, is her [or his] 

separate property." 
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l. An agreement in Vl,'.Ilting between the spouses. 
2. A decree of separate maintenance issued by a court of 

c-0mpetent jurisdiction. 
3. NRS 123.190. 
4. A decree issued or agreement in writing enteredptirsuant to 

NRS 123 .259. 

NRS l 23.225 adds, in pertinent part, that "(t)he respective interests of the 

husband and Wife in community property during continuance of the marriage relation 

are present, existing and equal interests, subject to the provisions of NRS 123.230." 

Consistent with these statutory provisions, the Nevada Supreme Court has declared 

that "the statutes clearly mandate that all property acquired by the pan.ies until the. 

formal dissolution of Lrie maniage is community property." Forrest v. Forrest, 99 Nev. 

602,607,668 P.2d 275, 279 { 1983). Thus, the physic.al separation of t..1-ie parties does 

not tenninate the marital community for purposes of property acquisition. 

Funher, NRS 123.230 provides, in peninent part, as follo·ws: 

2. Neither spouse may make a gift of conununity property 
without the express or implied consent of the other. 

3. Neither spouse may sell, convey or encumber the 
community real property unless both join in the execution of the dee<! or 
other instrument by which the real property is sold, conveyed or 
encumbered, and the deed or other instrument must be acknowledged by 
both. 

4. Neither spouse may purchase or contract to purchase 
community real property unless both join in tl:le transaction of purchase 
or in the execution of the contract to purchase. 

5. Neither spouse may create a security interest, other than a. 
purd1ase-moncy security interest a.s defined in NRS 104.9103, in, or sell, 
community household goods, furnishings or appliances unless both join 
h1 executing the security agreen,ent or contract of sale, if any. 
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Finally, With respect tothedivisionofc:ommunityproperty, NRS 125.150(1 )(b), 

provides that, in granting a divorce, the court.: 

Shall, to the extent practicable, make an equal disposition of the 
couununity propetty of the parties, except that the court may make an 
unequal disposition of the community property in such proportions as it 
deems just if the court find,; a compelling reason to do so and sets forth 
in writing the reasons for making the unequal disposition. 

(B) CIOFFI·KOGOD MARITAL BALANCE SHEET 

Attached hereto as Exhibit l is this Court's Marital Balance Sheet setting forth 

this Collrfs fmtlings regarding the value of assets and debts listed therein. The Marital 

Bala11ce Sheet also sets forth this Court's division of assets. and debts pursuant to NRS 

125.I50. For purposes ofvaiuation and division, this Court used February 26, 2016 

(the final regular trial date) to define the end of the marital community, which was the 

date on which the Court orally pronounced the parties divmced.37 \.Yith respect to the 

v.alue of assets and debts and the division thereof, this Court makes the following 

additional findings and conclusions: 

( l) The only assets to which the parties did not either stipulate to the value 

or where there is a material difference in value in their Oosing Briefs are the follm"ling: 

(a) Radiology Partners investment (Gabrielle's value: $655,000; 
Dennis' value: $150,000h 

(h) The Oak Pass property (Gabrielle's value: $6,400,000; Dennis' 
value: $5,780,000); 

37Statementswith updated account values were admitted into the record at the July 13, 
2016 hearing. 
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(c) 2015 Ferrari automobile (Gabrielle's value of $376,861.18; 
Dennis' value: $180,000); 

(d) 2015 Bentley automobile (Gabrielle's value: $255,000; Dennis' 
value: $180,000); and 

(e) 2015 Bentley m1tomobile {Gabrielle's value: $205,000; Dennis' 
value: $135,000) . 

(2) Each party's respective marital balance sheet identifies account values for 

va1ious investment and retirement accounts. This Court notes that there are 

differences in the values of several UBS investment accounts. These differences, 

however, appear to be a function of updated values supplied by Dennis for the July l3, 

2016 hearing. In this regard, this Court act.-ept.ed the highe1iupdated values supplied 

by Dennis as corroborated by the Supplemental Ex.i.\ibits admitted into the w:ord. 

Also, additional distributions from these investn,ent ac.cQunts were made to both 

parties equally by stipulation. Such distributions necessarily altered the value of the.se 
1 

accounts. Arcordingly, this Coun reiied on the updated statements supplied by 

Dennis. 

(3) Vvith respect to Radiology Partners, this Court accepts the v<1lue of 

$150,000. This value is consistent ·with the value set forth in the Anthem Report (p. 

17 and the attached marital balance sheet) and the value advoca.te<l by Denrus.38 

,s-fhe record d(leS not instm a high degree of umfidence for the Court with respect to 
the. value of Radiology Part.ners. As noted above, the Anthem Report. references a value of 
$150,000 for the investmenL TI1is vaiue appears to he the amount of 1..he original hwestmeilt. 
The martial balance sheet attached t-0 Gabrielle's Brief, however, values Radiology Partners a1 

$655,500 {with iChill vaiued at $150,(JOO}, The marital halance sheet. attached to Dennis' 
Brief requests that the investment in Radiology Partners be divided equally between the parties 
{which wou!dobviate the need to ascribe ava!u.e to the investment). ln contrast,Gabrielle has 
requested in prior iterations of her marital balance sheet that Dennis be assigned the valt1e of 
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( 4) With respect to the Oak Pass property, this Court had the opportunity 

to review the testimony of the vvitnesses, including Mark Hem-ian, Jennifer Bosco; and 

Veronica Garcia. This Court also has reviewed and considered the Appraisal Report 

of Marc Herman dated Janua1y 30, 2016 (Exhibit 5) and the SunVvest Appraisal of 

Real Property dated March 7, 2016 (Exhibits 6 and VVVV). Mr. Hennan valued the 

Oak Pass property at $6,400,000, with a range of value (based on comparable.s after 

adjttstn1ertts) of $6,074,000 to $6,60 I ,400. In contrast, Sun West Appraisals valtled 

the Oak Pass property at $5,780,000, 'With a range of value (based on comparables after 

adjusunents) of$5,025,000 to$6,440,500. InhisFinandalDisdosureFonn (Feb. 16, 

2016), Dennis valued the Oak Pass property at $6,250,000. 

Based on the review of the evidence in the record, this Court finds that thefair 

market vaiue of the Oak Pass property for purposes of this Decree is $6,300,000. 

(5) With respect to Dennis' un-vested stock options/LTIPs/incentive benefit 

programs (hereinafter referred to as "incentive benefits") \vi.th DaVita, this Court 

adopts the "wait and see" approad1, Ftmdi v. Fondi, I 06 Nev. 856,859,802 P.2d 1264, 

1266 (1990). Dennis argues that he v,,m be required "to continue working hard in 

order to receive any benefit from those grants'; in support of his position that any 

incentive benefits should be confirmed to him as his sole and separate propert.y. 

Radfology Partners. {The marital balance sheet attached to Gabrielle's Brief does not contain 
a proposed division.) Although this Court prefers to disentangie the parties by allocating the 
asset to one party (with the value equalized through the division of other assets), this Court 
is open to a timely request to reconsider this aJ!ocation (but not as to the value of the 
investme!'\t) and to divide the investment equally betv.-een the parties, 

36 

l 

08862 



i 

ii 
I 

2!! 
31, 

,I 

4! 
s1 
61 
11 
sl 
I 

9] 
I 

ml\ 
11 I 

uj 
I 

n I 
14' .1 1, 

15 ! 
l 

16 
I 

171 
! 

18 

19 

20 
! 

21 i 
22 I 
2311 
24 I 
25 i 
26 

271 
I 

28i 
QYC£C.C~iJ 

OiSTRlCT JUOOE ! 
AMILY DIV1$1Qtl .• OE!'f. Q 1· 

'\S IIF.G/1.Sc NEVADA 119:01 

Dennis' Brief 13. To do so, however, would discount entirely Dennis' "hard work" 

during the existence of the marital community. 

Application of the "time rule" formula spoken of jn Fondi and Gemma i1• Gemma, 

l04 Nev: 473, 760 P.2d 772 ( 1988), values both Dennis' community (pre-divorce) and 

separate {post-divorce) efforts to the acquisition of the asset, ·with the Court retaining 

jurisdiction to '\vait and see'' whether extraordinary post-divorce efforts or 

"performance conditions" should be considered in the future division. Absent such a 

showing, .and to the extent that Dennis' interest in any incentive benefits have not 

"vested" as of the date of divorce (i.e., J?ebruary 26, 2016),. the community interest 

should be calculated as a fractional interest based on the "grant" date of the asset, the 

date of divorce {meaning the date this Court pronounced the parties divorted), and I.he 

vesting date (or the date on which Dennis' imerest is fully matured.). The calculation 

should follow the "time rule" principles enunciated in Gemma v. Gemma, 105 Nev. 458, 

778 P,2d 429 {1989) and Fondi P. Fomli, 1()6 Nev. 856,802 P.2d 1264 (1990). This 

Court should rec.a.in jurisdiction to '\va.it and see" the extent to which post-divorce 

"performance <:ond"it.ions" impact the value of the incentive benefits. 

( 6) \iVith respect to vehides, Dermis' Brief referenced multiple leased vehides 

that are not referenced in Exhibit l as asset.,<;. Although this Comt assigns no value to 

any leased vehicles, each party should be responsible for any liability associated with 

leased vehides in their respective names. Each pany'smarital balance sheet references 

three vehicles with value: a 2015 Ferrari, a 2015 Bentley (12 cyL), and a 2015 Bentley 

(8 cyl.). The 2015 Ferrari was sold and the proceeds have been divided equally 
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between the parties. The discrepancies in the values of the 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.) 

($255,000 v. $180,000) and the 2015 Bentley {8 cyl.) ($205,000 v. $135,000) are 

significant. This Court received limited evidence regarding the value of these vehicles. 

Although Gabrielle mused during her testimony about the possibility of receiving ) 

the vehicles as part of the division of assets, this Court was not persuaded that she 

sincerely desired to be awarded the vehicles. This Court is indined to confirn1 both 

vehicles to Dennis as his sole and separate property at the values he has proposed. 

Nevenheless, this Court provides Gabrielle the option of receiving the vehicks at the 

corresponding values she placed on the vehicles. lf Gabrielle so desires, her election 

must be made within 14 days of the entry of this Decree. The Marital Balan.ee Sheet 

should be modified to insert the corresponding values, with the totals recalculated to 

effectuate an equal division. 

(7) Apart from the UBS line of credit in the a.mount of $412,723, each pany 

should be responsible for the debt they each have incurred respectively. Such a result 

is based in part on the significant du~ation of the parties' separation. 111is Court 

presumes that the individual consumer debtS incurred after the parties: separation 

benefitted each party individually and not the marital community as a whole. 

.Accordingly, this Court finds that there is a compelling reason pursuant to NRS 

125.150 to assign to each party the consumer debts they each have incurred 

respectively 1,-vithout any offset ih the division of assets. 

(8) With respect to the di.vision of furniture and personal property, neither 

parry tcstifted or argued that the other party wa.s in possession ·Of any such personalty 
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that he/she desired to .acquire. Further, the record is devoid of any value for such 

personalty except as noted below. The. division of personalty excludes the confirmation 

to Dermis of the sapphire ring he acquired for Jennifer {which is identified separately 

in, E.xhibitJ.) and the artwork he purchased after the issuance of the Joint Preliminary 

Injunction (May 15, 2014) for his Wilshire residence. The amount spent by Dennis 

on said artwork is captured as part of the Anthem Report and is thus included as part 

of the division of assets. 

{9) Dennis argues that his Chase Cigna Health Savings Account should not 

be included as an asset to be divided. Although itmay not he a fina.t1cial benefit that 

Gabrielle is able to access after the parties' divorce, the Health Savings Account 

nevenheless has value and should be included .as an asset confirmed to Dennis. 

(IO) Each party should receive one-half of any credit card/travel reward points. 

This Court retains jurisdiction to oversee the division of these assets. 

(C) \VASTE &. COMPELLING REAsONS FOR AN UNEQUAL DIVISION 

(l) Defining "\Naste" Under Nevada Law 

NRS 125.150 authorizes this Court to "make an unequal disposition of the 

community property in such propon.ions asit deems just if the conn finds a compeliing 

reason to do so and set5 forth in ~'Titing the reasons for making the unequal 

disposition." The "waste" or "dissipation" of community assets has been considered I 
as a "compelling reason" to "make an unequal disposition." One scholarly author has 

opined that.: "The range ofhuman behavjor in the Y.,1!.ste aspects of family law is so vast 
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that a specific description of what may constitute 'waste' or 'compelling reasons' is 

hnpossible to set forth in either a stat.ute or case rule." Gary R. Silverman, Esq., l Spent 

The Muncy 011 ½'hiskcy~ Wmnenand Gambli1tg; The Rest, l Wasted, 19 May Nev.Law. 19, 

29. ( 2011}. 39 This is because a. finding of waste depends on the "particuhtr facts and 

circumstances surrounding the conduct" in each case. Erika Driskell, Dissipatian of 

},1a,jtal Assets imd Preliminary lnjunctions: A Preventive Approach to Safeguarding Marital 

Asset.~, 20 J.Am.Acad. Ma.trim. Law 135, 142 (2006). Fou..xample, court.shave found 

·waste for excessive alcohol and drug reiated expenditures (id. at 143); destruction of 

property (J. TI1omas Oldh~m, Romance Without Ftna1tceAin 't Got Nil Chance: Development 

of the Doctrine of Dissi11ation in Equitable Dtstdbutum States, 21 Arn. Acad. Ma.trim. Law. 

50 l , 505 (2008)); reduction in fair market value of propeny (Jn re Marriage of Hokanson, 

68 Cal. App. 4th 987, 80 Cal. Rptr.2d. 699 ( 1998) }; and even charitable donations (In 

re Mtmiage ojCerven, 317 Ill. App. 3d 895, 742 N.E.2d 343 (Ill. 2d. Dist. 2000)). 

Although the ca.,;e law precedent regarding waste or dissipation in Nevada is 

limited, the Nevada Supreme Court_ has sanctioned waste or dissipation as ··a 

compelling reason for making an unequal disposition of community property." Lofgren ' 

v. Lofgren, 112 Nev. 1282, 926 P.2d 296 (1996). In Lofgren, the Nevada Supreme 

Court held that: 

39Mr. Silvennan offered a general definiticm of"dissipation" or "waste» as "community 
property spent, conveyed, hidden or otherwise converted by a spouse that ... compels the 
court in 1ustice and equity to reinstate the property to the community balance sheet and then 
divide such property .ls the facts compel.'·' Gary R. Silverman,! Spent The Munry un l,Vhis.\:o-1, 
Women and Gumbling; Tile Rest .. I Wasted, 19 May Ne\l. Law. 19, 19 (201 l). 
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if community property is lost, expended or destroyed through the 
intentional misconduct of one spouse, the court may consider such 
misconduct as a compeUing reason for making an unequal disposition of 
corn.munity property and may appropriately augment the other spouse's 
shar:-e of the remaining community propeny. 

Lofgren, 112 Nev. at 1283, 926 P.2d at 297. 

ln Lof~w. the Nevada Supreme Court affinned the disujct court's ruling that 

Mr. Lofgren's tina.ncial misconduct provided a compelling reason for an unequal 

division of community property. Id. at 1283, 926 P.2dat 297. Specifically, the district 

court found that, during the pendency of the divorce action and in violation of the 

joint prelimina..ry inJtmction, Mr. Lofgren had: transferred community funds to his 

father (about one third of ,vhich husband could not account for); used communily 

funds for his own purposes (including irnprovtng and furnishing his home}; and made 

u...11authoriz.ed gifts of community fonds to his children. Id. at 1283-1284, 297-298. 

The Court reaffirmed the Lofgren holding in Puttmnari v. Putttrman, 113 Nev. 

606, 939 P.2d 1047 {l 997), noting that financial misconduct "in the form of one 

party's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce process ... negligent loss or 

destruction of community property. unauthorized gifts of community property" may 

constitute compelling re."I.Sons for an unequal division. Puttenn,111, 939 P.2d at 1048. 

In Puttcmzan, the Nevada Supreme Court again affirmed the district coun's unequal 

division of community property based on its "meticulous findings of fact which set 

forth numerous compelling reasons." 113 Nev. 606, 608, 939 P.2d J047, 1048 i 
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(1997).
10 

The district court fow1d that Mr. Putterma.n had engaged in financial 

misconduct that included: his failure to account for his earnings or any financial 

matters "over which he had control;" his lies to the court about not having an income; 

and, after the parties had separated, his c..11arging of "several thousand dollars" on credit 

cards that Mrs. Puttennan repaid. Id. at 609, 939 P.2d at. l 049. 

The Puttennan case contains insightful language about the extent to which a 

court should scrutinize the patties' financial Malings. The Court made the following 

lO l instmctive comments: 
11 l 

12 

1311 
14!1 ·, 15. 

16 
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In Lofgren, we defined one species of "compelling reasons" for 
unequal disposition ofcommunityproperty, namely, financial misconduct. 
in the fonn of one party's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce 
process. There arc, of course, other possible compelling reasons, such a.s 
negligent loss or destruction of community property, unauthorized gifts 
of community property and even, possibly, compensation for losses 
occasioned by marriage and its breakup. 

**** 

It should be kept in mind that the secreting or wasting of 
community assets while divorce proceedings a.re pending is to be 
distinguished from under cotitrihutiltg or over consuming of community 
assets during the marriage. Obviously, when one party to a marriage 
conuibutes less to the commtmity property than the ocher, this cannot, 
especially in an equal division state, entitle the other party to a 
retrospective accounting of e."l<.:.penditures made during the marriage or to 
entitlement to more than an equal share of the community property. 
Almost all marriages involve some disproportion in conuibution or 
consumption of community property. Such re!wspective considcratians are 
11<Jt and should not be relevant to cnmm:miry property allocation and do not present 
·~compelling reasons" for mi unequal disposilion;· ·whereas, hiding or wasting of 

4°The unequal division in Mrs. Putterman's favor was "not excessive·· and consisted of 
a country club membership and a portion cf stock in a closely-held corporation which she was 
able to purchase because she wa~ an employee of the corporation. Id .. l l 3 Nev. at 609-610, 
939 P.2d at 1049. 

42 

08868 



.9 

10' 

11! 
. ' r 

12\ 
13,, 
14 1 

I 
1st 

i 
16

1 

11 l 
l 

18 ! 
! 
i 

191 
20; 

i 

21! 
22 

23 

24 

251 

261 
I 

21! 
I 
I 

28i 
l 

RYCE C.. DU<:KWDrmlj 
~1STR.K;T .. ~GE. t 

~;:r or.Ji$ION . .-oe.PT. a I 
'IS VEGAS, NEVA0A 8!!101 i 

I 

rommunity assets or misappropriating com1tHmiry: assets far personal gain may 
indeed provide compelling reasons for unequal disposition of communify property. 

Puttennan, 113 Nev. at 609, 939 P.2d at 1048-49 (emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Court has considered and found other forms of 

misconduct that may constitute a compelling reason for an unequal division of 

community assets. For example, in Wheeler v. Upton-1/Vhecter, l l3 Nev. 1185, 946 

P.2d 200 { 1997), the Nevada Supreme Court hcld that "if spousal abuse or marital 

misconduct of one party has had an adverse economic impact on the other party, it 

may be considered by the district cou..."t in determining whether an unequal division of 

community propeny is warranted." 113 Nev. at. 1190, 946 P.2d at 203 (1997). 

"Evidence of spousal abuse or marital misconducr." alone, however, is not a "compelling 

reason under NRS 125.lSO{l}(b) for making an unequal disposition of community 

property." Id. at 1190, 946 P.2d .at 203. The Nevada Supreme Court explained its 

holding by reference ro the l 993 amendment to NRS 125. l 50( l) (b): 

In 1993, the legisfature amended NRS 125. I 50( I) (b) to provide fot an 
equal division of community propeny, rather than an equitable division. 
It appears that in amending NRS I25.150(l)(b), the legislature wanted 
to ensure that Nevada would ren:uin a no-fault divorce s(.ate. Prior to the 
amendment, the district court could consider the "respective merits of the 
parties" in making a "just and equitable" disposition of the parties' 
community property. In amending NRS l25.l50(l){b), the legislature 
provided that the district court shall make an equal disposition of the 
community property, qnless the court finds a "compelling reason" to 
make an unequal division. The legislature, ho,vever, did not define the 
"compeUing reasons" exception to equal division. 

Id. at 1189-1190, 946 P.24 at 203. 
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In Wheeler, the district court found, based on its admission of photographs 

depicting numerous bruises on Ms. Upton-\Vheeler allegedly inflicted by Mr. Wheeler, 

that an abusive relationship existed b-etween the parties in which she "suffered from 

[Mr. Wheeler's] conduct'' and that therefore a compelling reason existed to inake an 

unequal division of community property in her favor. Id. at l l86-l 187, 946 P,2d at 

201. However, to the extent that the district court simply {and improperly) relied on 

the spousal abuse alone instead of properly relying on the "adverse economic impact" 

of the spousal abuse upon Ms. Upton-\Vheeler "which would warrant an unequal 

distribution of the community propeny," the Nevada Supreme Court reversed and 

remahded for funher proceedings. Id, at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203.. 

In Maldonado v. Rcbles, 2015 VVL 7356364 (Nov. 17, 2015), the district court 

found that there was a compelling reason for an unequal division of community 

property. 41 Approximately fow:years after the parties married, and approximately nine 

years prior to the parties' divorce, Mr. Maldonado was convicted of se>..'Ually abusing 

Ms. Robles' daughters from another r~iationship. The district court found that Mr. 

Maldonado's: 

misconduct had a continuing economic impact on Robles due to the need 
for past and future counseling to address trauma resulting from his sexual 
crimes against her daughters. 'D1e record further reflects that she 
incurred lost wages and e>.~nse when she was requested to appear at 
Maldonado's numerous criminal proceedings, that the trauma resulted in 
1:nedical bills for a hospitalization and medications, and that she was 
required to move because the molestation had occurred in their residence. 

41Not.ably, the parties did not have any community propeity to divide but the dii.t.rk.'t 
court nonetheless found that a compelling reason for an unequal division (of nothing) eXisted. 
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Id. at 3. On Mr. Maldonado's appe.-il, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed th.e district 

coun, stating: .. Based on the record evidence and f'Vhee/er, ,ve conclude that the district 

coun did not abuse its discretion by finding a compelling reason to make an unequal 

distribution of property." Id. 

7 In summary, Nevada recognizes that cominunity property may be diVided 

sl 
1 unequally bet,,veen the parties if the court finds that one spouse has engaged in~ (I) 

9 

lO' I 
uf 

! 
12 

13 

community wa.ste { i.e. intentional financial misconduct per Lojgrm v. Lofgren, 112 Nev. 

1282, 926 P.2d 296 (1996)): (2) negligent financial misconduct (i.e .. , unauthorized 

gifts and losses occasioned by marriage and its breakup per Futterman v. Puu~rma:n, 113 

Nev. 606, 939 P.2d 104 7 (l 997) ); {3} marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

14 
) economi~ impact (i.e., spousal abuse or marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

15 I 

16 
I 

n! 
181 
191 

20 

21 I 

22! 
I 

23! I • 1, 

economic impact per Wheelerv. Upton-Wheeler, l 13 Nev. 1185, 946 P.2d 200 (1997}); 

or (4) criminal marital misconduct that resulted in adverse economic impact per 

1\tfaldonado v. Robles, 2015 \,VL 7356364 (Nov. l7, 2015). 

(a) Timing: \Vhen Does "Waste" Start? 

Lofg_ren and Puttennan shed some indirect light on t.he timing of when a court 

should consider expenditures as an incident of community waste. In Lofgren, Mr. 

Lofgren's community waste occurred after the commencement of the divorce 
I 241[ 

25' 

26 l 
271 

proceeding and in violation of a joim prelinunary injunction. 112 Nev. 1282, 1283, ' 

I 

2s I 
RYCE C. OUCkWORTH" I 

O<STlllCT Jt:01,f 

'~.MILY DIVISION, DEPJ: 0 l 
~S VEQAS, NEVADA 991D; l 

i 

926 P.2d 296,297 (1996). InPuttennan, Mr. Putterrnan's community waste occurred 

after th~ commencement of the divorce proceeding and "after separation" from Ms. 

l 
Ptttterman. 113 Nev. 606,609,939 P,2d J047, 1049 (1997). Taken together, the I 
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Nevada Supreme Court has implicitly held t..1iat waste can occur as ea.rly as the date of 

the parties; separation. This Court concludes. hoV1rever, that this direction from the 

Nevada Supreme Court is not limiting language that was intended to preclude an 

earlier date for a court to consider conduct that constitutes "waste.'' Guidance from 

other jurisdictions regarding the timing of "waste" or "dissipation" is instructjve. 

Generally, case law frorn other jmisdictions suggests that a finding of waste 

occurs only after an irretrievable or "irreconcilable breakdmvn" of the marriage. For 

example, in Barriger v. Baniger, 514 S.\/lf.2d 114 (Ky. Ct. App. 197 4 ), the Court of 

Appeals of Kentucky Court reimbursed the community unaccounted funds spent by ' 

husband on gambling and "any good looking broad that comes by." In so doing, the , 

coun noted that dissipation or waste exists when one spouse utilizes community 

property for his or her own benefit for a putpose ut1rela.ted to the marriage at a time 

when the marriage is undergoing an irreconcilable breakdown. Id. at 514 S.W.2d at 

115. Further, in 111 Re Marriage of Sei1ersen, 228 Ill. App.3d 820, 593 N.E.2d 747 

( I 992), att Illinois appellate court found that "dissipation refers to 'the use ofmarital 

property for the sole benefir. of one of the spouses for a purpose unrelated to the 

marriage at a time that the marriage is undergoing an ineconcilable btaikdawn. '" 228 BL 

App.3d at 824, 593 N.E.2d at 750, quoling[11 re Jl..1aniage if O'Neill, 138 lll.2d 487, 

563 N.E.2<l 494 (1990}. 

Scholarly authors have opined that, in a community propeny state, waste can 

occur at .any time during the marriage. "No community property st.ate appears to have 

developed a marir.al breakdown requirement, probably because of the fact that a · 
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dissipation of community property even prior to marital breakdown is still an 

interference v;rith a present m,rnership interest of the other spouse." Lewis Becker, 

Conduct of a Spouse That Dissipates Properry A Milablefar Equitable Properry Distribution: A 

Suggested Ana!J,1sis, 52 Ohio St. L. J. 95, 108, 123 { 1991 ). 

N°:t\\iJthstandingthis scholarly discussion that "waste" can occur during periods 

of <lmartial bliss," this Court concludes that, if reasonably possible, the more sound 

approach is to determine when the marriage is undergoing an "irretrievable" or 

"irreconcilable'' breakdown as a "line of demarcation" for the Court's analysis of waste. 

In this regard, this Court should be less inclined to scrutinize, second-guess, or micro· 

manage the financial affairs of spouses living in relative hannony. Rather, a court 

should presume that financial decisions made by parties living in ma1ital hannony are 

not waste. To conclude otherwise would encourage "retrospective accountings" that 

the Putterman Court ·warned against and invite an audit in vi.rtuaUy every divorce case 

of all financial decisions from the moment the couple declared "I do." Rather, the 

Court should apply greater scrutiny to the parties' financial affairs after the irretrievable 

or irreconcilable breakdovvn has starred. 

Dennis acknowledges that "l o]nce the rnarriage begins tO undergo an 

irreconcilable breakdown. courts have recog.rri:z;ed thatpaxties might not be looking out 

for their spouse's best interest and, in fac.t, may try to harm their spouse financially.~ 

Defendant's Brief 19. Dennis argues that this "period ends as soon as the court is 

involved because once the coun is involved, the parties are able to seek judicial 

intervention regarding these issues." Id. This Court concludes, however, that the 
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heightened scrutiny of the parties· financial activity does not cease upon the filing for 

divorce or once the "breakdown" has been recognized by both panies. (In other words, 

there is not a "green light" to start spending comnmnity funds without consequence 

once the relationship is deemed to have been ''broken.") To the contrary, the financial 

practices of the parties should be scrutinized front the time of the "irreconcilable 

breakdown" until the divorce is finalized. Moreover, the very filing of the Complaint 

for Divorce (Dec.. 13, 2103) and the Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014} I 
constitute taking judicial action.42 

(b) Burden of Proof 

Although the burden of proof has not been addrrssed directly in Nevada caselaw 

precedent, both Lofgren and Puttcnnan offer, at least indirectly, some guidance with 

respect to who has the bmden to account for aHegedly wasted colllmunity assets. For 

example, the Coun in Putte11nan referenced the trial coun'.s finding that the husband 

"had refused to account t.o either [\""ife J or to the court for any finances over vvhich he 

had control, induding separate propeny or eamings." 113 Nev. 606, 609, 939 P.2d 

l047, 1049. The Coun concluded that "[t]he husband's financial misconduct in the 

form of his having refused to account to the coun concerning 'earnings' and other 

11-Dcnnis suggests that Gabrielle's inactiof1. (including her failure to file more than two 
motions prior to trial} confirms at least tacit approval of his spendiug practices. Thus, while 
Dennis assured Gabrielle {and this Court) during the first two hearings in this case that he 
•..vould spearhead an accounting and that he would compensate Gahridk for his spending (i.e., 
lulllng her into an apparent false belief that he was pro-actively addressing the issue and that 
there was· no need for any filings with the Court}. he now criticizes her for accepting his 
promises· and not running into coun immediately_ This appears to he a recurring pattern in 
the parties' relationship. Funher, the suggestion that more than nin.e pre-trial hearings should 
have been held during the pcndency of this case is not a vvekome thought. 
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financial matters 'over wliich he had control' and the husband's 'lyipg' to the coun 

about his income both provide compelling reasons for unequal disposition." Id, 

{Emphasis added}. 

Similarly, in Lofgren, the Court found that Mr. Lofgren's community waste 

totaled $96,000, comprised of community funds that he eitjler failed to account for or 

that he used for a non~marital purpose. l 12 Nev. at 1284, 926 P.2d at 297-98. In 

summary, the Nevada Supreme Court has subtly held that the wasting spouse has the 

burden of accounting for alleged wasted community funds and shD'l,ving that the funds 

in q1.1estion were: used for a marital purpose. 

Placing the burden on the wasting spouse is also consistent '\\,1th Nevada law in 

the context of par-Jes involved in a fiduciary relationship. "Afiduciary relationship .... 

arises from the existence of the marriage itself. Thus precipitating a duty to disclose 

pertinent assets and factors relating to those assets." Williams v, Waldma1:, 108 Nev. 

466, 472, 836 P.2d 614, 618 (1992). See also Gary R. Silverman, Esq .• I Spent The 

Money on v\!Jiiskg,, Women and Gambling; The Rest, 1 Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 20-

21 (201 l ). In Nevada, spouses are regarded as partners who o-w-e each other fiduciary 

dut.it'.s. Id. The Nevada Supreme Court has held that the. burden of proof is on the 

party who violated the fiduda..7 duties owed to the other party. Id. at 2I. "The most 

elementary conceptions of justice and public policy require that the wrongdoer shall 

bear the risk of the uncertainty which his own wrong has created." Folry v. Morse & 

Mowbrt9', 109 Nev. 116,121,848 P.2d 519,520 (1993}, quotingBigeT.ow J.'. RKO Radio 

Pictures, 327 U.S. 251. 265, 90 L.Ed. 652, 66 S.Ct. 574 (1946). 
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In t.h.e majority of other states, the burden of proof is similarly established. Brett 

R. Tumer,EquitableDistributionofPropertyvol.2 §6.105,557 (3d. ed., Thomson \Vest 

2005). 
43 

First, the spouse alleging dissipation must establish a prima facie showing of 

the val11e of marital or con,munit.y property that w~s spent. See Brosick v. Brosick, 97 4 

S.vV.2d 498, 502 (Ct. App. Ky 1998). lt is essential to establish the value of the 

dissjpated property because the court ''cannot dete.rmine the amount of the remedy 

without undue speculation." Turner, Equit(J.b/t Distribution ef Proptrry; supra; iee Alsenz 

v. Alsenz, 101 S.W.3d 648 (Tex. App. Houston 1st Dist. 2003) (although husband 

committed dissipation when he lost comnmnity funds while "day trading securities," 

it was error for the court to "arhitradly" award wife $35,000 where the amount of loss 

had not been. established by the evidence). Then, the burden of proof shifts to the 

spouse charged ,vith dissipation to rebut the sho,ving through presentation of evidence 

sufficient to account for the property at issue having been used for a marital purpose. 

Brosick at 502; Gutierrez v. Guticn-ei, 193 Ariz. 343, 972 P.2d 676 (1998) {husband 

could not "explain with any specifidty how he had spent" $62,000 that he withdrew· 

from the community retirement at.count). ln Marrison 11. MorriSbn, 7 l3 S.W.2d 377 . 

(1986), a Texas appellate court similarly found t.ht1t, "[b]ecause a tmst relationship 

exists between husband and v,-if e as to that community property controlled by each 

4l'fhere are two minority rules. The first places the burden on the dissipating spouse 
to produce prima facie evidence that the lost asset was either beyond his or her control or that 
it was used for a marital purpose. Once produced, the non-dissipating spouse bears the burden 
of overcoming the evidence produced. The second places the "complete" burden of proofon 
the non-dissipating spouse:. Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Prop~· vol. 2 §6. l 05 at 
559-560, 
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(c) Evidentiarv Standard 
.J 

In n1any states, the $pouse charged with dissipation rnust meet his/her burd~n 

of proof by "dear and convincing evidence." 

[AJ mere summary denial of dissipation is clearly not sufficient to meet 
the burden. Rather:, the spouse accused of dissipation must show specific 
evidence of the purpose for which the asset was spent. Whi1e there is no 
absolute requirement that the evidence be written or documentary, 
testimony alone is unlikely to meet the burden if there is any likelihood 
that the claimed purpose would have produced documem.s. Testimony 
is more likely to be accepted where the amount at issue is small, ot where 
documentary evidence accounts for most of the questioned expenditures. 

Brett R. Turner, Equitable Di.Stribution of Property Vol. 2 §6.105, 557,558 (3d. ed., 

Thomson West 2005). The rationale behind the majorjty approach "is access to 

evidence: in most cases, only the dissipating spouse will know how the asset came to 

be lost. If the complete burden of proof is on the innocent spouse, then the innocent 

spouse must not only prove the disappearance of the marital property, but also the 

precise way it disappeared or purpose for which it was spent - a burden which will 

often be impossible to meet." Id. at 559-60. 

Similarly, in In re Marriage of Sei,erson, 228 lll.App.3d 820, 593 N,E.2d 747 

(I 992), an Jllinois Appellate Court held as follows: 

[ a] person charged with the dissipation is obligated to establish by clear 
and specific evidence how the funds were sz,ent. General and vague statements 
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that the funds were spent on tnarit..l expenses or to pay bills are 
inadequate to avoid a finding of dissipation. (Citations orrJttedJ. 
Moreover, an explanation given by a spouse charged with dissipation as 
to how funds were spent requires a trial court to determine her 
credibility .... A finding of dissipation is required where the charged 
party fails to nplain specifically how the disp1.tted fonds were spent. 
(Citation omitted). An inadequate explanation has been found where the 
charged party merely testified that the money was spent "to Hve on and 
pay the bills" or for "his cost of living and his hills'' and where the 
charged party produced no evidence. . . . In contrast, Claudia, as the 
charged party, provided a detailed accounting of how the funds we.re 
spent and testified that the figures were based on canceled checks, credit 
card statements, bills, receipts, and estimates for cash expenditures, 

228 Ill. App.3d at 825-26 (emphasis added). 

Guidance in Nevada is limited. However, th.ere is authority for the proposition 

that the pany who violated fi<ludary duties owed to the other party must satisfy their 

burden of proof by "clear and convincing evidence." Gary R. Silverman, Esq., I Spent 

The Money on Whisk~y; Women and Gambling; The Rest, 11-Vasted, 19 May Nev. Law: 19, 

20-21 (2011). citing In rt Tiffany Living Trust 2001, l24 Nev. Adv. Op. 8 (2008), 

Further, it is persuasive that the "dear and convincin,g"evidemiary standard is similarly 

applicable to rebut presumptions relating to community property and gifts. , 

Accordingly, this Court <:oncludes that the evidemfary standard to be applied in this 

matt.er is that Dennis must mee.t his burden by clear and convincing evi.dence. 

(2) Application to Dennis and Gabrielle's Divorce 

This Court concludes that, once Gabrielle established a prima Jacle case that: { 1) 

community funds had been spent on non-community pu.rposes; or (2) community 

funds "\V(;'.re otherv,.ise unaccounted, it was Dennis' burden to provide this Court with 

proof (byway of an accounting) that his e'.ll.-pendltures did not constitute waste. In light 
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witnesses and expen reports offered to the Court can be narrowed to the issue. of the 

evidentiary burden. Dennis critiqued Gabrielle's expert's reports .based on her failure 

to provide "proof' tl\at community funds were "wasted" or spent on a non-community 

8 purpose. However, it was Dennis, and not Gabrielle, who had the burden tO 
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demonstrate that unaccounted community funds were not wasted or that funds spent 

for specific pu:rposes should not be found to constitute waste. 

This Coun's analysis of alkged waste in this matter is not about comparing, 

scrutinizing or challenging the lifestyle expenditures claimed in the parties' respective 

financial disclosure forms. Rather, after giving credit to Dennis for spending 

commu,nity funds on those items (and corresponding ammwts) th.at he claimed in his 

finandal disclosure fonns, the issue for this Coun is twofold: { 1) whether expenditures 

that have been dearly identified constitutewaste; and (2) whether Dennis has provided 

a sufficient accounting for "unaccount~d" expenditures. Ultimately, it was Dennis' 

legal burden to provide such an accounting and, at least early in the case, he 

acknowledged as much when he boldly proclaimed at the Febmary 3, 2015 Case 

Management Conference that he was "going to take that issue a",,ay from her by 

prot>i<lh1g an accou11ting. '' Just as he had given Gabrielle false hope that, through 

marital counseling, their marriage could be saved, he gave this Court false hope that he 

wnuld provide "an estin1ate .and an offer that \Vi.U be more than the dollars spent, so 
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This Court further conci udes that the existence and analysis of ·waste by Dennis 

in regards to identifiable expenditures on Nadya and Dennis and Nadya's children 

begins in November 2004. Such a conclusion is based on this Court's finding that the 

irretrievable breakdown of the marriage began in 2004 with Dennis secretly s~nding 

money on a purpose that was irreconcilable ,vith a harmonious marit.al relationship. 

In regards to unaccounted e}.."Penditures that have not been specifically identified as 

having been spent on Nadva, Dennis and Nadya's children, or Jennifer, this Court .,_ .. ., 

concludes that the analysis of 'w'aste. by Dennis begins in March 2010. In this regard, 

Dennis' filing of his Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010} in early 2010, and the 

pm-ties "permanent" physical separation in 2010 reflect a permanency of the 

irretrievable breakdo~n of the marriage. The year 20 IO also marks the period of time 

in which Gabrielle became aware of serious issues and problems in the parties' marriage 

which would give rise to heightened sautiny by this Court as to all expenditures (and 

not just those expenditures traceable to a girlfriend a.nd children of an affair). 

& previously discussed, it is undisputed that Dennis initiated his extra-marital 

affair with Nadya no later than November 2004. This relationship, as well as at least 

one additional extra-marital affair (with Jennifer), continued through the filing of these 

divorce proceedings (with financial support extending through the date of the divorce 

proceedings). Thus, any expenditures traced directly to these affairs should be 

recaptured as part of the Court· s consideration of NRS I 25. l 50. This Court finds that l 
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Dennis' maintenance of e.xtr.a--marital .affairs is inherently inimical to maintaining 

marital harmony and invites this Court's scrutiny .as to these ttaceahle expenditures 

that took place even during a time in which Gabrielle may not have per<,:eived that the 

relationship vvas undergoing an irretrievable or irreconcilable breakdown. As in 

Puttennan, Dennis failed in large part to account for his expenditures despite repeated 

assurances to this Court that ht:- would do so. 44 

(3) Remedy for vVaste/Dissipation 

The majority of courts in equal division states and eqititabk d.ivision states 

appear to approach the remedy for ,,vaste or dissipation in the same way: "the courtwill 

deem the \vrongfolly dissipated assets to have been reccived by the off ending party 

prior to the distribution," Brosick v. Brosick, 974 S.W.2d 498, 501 (1998}. This 

essentially places dte non-wasting spouse in the position he or she would have been in 

had the other spouse not wasted community assets. Lori D. Hall, Dissipation of Marital 

Assets: Hon South Carolina and Other Statts Prevent and Reme4Y the Problem, iO S_C. Law 

4. l, 4-3 ( 1999}. Indee4, the remedy ''must bear some· relation to the evidence 

presented" and musl be based on the court's specific findings regarding the value or 

amount of waste or dissipation. Bmsick, 97 4 S. W.2d at 501. 

44Dennis' failure to provide this Court with his own accounting is distinct from his 
participation in discovery. It is not disputed that Dennis produced thousands of pages of 
records in discovery in response to discovery requests. Despite his evidentiary burden to 
account for the monies reflected in these documents, he abdicated his responsibility to 
affirmatively acmun t for his expenditures. Instead, he sat back and waited for the opportunity 
to critique and upokc holes" in Gabrielle's accounting. 
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Under Nevada law, the statutory remedy of NRS 125.150 provides the 

mechanism by which a spouse is made '"'·hole through an unequal division of assets. 

Funher, pursuant to Lqfgrcn, this Court ''may appropriately augment the other spouse's 

share of the remaining community property." I l2 Nev. at 1283, 926 P,2d at 297. 

Based on this Court's review of the expert reports and testimony offered by both 

parties, this Court has included the equalizing amount in the Martial Balance Sheet 

attached hereto as Exhibit l. The amount of waste to be attributed to Dennis based 

on the expert analysis cliscussed below totals $4,087,863. 

(4) Expert i\nalysis: Findings re Waste: $4,087,863 

NRS 50.275 provides that, ·'[iJf scientific, technical or other specialized 

knowledge ,~.rill assist the trier of fact to tUlderstand the evidence or tQ detennine a fac.t 

in issue, a ·witness qualified as an expert by special knowledge, skill, CA'Perience, training 

or education may testify to matters within the scope of st1ch knowledge." Further; 

NRS 50.295 provides that "(tJestimony in the fonn of an opinion or inference 

otherwise admissible is not objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be 

decided by the trier of fact." 

Gabrielle and Dennis both offered expert accounting testimony that focused on 

Dennis' spending. There v.rere limitations, however, on the forensic. accounting 

endeavors, including the unavailability of records and information as a result of the 

passage of time and faded memory. Jennifer A. Allen and foseph L. Leaua.nae of 

.l\mhem,Forensks (Ms. Allen a.nd Mr. Leauana.e are sometimes referred to collectively 
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as "Anthem Forensics") testified on Gabrielle's behalf, and Richard M. Tckhner of 

Teichncr Accounting Forensics & Valuations, PLLC, testified on Dennis' behalf. 

Ms. Allen described Anthem Forensics' function as threefold: First, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed transaction activity of financial accounts in existence during the 

marriage to determine who benefittcd from the account activity. The analysis included 

review of bank and credit card statements and additional supporting documentation 

that was made available to Anthem Forensics. Second, Anthem Forensics identified 

assets and values for purposes of developing a marital balance sheet. Finally, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed Dennis' income for purposes of the issue of spousal support. 

Despite Dennis' assurances to this Court that he would be spearheading the 

forensic accounting of his spending, and despite his legal burden to demonstrate by 

dear and convincing evidence that his spending was not wasteful, Dennis did not offer · 

to the Court. an investigative forensic accounting repon. Rather, Mr. Teichner 

reviewed and critiqued the reports from Anthem Forensics, bt.>t did not conduct his 

ov.in independent accounting analysis. Mr. Teichn.er admitted that he accepted at face 

vah1e Dennis' representations ·whhout further investigation or independent 

velification. 45 

The follovring Exhibits prepared by the experts involved in this matter were 

admitted into the record and reviewed hy this Court: Index ofdocilments in support 

45Anthem Foren.~ics opined: "Teichner has simply relied upan Dennis'·representations 
and has not obtained supporting documentation even though his client has more access to this 
information than does Anthem. It is our opinion that the unsubstantiated regurgitation of 
Dennis' opinions may not constitute, nor require, the provision of expert te.~timony." EY.hibit 
64, p. 8. 
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of Spreadsheets in Anthem 'Forensic's Reports (Exhibit 55); Anthem Forensics' EA:-pert 

Witness Report. dated November 17, 2015 (Exhibit 56); Anthem Forensics 

Supplement.al Expert Witness Report dated December 15, 20!.5 (hereinafter referred 

to as the "Anthem Report") (Exhibit 57); Anthem Forensics' Supporting Dotuments 

for facts set forth in St1pplemental Expert Report dated December 15, 2015 (Exhibit 

58); Email from Joe Leauana.e to Daniel Marks, Esq., dated February 9, 2016 (E,-<llibit 

59);Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit6{Exhibit 60); Trans:actionsthatcomprise 

the ~adjusted" column to Exhibit 6 (Exhibit 61); 'Witl1drawals - Gabrielle I(ogod 

(Exhibit 62); Teichner Accounting Forensics & Val~tions, PLLC Rebuttal fa-pert 

Report dated January 25, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the "Teichner Report") 13 

14 
(Exhibit D); Anthem Forensics' Response to Rebuttal Report dated February 5, 2016 

15 i 

16 / (hereinafter referred to as the "Anthem Response Report") {Exhibit 64); Anthem 
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Forensics' Supporting Documentation for facts set forth in the Februa1y 5, 2016 

Report (Exhibit 65}; and Teichner Accounting Forensics &.. Valuations, PLLC 

Surrebuttal Expert Report dated February 15, 2016 (Exhibit F). This Court also 

reviewed additional summaries prepared such as Exhibit 72 (spreadsheet re expenses 

for KhapsaJis children from May 2014), Exhibit 73 (spreadsheet shovving outflows 

greater than $10,000 since date of Anthem Report), Exhibit 75 (spreadsheet showing 

payments to or on behalf of Dennis' family members since May 2014), and Exhibit 7 6 

(spreadsheet shnwing payrnents to Jennifer since September 2014). 

With respect to their analysis of financial transactions and spending/account 

acth,ity, Anthem Forensics examined more than 27,200 transactions. Anthem Report. 
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8. Andiem Forensics defined the "relevant period .. of time of their examination as 

coveringJanmuy2004 through the present. Id. at 7. H0\1vever,AnthemForensics did 

n.<>t receive account statements prior to March 2008. Jd. Thus, some elements of waste 

that pre-date March 2008 wci:e not discoverable and excluded from the analysis. 

The Anthem Report organized Dennis' spending and transaction activity into 

various categories or "buckets" of expenses. SpedficaJly, these "buckets" were 

organized as follows: (l) expenses traceable to Nadya and her and Demiis' twin 

daughters; (2) expenses traceable to Jennifer; (3) e"'Penses traceable to Dennis' yacnt 

purc...'lases; ( 4) expenScs "not elsewhere classified;" (5) expenses traceable to Dennis' 

family members; and ( 6) the opportunity cost of potential community waste. 46 The 

categorization and calculation of expe11,ditures ,v-as also based on infonnatibn Dennis 

offered by way of his deposition testimony and his svvorn representations in his 

financial disclosure forms filed with the Court. Notwithstanding these dassifications, 

Ms. Allen reiterated that whether particular expenditttres constituted "waste" was to 

be determined by the trier of fact. Similarly, the Anthem Report provides that"[ w]hile 

we have endeavored to analyze potential community waste, the ultimate 

characterization of the transactions identified in this section ,vill need to be resolved 

by the trier of fact." Id. at 8. 

In· stark co1\trast \'llith his admissions at the initial Case Management 

Conference, Dennis argued that, because there has been no diininution in value of the 

4~Although items (5) and {6) were treated separately in the Anthem Report and not 
necessarily segregated into "bu:ckets," the Co-un analyzes these categories in this section. 
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marital estate, the Court should not entertain any rdml:mrsemem to Gabrielle for 

waste. Dennis argued that bothPuttmnan andLefgren involved factual scenarios where 

the marital estate diminished in value as a result of the spending of one spouse. In Ll\e 

instant matter, it is undisputed that, not only did the marital estate not diminish in 

value from 2004 through the divorce act.ion, but the marital community increased i.n 

value exponentially. Dennis also d1allenged Anthem Furensics reliance on labels to 

quantify alleged ''waste." Although Mr. Teichner was critical of the labeling of 

expenditures in the Anthem Report, he nevertheless opined that "Dennis should have 

had the freedom to spend a relatively small percentage of his sizable annual 

compensation on discretionary cxpen<litures, as should anyone else.'' T eichner Report 

3. In response to a query about ''[v,Jhat is the amount of rnoney somebody can spend 

on a girlfriend without it being community waste?," Mr. Teichner testified: 

Well, I don't think there's any threshold amount. .. You've got to take 
in conte).'t. as to whether those e..xpenditures would have been made 
othen'Yise. You got to take into account how much was expended, what 
the person's earnings were, whether or not that person is living, is apart 
from their normal spouse and for how long ... You've gotta lake the 
expenditures in context and then say, what's reasonable? Are these living 
expenses expenditures that Mr. Kogod would have spent anyway had he 
not had a girlfriend ... Or are they a little bit more? And, if they're a 
little bit more, then still is he dissipating the marital estate by doing this 
while his income is going up, while his net worth is going up, I think you 
have to take this all into context. 

Again, ... you've gotta take everything into context. If he's living apart 
from his Yvife, he's got his ovm life, she's got . .. the wife has her own life. 
Yes, I thi11kyou're entitled to go out and have friends, have girljriends,you 
know, have some entertainmem ,mjl!J1numt in your life. 
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February 26, 2016 Video: 14:04; 14: IO (emphasis added) 

As a preliminary observation, the analysis of the Anthem Report does not appear 

to quantify the pa."1ies' expenditures in a comparative amilysis. Indeed, the issue of 

waste is not necessarily a matter of equalizing or even comparing the a.mount of 

expenditures by each party. In fact, over the span of their analysis ( and relying on each 

party's respective financial disclosure forms), Ms. Allen testified that Demus would 

have spent $2.4 million, compared to $1.8 million spent by Gabrielle. February 26, 

20 l 6 Video: 9:20. This difference is of no consequence to the Court and equality of 

spending is not determinative of whether a compellingreason exists to unequally divide 

existing community assets. To engage in such an analysis would contravene: the 

directives of Puttennan by getting caught-up in the "over consumption" of one party or 

the "under contribution" of the other party; I 13 Nev. at 606, 939 P.2d at I04849. 

Apart from not focusing on a cofflpar:ison of each party's relative e:>..'Penditures, 

it also does not appear that the Anthem Repon questioned or critiqued the amount 

spent on the categories identified in either party's finan.cial disclosure forms. Ms. Allen 

testified that Anthem forensics accepted as reasonable Dennis' expense daims on his 

financial disclosure forms (hereinafter generically referred to as "FDFs"). 47 hldee<l, it 

07The parties' Financial Disclosure Forms admitted into the record include: Gabrielle's 
Financial Ojsclosure Form {Feb. 25, 2015) (Exhibit XX) (hereinafter referred to as Gabrielle's 
"2015 Fbf"}; Gabrielle's Financial Disclosure Form (Feb. 19, 2016) (Exhibit 1) (hereinafter 
referred to as Gabrielle's "2016 FDF'); Dennis' Financial Disclosure Form (Feb. 27, 2015) 
{F-xhibit 4) {hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "February 2015 FDF"); Dennis' Financial 
Disclosure Form (May 29, 2015) {Exhibit 3} (hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "May 2015 
FDF»)~andDennjs'Financial Disdosureform (Feb.16,2016) (Exhiblt2) {herdnafterreferred 
to as Dennis' "February 2016 FDF") . 
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is reasonable for this Court to expect that the expense amouncs. represented by each 

pany in their FDFs are accurate {and that any amounts spcm in excess thereof would 

require an accounting and explanation). The experts similarly should be able to rcly48 

on said S\vorn financial dedarations to establish the amount each party spends monthly 

on the expendit11rcs listed therein.49 

Based on this Court's re>view ofthe evidence, including the reports submitted by 

the parties' respective expen.s, this Court finds that the total amount of waste 

committed by Dennis was $4,087,863. Dennis failed to meet his burden by clear and 

convincing evidence {or even a preponderance of the evidence} that this .amount was 

not wasted. In this regard, a compelling reason e>,,ists to divide the assets unequally by 

attributing to Dennis as part of his distribution of assets the sum of $4,087,863. Thus, 

48This Court recognizes that each party's FDF may not reflect actual expenditures 
throughout the marriage or even dating back to 20 l (). There is nothing in the record, however, 
that demonstrates that either party's legitimate and appropriate spending was higher prior to 
the commencement of the divorce (or in any prior year during the marriage). Taking into 
account the combined annual income of lhe parties prior Lo 2010, it appears unlikely that the 
parties' spending was as high as theyeach reported in their respective FDFs. Thus, reliance on 
current FDFs to <..-akulate spending practices would tend to understate the level of wasteful 
spending by giving each party credit for more than he/she actually spent. 

49At a-minimum, ''living expense.s indude all payments for food, clothing, housing, 
transportation, and medical costs incurred hy the parties. Living expenses tjearly do not 
indude expenditures for the benefit of a paramour, or transactions which are legally or morally 
reprehensible." Brett R. Turner; Equitable Distribution Qj Property vol. 2 §6.105, 578, 581-582 
(3d. ed., Thomson West 200.5). Where the parties have physically separated and in th~ir own 
residences, they are each entitled to their "reason:1ble" living expenses. However, what is 
·reasonable" depends on the particular facts and drcumst;mces in each case, taking into 
account the value of the marital est.ate, the marital standard of living, and the established 
pattern of expenditure. Erika Driskell, Dissipation (}f Marital Assets and Preliminary lnj1mctio11s: 
A Pi-ct•entive Approach to Safeguarding Marital Assets, 20 J. Arn. Acad. 1\fatrim. Law 135, 144 
(2006 ), Thus, even discretionary expenditures consistent with the marital standard of living 
can be included as reasonable living expenses; "[T)he parties are not required to live Spartan 
lifestyles during separation." Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Property voL 2 §6.105, 
580 (3d. ed., Thomson West 2005). 
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for purposes of accounting and calculation, this amount shouid be included as an asset 

on Dennis' side of the marital balance sheet ledger. This amount is based on the 

discussion of the specific areas of waste/dissipation identified in the Anthem Report. 

With respect to the different "buckets" of alleged waste, this Court additionally finds 

as follows: 

(a) Nadya and Dennis/Nadya's Children: Total Vi/ aste: $1,808,112 

l'rdiminarily, Dennis acknowledged that GabrieUe did not and would ttot have 

approved of spending any community funds on Nadya or their children. Thus, 

contrary tO his argument, this Court cannot find that Gabrielle "tacitly agreed" to 

Dennis' spending. The Anthem Report details that a total of more Lttan $ l.6 million 

of community funds were diverted from the marital community for the benefit and 

support of Nadya and Nadya and Dennis' children. 

The Anthem Report also provides that, based on Dennis' deposition testimony, 

he provided Nadya ,•vitl, approximately $3,000 in cash each month. Thus, .. we have 

20 
j estimated that Dermis provided Nadya \Vi.th approximately $279,000 from March 2008 

21 j through November 2015." Anthem Repon J L A~ discussed below, this Court is 

22 

23 

241 
251 

I 261· 
21! 

i 
28: 

' 
RYCE C, Dl.iCKWOm'H I 

[ll$T~ICT J>jp(ll; ! 

r:~:~~~:;~ I 
i 
i 

attributing waste to Dennis from 2010 fo.rvvard for monies not elsewhere classified 

(which indudcs a category for ·Nit.hdrawals and cash. advances (Reference. 123 of 

Exhibit 6 to Anthem Repon) ). Accordingly, and to avoid potential duplication vvith 

'\vi.thdrawal" and "cash advance" categories, this Court is not inclined to include the 

total an:i,ount as pan. of the waste calculation. Nevertheless, it is reasonable and 

appropriate to find that an additional $72,000 was given to Nadya in cash from March 
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2008 through February 20IO (the month preceding Dennis' filing of the initial 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. IO, 20 IO). Such a consideration avoids potential 

duplication {as pre-2010 expenditures have been excluded from the monies not 

elsewhere classified) and is sufficiently certain based on the n.."Cordso as to establish. a 

prima fade shmving of waste that Dennis has acknowledged. 

Pursuant w the Anthem Response Report, an additional $54,934 in 

e>..1)enditures was discovered from additional account statements produced after the 

completion of the Anthem Report. This amount should be included as part of the total 

amount of funds spent on Nadya.50 Combined with t.he $1,681,178 set forth in 

Exhibit 2 to theAmhem Repon, the expenditures total Sl,808,112. 

The Anthem Report summarizes the types of expenditures included a.-. part of 

this total, \\'1th Exhibit 2 attached thereto setting forth the detail of these expenditures 

dating back to 2008. The Anthem Report noted that additional information is needed 

to "assess the amount of cash that vvas provided to Nadya." Anthem Report 10. The 

Anthem Report also notes that "missip:g source docm11entation was requested during 

the course of our engagement," but th.at additional documentation has not been 

received .. Anthem Report 6-7. Thus, it appears that the amount identified by the 

Anthem Report may have understated the actual expenditures from. the marital 

community that henefitt.ed Nadya and the children. 

so.It appears that some of these additional expenditures were for Jennifer's benefit 
(including Jennifer's legal fees of more than $8,000). Whether it was for Nadya or Jennifer, 
it is the same analytically for t.his Court. 
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Dennis complained that the Anthem Report failed to recognize that a portion 

of the grocery ( or other) e:ll.penscs listed under the Nadya/children category may have 

benefitted him (and therefore should be either excluded or .reduced). Contrary to his 

claim, however, Ms. Allen testified that adjustments were in fact made based on the 

amount Dennis claimed for the same expenditure (e.g., grocery expenses) on his May 

2015 FDF. Further, it appears that t.his sectfon of the report did not include 

allocations "for living expenses paid directly by Dennis such as utilities, groceries, 

property taxes, and costs related to the Overland apartment, the Edinburgh home, and 

the Oak l'ass home. These costs are discussed later in this report..'' Id. 11. Fin.ally, it 

is notable that Anthem Forensics had not received information regarding account 

activity/expenditures for Nadya for the period of time dating back to Jar1uary 2004. 

Thus, ir, appears that the $1,808, 112 likely understates the amount spent on Nadya 

and the children. 

Mr. Teichner testified, and Dennis argued, that the money he spent on Nadya 

and the children would have been spent elsewhere and speculated that such other 

"hobby'1 would have hccn more costly financially to the marital community. Thus, 

independent of his challenge to the forensic tracing of these expenditures to Nadya and 

the children, Dennis submits that this spending should not even be considered or 

categorized as waste. In support of this argtmi:ent, Dennis offered analysis of the 

relatively lo\.v percentage of expenditures on his Nadya "hobby" in comparison. to his 

total income: 
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[The Anthem Report] assumes potential comrnunity waste on the premise 
that Dennis was not entitled to spend monies the vvay that he chose to 
do so. If there had not been expenditures by Dennis for Nadya and their 
children, for Jennifer, or for other items for which Anthem alleges 
(p )otential community w.iste:, he may have spent the tnoney elsewhere 
while living apart from Gabrielle. However De.n."lis chose to spend his 
money from 2004 through the date of (the Anthem Report] cannot be 
assumed to be potential community waste, especially in light of the 
amount of his spending in relation to his dramatic.ally increasing annual 
income and due to the fact that the purpose of many of the e.xpenditures 
in [the Anthem Report) are either mischaracterized or unknown. 

Teic.hner Report 3. 

This argument somewhat presupposes tJ1at this Court should recognize a wealth 

exception to the analysis of waste. In other words, Dennis could have and should have 

been allowed to spend community funds on .any "hobby" or pursuit (including a 

girlfriend "hobby") based on the sheer size of the marital estate and amount of income 

he has generated. Alternatively. such an argument suggests that all spouses should have 

a similar percentage of their budget to spend on such things as girlfriends/boyfriends. 

In the context of this case, this Court cannot r~tify or condone such a theory or 

argument. It is for a higher court to dec~are chat comwunity funds spent on a girlfriend 

and children born of a secret affair is not waste of the other spouse's pres.ent and 

e:.xisting share of those community funds.51 The nature of the expenditure {i.e., is the 

e:x-pense item contrary to the maintenance of marital harmony?), is relevant to the 

51A distinction should be drawn between expenditures on the support of children of 
another relationship born prior to marriage versus during marriage. Jndeed, expenditures on 
children born prior to a marriage are inapposite to this analysis. Such a "pre-existing" 
conditio11 necessarily requires the financial support of a parent and is not inherently inimical 
to a marriage. In contw.st, carrying on a secret relationship that bore children is inherently 
inimical to the continued existence of a harmonicn.ts marital relationship. 
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Court's determination of whether:: it is merely a "lifestyle" choice {i.e., a legitimate 

hobby} or "waste" that justifies an unequal division of assets. The notion that 

spending money on a girlfriend or boyfriend is somehQVI• acceptable conduct and that 

this Court would "open the floodgates for these type of claims" (Dennis' Brief 30) by 

requiring rein1bursement in some form is not a tenable argument. 

Dennis also pointed out that Gal}rielle was free to spend money on any hobby 

or pursuit and that he never imposed any limitations on her spending or criticized her 

spending. Neither did Dennis monitor Gabrielle's spending. In short, Gabrielle ·was 

never restricted. in her spending or her access to money. The record reflects, however, 

that Gabrielle did not spend extravagantly. To the contrary, she would inform Dennis 

of transactions as small as gifting a. washer and dryer. Sec Exhibit 20 (October 21,. 

20 l l message from Gabrielle inquiring: "Jennifer needs a washer. Okay for her to have 

ours?"). This Court finds and concludes that Gabrielle's unrestrained access to and use 

of community funds does not overcome the finding and conclusion that Dennis' . 

spending (both unaccounted and accounted) is a compelling reason to divide the 

commtmily assets unequally between the parties. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evide.Ilce that the expenditures set 

forth on Exhibit 2 to the 1-\nthem Report. and Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Response 

Report were not diverted from the marital community and that the total amount 

reflected therein does not constitute marital waste. Therefore, this Court finds a 

com.pdling reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by attributing the 

sun1 of $1,808, 1 i2 as part of Dennis' division of assets, 
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(b) Jennifer: Total Waste: $45,100 

The Anthem Report deta.ilc; that $45,100 of community funds were diverted 

from the marital community for Jennifer's benefit. The Anthem Report summarizes 

the t}1Jes of expenditures included as part of this total, \Vi:th &.hih.it '-1 atta<:hed thereto 

setting forth the detail of these expenditures. The evidence ~lso establishes that Dennis 

pltrc.hased a sapphire ring irttende-d for Jennifer worth $14,000. The record reflects 

that the sapphire ring remains in Dennis' possession. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate ,vith credible evidence that the $45,100 amount 

was not diverted from the marital community. Therefore, this Court finds a compelling 

reason exists to unequally divide the communir.y assets by attributing the sum of 

$45, l 00 as part. ofDennis' division of assets. Moreover, the sapphire ring is confirmed 

to Dennis as his sole and separate property, '-\oith a value of $14,000. 

(c) Yacht: Total Waste: $0.00 

During the marriage, Dennis soid and purc;hased two yachts. first, he purchased 

a 2007 Cmiser yacht in 2012. He uaded the Cruiser yacht for a Marquis yacht in June 

2014 (while these divorce proceedings were pending) . .Although the Marquis yacht was 

acquired in the name of Dennis' parents, it is undisputed that Dennis funded the entire. 

purchase and his parents had no interest in theyachL ln July 2015, Dennis sold the 

M~rquis yatht for $990,000. Anthem Forensics determined that Dennis spent 

$626,658 in excess of the sales proceeds on yacht-related e.."'<!)enses. 
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Dennis testified that his purchase of the yachts was his pursuit of a hobby that 

replaced old hobbies that were no longer physically practical.52 Although this Coun 

recognizes that Dennis' newfound "hobby'' wa~ not disclosed to Gabrielle and it does 

not appear that she ever ex:pressly consented to these expenditures, this Court finds 

that Dennis' yacht expenditures are the type of "over consumption" referenced in 

Puttmnmt, that does not necessarily constitute a· compelling circumstance for an 

unequal divisiori of assets. Puttmnan, 939 P .2d at I 048-49. This finding takes into 

consideration the size of the marital estate {i.e., lifesi:yle considerations) and Dennis' 

argument that his spending on such a hobby did not cause a diminution in value of the 

marital estate. Combined \>vith a finding that this type of expenditure is not necessarily 

inimical to the maintenance of a harmonious marital relationship, this Court finds that 

these e.xpenditures do not provide the Coun with a compelling reason to unequally 

divide the community property. Thus, this Court does not attribute any amount to 

Dennis as part of the division of assets. 

(d) Family Expenditures: Total Waste: $72,200 

During their marriage, the parties donated monies for the benefit of other family 

members. Most of these contributions, however, benefitted Dennis' farnJly members. 

It appears that the donations or monies fonvarded to Gabrielle's family memberswete 

limited primarily to small birthday gifts and contribntions to e:xpenses associated ·with 

52Ironically, the parties' Lake Las Veg~s home was located on the lake with a large dock. 
At no time, however, did the parties own a boat at Lake Las Vegas. 
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property inherited by Gabrielle and her siblings. With respect to Dennis' family, the 

contribuLions to his family members included the following: 

0 The March 2013 purchase of the property loc.ated at 3 21 South San 
Vicente, Boulevard, Los Angeles, California (hereinafter referred to as the 
"San Vicente" property) where Dennis' parents reside. This property is 
listed as part of the division of conununity assets in this divorce. See 
Exhibit L (Dennis' parents testified that they believed the property 
would belong to Dennis upon their passing. Although his father signed 
a note for the property, he did not believe Dennis would require any 
payments and he has not, in fact, made a.ny payments on the note.) 

o Dennis has paid and continues to pay the property taxes and homeovvners 
association dues (approximately $600 per month according to Dennis' 
father) for the San Vicente property. Further, Dennis has paid and 
continues to pay for his parents' car insurance. 

! 
o For a period of time, Dennis contributed $1,000 per month for the 1 

support of his parents. 

o Dennis gave his father $50,000 to contribute to a political cantpaign. 

o Dennis purchased the property located at 434 South Canon Drive, 
Beverly Hi11s, California (hereinafter referred to as the "Canon Condo") 
for the benefit of his brother's fam.Hy. The Canon Condo is also listed as 
a community ;isset. in the divorce. See Exhibit l. 

o Dennis advanced money to his brother, Mitchell Kogod, to assist with the 
opening of Mitchell's restaurant. Dennis also paid attorney's fees on 
Mitchell's behalf. It is unclear, however, whether this amot1nt has been 
repaid. 

As noted above, it ·was not nncommon for Gabrielle to communicate with 

Dennis about all expenditures or .. gifting" of even relatively srnall items of persona.1 

property. Further, although Gabrielle had the freedom to spend without limitation, she 

did not spend community funds eithcr recklessly or "vithout Dennis' prior knowledge. 

Dennis 'did not reciprocate. Such one-sided communkation, hovvever, was not 
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uncommon throughout the marriage. In fact, Gabrielle complained on November 23, 

2010 that: 

Our finances are what we've been contributing to and building together 
over the course of our marriage. .My thought was that .any decisions 
being made about what we - individually or jointly - would do ·with 
them would have been,. a.t least discussed .... I'm asking tl1a:t, before any 
more decisions be made, you do make me aware of them and that we 
work them out together:. 

Exhibit 23. On December 12,2013, however, Gabrielle lamented: 

And one of the saddest things is that, throughout our marriage, you've 
pretty much al.ways done what you wanted to do, ,vhether it was cars, 
cats, travel, moving and buying homes - whatever. 1 always wanted you 
to be happy and have what you wanted, way back to when we were just 
starting out. I don't know why, at some point you felt the need to start 
dolngthings ·without telling me, and it got to .a point ,vhere that simply 
became your way of doing things. 

Id. (emphasis added}. 

Norwithstanding the lack of communication by Dennis to Gabrielle about the 

assistance that he provided to his direct family members, this Court finds and 

concludes that, v.ith exception to the specific expenditures discussed below, said 

. . - I 
expenditures should not receive the same level of sc.,·mtiny as those monies spent on j 

non or new family members cone.eaJed from Gabrielle. Although it is undisputed that 

Gabrielle did not share a dose or friendly relationship with Dennis' family, such family

related expenditures, even when not disdosed or agreed to. are not necessarily inimical 

to a hanrn:mious marital relationship when viewed in the context of this marital estate. 

When questioned about Dennis' spending on his parents, Gabrielle acknowledged that 

such spending was not inappropriate, exclaiming, "they are his parents." Gabrielle 
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qualified her testimoi\y by emphasizing that these expenditures should he discussed 

' 
and that "you come to a decision together." Nevertheless, Dennis' e..xpen<litures on 

family members ,....as relatively long-standing and regular. 

Although a married couple may disagree about money spem on family members 

{and such disagreements may result in discord), such gift.s standing alotie should not 

he deemed dissipation or waste vvithout examining the context of the e,'q)enditures, 

including consideration of the overall marital estate and implied consent under the 

facts and citcumstances of this case. Ultimately, this Court does not find that, agairt 

vvith the exception of those items discussed below, such expenditures constitute a 

compelling reason to divide the community property unequally. Moreover, the assets 

acquired for the benefit of Dennis· family members are captured in the Marital Ba.la..,ce 

Sheet. as commtmity assets .confimu~d to Dennis with Gabrielle receiving her one-half 

interest as a result. 

The foregoing findings are limited to those e>..-penditures that benefitted direct 

family members, which r.his Court defines a.s Dennis' parents, Dennis' siblings and 

Dennis' children from his prior marriage. It appears that Dermis gifted community 

funds to an aunt totaling $l5,000 in Augu..'>t and September 2014. Exhibit 75. These 

gifts took place aftenhe issuance of the Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014). 

Dennis failed to demonstrate by dear and convincing evid~nce that said $15,000 is not 

vvaste of community assets or that this particular family member was the beneficiary 

<>f regular and routine gifts. Funher, since May 2014, Dennis made what appear to be 

i 

two non-routine large payments of $3,600 each (in January and May 2015) to his I 

I 7'2 
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father, Sheldon Kogod. These payments o~rurred after the initiation of these divorce 

proceedings and do not appear to be related to his parent..<;' routine and regular supptm. 

Finally, the $50,000 Dennis advanced to his father for a campaign contribution cannot 

be classified as an app:ropriate el.-penditure of community funds. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evir:lenc;e that the $72,200 detailed 

above was notiinproperlydiverted from the marital community. Therefore, this Court 

finds a compelling reason exists to unequa]]y divide the community assets by 

attributing the sum of $72,200 as part of Dennis' division of assets. 

(e) Amounts Not Elsewhere Classified; Total Waste: $2,162,451 

Anthem Forensics included as pan of its analysis a category or "bucket"of 

expenditures not elsewhere classified in the Anthem Report. Anthem Forensics 

explained: 

While we have sought to identify potential community waste related to 
specific cost centers, the documentation that we have thus far received 
has prevented us from being able to precisely allocate other outflows 
between Dennis and non-community uses. As such, we have prepared a 
summary of outflows between Dennis and non-community uses. 

Anthem Reportl3. 

Anthem Forensics agg1egated the outflows by category and year in Exhibit 6 to 

the Anthem Report. For ease of reference, Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report is attached 

hereto as this Court's Exhibit 2. Anthem Forensics then m~de adjustments to the 

a.mount.s that included: ( l) removing amounts that were already included in the marital 

balance sheet as pan of the property division; (2) removing amounts afready allocated 

elsewhere in the Anthem Report; (3) adjusting the amounts that Ant.hem Forensics 
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assumed "may have reasonably benefitted the community" (even though Dennis did 

not provide proof that .suc.11 a community benefit existed) Y and {4) adjusting amounts 

based on Dennis' representations in his May 2015 FDF and his deposition testimony 

of his monthly spending on a particular expense item. 

As previously noted, it appears Anthem Forensics accepted and relied on Dennis' 

representations regarding his monthly expenditures as he defined them in his May 

2015 PDF. Although Dennis and Mr. Tekhner complained tfult Anthem Forensics 

11 
son1ehowplaced Dennis on an "allowance" or set limits on his expenditl,ll"es, the record 

121 
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establishes that Anthem Forensics relied on Dennis' claimed a'Penses (or, in other 

words, Dennis himself defined his montl1ly "allowance" for each expenditure based on 

his sworn May 2015 FDF). After allocating or crediting certain categories with the 

amount of e>..-penses claimed by Dennis in his .May 2015 FDF, Anthem Forensics 

allocated the excess amount by c.ategory into "amounts not dSe\vhere classified." 

Anthem Forensics also offered that some of the entries could not be determined 

v:ithout additional informadon. Thus, having already given credit to Dennis of the 

amount he claimed as his monthly expense in rus May 2015 FDF, the amounts 

refleeted in Exhibit 6 to the An~hem Report (and attached hereto as this Court's 

Exh_i,!,it.i) appear to be the excess amounts forwhich information is lacking or Dennis 

53Under Note 5 to Exhibit 6, Anthem Fo:ren$ics gave Dennis the benefit of the doubt. 
In this regard, although Anthem Forensics lacked information to determine whether these 
expenditures benefitted the martial communlty, Anthem Forensics ultimatcly concluded that 
the expenditures may hm•e benefitted the community. Therefore, these amounts were not 
included as excess expenditures not elsewhere classified despite the fact that. Dennis failed to 
provide an accounting. 
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·- ·------- ·-- -- ·-. ··-

has failed to othemr:ise justify. It was Dennis' burden to <iemonstrate that such 

unaccounted expenditures did not constitute waste.54 

After making adjustments to the category totals, the Anthem Report identifies 

a total of $3,611,035.84 in "non-communitv outflows not elsewhere classified,'' As , . . 

noted above, this total is broken do,:vn into specific references in Exhibit 6 to the 

Anthem Report. In response thereto, the Teichner Report included the same exhibit 

with deletions (represented by a "D" in his Scheduie I) for those "expenditures for 

assets, investments, loc.1n repayrnents arid other items that should not be assumed by 

[Anthem Forensics J to be potential conununitywaste." For ease of reference, Schedule 

I to tbe Teichner Reportis also included as part of this 0:>urt' s Exhibit 2. TI1is Court 

finds that sufficient evidence e,..ists to make the following additional downward 

a.djustment.s (organized by the corresponding "Reference number" in Exhibit 2): 

Reference Description/ Adjustment Explanation 
number Category amount 

I 
· Associated with. real property that is 

7 Auto Related - $273,000.00 : subject ta division and is unrelated to an 

GM/\.C (Cadillac) I automobile (notwithstanding the 

i 
j confusion created at Dennis· 

i i deposition}; some entries pre-date 2010. 
~---- ... .. t··-----··········-··· : . ··---.--_.··-----~---

17 : Banl<: fees: Cash ! $3,182.97 \ No prir11a..fac1' showing that category of 
1 

/ expenditures constitutes waste; some i Advantage 
I i entries pre-date 20 l O. 

s'Dennis also complained ihat Gabrielle scrutinized "nickel" and udime" expenditures 
that would be impractical to account for. He cited to the discussion before this Court at a prior 
hearing ( and noted above} about estabHshinga $5,000 "baseline" amou1'\t for review of Dennis' 
spending'. Considering the fact that Dennis abdicated his responsibility to .i.ccotmt for his 
waste of community assets, this Court is not inclined to entertain argument about ignodng all 
expenditures below $5,000 for purposes of determining wa.~te. 
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131 
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i 
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17!j 

1s!I 
191 
201 

211 
221 
23! 

' 
24 

nurubcr 

18 

-----·-------

Description/ 
Category 

I i Bank Fees: Finance 
I t 

Adjustment 
amount 

Explanation 

J

11 

$7 ;337.72 i Nopriwajacie showing that category of 
1 e.xpcnditures constitutes wa~i:e; some 

: I entries pre-date 2010. ··---'---.. --------...... ··--·-····+-·---- . ··t------·- ·-·- ·-~~~ 
20 : Bank Fees: Interest $17,669.60 ! Noprimafacieshowingthatcategoryof 

! exoenditures constitutes waste; small 

t

i : ~l entry pre-dates 2010. 

Bank Fees: Loan . i $26,989.96 Nopnmafacic showing that<:ategoryof 
, interest ; , experiditui:es constitutes waste. 
. -------. ·----·------l... .. ---,a- . -----. - - --- . ~--

! Capital Call - I $25,000.00 i Lpss frmn investment; is not sufficient I Mutual fund \ \ alone to constitute a compelling reaso1, 

-----··-t-L~~n P;;~~e~;:--r------ r :e: ::q;:;::~0:;;;s:u~e 
68-74 / B~nkof~1eri':: j $593,743.73 •.associatedwithpropertythatispanof 

, $..A9,821 .)6-; Chase: i : the Marital Balance Sheet. Line of 
: $4,598.06; UBS: 1 , credit was used .for invcsm,ent purposes. 
, $87.7-49-.66; US Bank: ' : These expenditures do not constitute a 
• $22,146.96; · compcJHng reason for an unequal 
: Washington Mutual: i division of assets, Alse>, some entries 
. $91,961.20; Wells j pre-date 2010. 

Fargo: $13,245.25; I 
• LOC:: $ I 24.l 2 L04. ------+-------··- ·---

76 , Markdale Corp. $7,300.00 j Pre-dates 2010. 
. ··----+·---- - ·-----····------··----·--------;-- ---- --.- . -· --· ·--------1 

80 j Need Cancelled Check $172,435.94 I Pre-dates 2010. ···----·--,--··· .......... • ... ------+:. --·---···· -··· .... --·. --· ,. . . 

95 

TOTAL: 

.· Property 
( Management 
i 
f 
! 

I Titese payments are associatea with 
$8, 953,00 J property that is included in the Marital 

! Balance Sheet. Accordingly, the.se 
expenditures do not constitute a 
compelling reason for an unequal 
division of assets, 

$1,135,612.92 

This Court fl n<ls. that the foregoing expenditures do not constitute a sufficiently 

compelling basis to divided the parties' assets unequally. In addition to. these specific 
25 
26 references set forth above, various categories of expenditures included expenditures that 

27 1 pre-date 2010. As discussed previously,for purposes of evaluating amount.{ not elsewhere 

28 ! 
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classified, this Court is not persuaded to include expenditures that pre-date 2010.55 

Thus, the following additional adjustments (by reference number) should be included 

a.s part of the amounts not elsewhere cl~sified: 

(26) "CC Payment- Black Ond": $615.25; 
(27) "CC Payment - BofA": $561133.39; 
(29) "CCPayment-Cit.iCards": $40,781.95; 
(31) "Cellular-AT&T'': $4,771.82 {½ of pre,2010 expenditures consistent with 

adjustment reflected in Exhibit 2); 
{33) "Check..c. written to Cash'': $4)350.00; 
(43) "Dues &Subscriptions~ Fitness (CA)": $4,334.00;*56 

{51) "Ga:VFuel": $916.85;* 
(54) "Groceries": $2,757.21:* 
(56) "Home rdated": $1,547.00; 
(59) "Home related (C'A)": $12,427.66; 
(75) "Lodging''; $28.,382.06; 
{76) "Meals and entertainment": $25,213.41; 
(79) "Moving eJ,..'"{)enses": $3,513.63; 
(82) "Paymems to individuals'': $4,039.03;"' 
(104) "Shopping": $23,948.66;* 
(114) "Uncategorized": $8,140.69;* 
{123} "\Vithdravials and cash advances": $90,598.28.*57 

The foregoing addition.al adjustments total $312,971, for a combined 

adjustment amount of $1,448,584, Deducting $1,448,584 from the total of amounts 

not elsewhere classified leaves a remaining total of $2,162,451 in such e,,..'Penditures not 

55 In pa.rt, so me of these unaccounted pre-20 l O expenditures. fall in to the "nickel and din1e" 
category that this Court is not inclined to entertain a.1 part of the waste analysis. Heightened 
scrutiny is more appropriate for such u11accaunted expenditures beginning in 2010 when the 
marriage was indisputably broken and the parties were permanently separated. 

s6Those entries denoted above by an asterisk(""'") were calculat1.>d by determining the j 
percentage amount attributed to pre-2010 expenditures in nda.t.ion to the total amount and 
then multiplied by the "Adjusted" amount. Thus, where an adjustment was already included 
as part ofthe "Adjusted" amount~ 1he foll amount was no.t credited to avoid duplicating the 
reduction. Instead, the applicable percentage amount was used. 

57Part of this amount was rec.aptured by this Court by including $72,000 as part of the 
cash given to Nadya fn:,rn March 2008 through Februa1y 2010. 
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justified by Dennis. This Court finds sufficient justifkatfon in the record t0 conclude 

thal the foregoing adjustments are appropriate in the context of the spending from the 

marital estate. However, with respect to the remaining $2,162,451, thi5 Court is 

unable to make a similar finding. Specifically, Dennis failed to meet his burden to 

show that $2,162,451 was not "vvasted" or that said amount was used for community 

purposes. Accordingly, this Court finds that a compelling reason exists to unequally 

divide the community assets by attributing the sum of $2,162,45 I as part of Dennis' 

division of assets. 

Notably, as part of the Teichner Report, Dennis argued for the elimination of 

the follo~ing itemized "References .. (with the parellthetkal description of those items 

not discussed above by this Court): 7, 9 (auto-related not elsewhere classified), 23, 57 

{home related-art (Wilshire apt.)}, 64 (legalfees), 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 79, 80, 

95, 114, and 122 {vvire transfer- unknown) fortotal "eliminationsn of $1,768,251.69 

"Before Accounting for Eliroi nation of Business Related and Normal J.iving Expenses." 

Many of the References to which Dermis objected have resulted in further adjustments 

from the tor.a.] as set fonh above, For those References that Dennis argued for removal, 

but have not been deducted. or adjusted by this Court, Dennis failed to satisfy by dear 

an.d convincing evidence his burden to demonstrate that those unatcounted monies dld 

not constitute waste. Moreover, some oft.he auto-related expenditures took place after 

the issuance of the Joint Prelimina1y Injunction and Dennis failed to meet his burden 

to justify said expenditures. Accordingly, there is a compelling reason to divide the 

assets unequally by the resulting amount of $2,162,451. 
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(f) Opportunity Cost of Potential Community Waste 

Gabrielle argued that she should be compensated for the opportunity cost "of 

foregone returns" associaied "-1th Dennis' use of community assets and irn::ome for 

purposes that did not benefit the inarital community. Anthem Report 16. Further, 

Gabrielle-also argued that she should be compensated for lost rental income for real 

property in \.vhich a family member or Nadya and the children resided. Although the 

Anthem Report did not identify a specific dollar amount of reimbursement, the 

Anthem Report cited Dennis' deposition testimony that the "targeted rate of return on 

his UBS accounts approximated 3.5 to 4.5 percent after ta.xes." Id. 

This Court is not inclined to either find or conclude that, under the 

circumstances of this case, there is a compelling reason to divide the assets unequally 

on the basis of "foregone returns" associated with the diversion of community funds 

by Dennis. Independent of the speculative nature of evaluating such an opportunity 

cost, this Court takes into consideration the precipitous increase in the value of the 

marital estate during a period of time in which Lile marital relationship was irretrievably 

broken. Although this finding does not excuse the waste that this Court previously 

found Oennis to have committed, the fa.ct that there was no diminution in the value 

of the marital estate is relevant to the Court's consideration of this issue raised by 

Gabrielle. Moreover, this Court similarly finds that potential Jost rental income from 

real property in which either Dennis or a family member resided is not. a sufficiently 

compell~ng reason for an unequal diYision of assets in this matter. 
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In sununary, this Court finds that a compelling reason e:,d.sts to unequally divide 

the assets of the marital community pursua.i1t to NRS 125.J SO by attributing to Dennis 

the following amounts as part of the division of assets: 

0 
a 
q 
0 

Nadya and Denni~adya 's Children: 
Jennifer: 
Family Expenditures: 
Amounts Not Else\vhere Classified: 

$1,808,112 
$45,100 
$72,200 

$~162,451 

TOTAL: $4,087,863 

IV. SANCTIONS 

Gabrielle also seeks sanctions against Demus for his violation of this Court's 

Joint Preliminary Injunction {May 15, 2014) and the te1ms of the parties' Stipulation 

and Order {Aug. 10, 2015). As noted previousiy, Gabrielle's request for contempt 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle consistent ·with Awad v. \¥right, 

106 Nev. 407, 794 P .2d 713 ( 1990), abrogated on different grounds by Pengiltp v. 

Rimcho Sante Fe Hnmeown.crs Ass'n, 116 Nev. 646, 5 P.3d 569 {2000). Nevertheless, 

pursuant to EDCR 7.60,58 this Court may consider sanctions against Dennis for his 

conduct. 

~
8EDCR 7.60 provides, in relevant pan, as follows: 

(b) The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, 
impose upon an attorney or a party any and all sanctions which may, urider the 
facts of the case, be reasonable; including the imposition of fines, costs or 
attorney's fees when an attorney or a party without just cause: 

( 1 ) So multiplies d1c proceedings in a case as to increase costs 
unreasonably and vexatiously. 

(5) Fails or refuses to comply with any order of a iudge of the 
court. 
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With respect to Dennis' alleged violation of the Stipulation and Order {Aug; I 0, 

2015), the terms thereof fail to provide t.his Court with an adeqt1ate basis to make 

findings of contempt. (apan from the failure to include an appropriate Awad affidavit). 

The Stipulation and Order {Aug. IO; 2015) is devoid of any specific deadlines for the 

conduct required therein. Further, it appears from the record that the proceeds from 

the sale of the yacht have been preserved in the accounts being divided by this Court. 

This Court's Joint Preliminary Injunction (May lS, 2014) (hereinafter 

referenced as the "JPl") provides, in relevant part, as follo'\.vs: 

YOU ARE HEREBY PROHIBITED AND RESTRAINED FROM: 

1. Transferring, encumbering, concealing, selling or otherwise 
disposing of any of your joint, common or com.'ll\unity property of the 
parties, or any property which is the subject of a claim of community 
interest, except in the usual course of business or for the necessities of 
life, without the written consent of the parties or the permission of the 
court.. 

The record reflects that, after the issuance of the JPI, Dennis spent more t:han 

$10,000 on thirty-seven (3 7) individual transactions that totaled $1,486,452. Exhibit 

73 (Examples of Outflows Greater than SJ 0, 000 Since May 2014 }. These expenditures 

do not include his purchase of a yacht and his Wilshire residence (which have been 

captured in the Marital Balance Sheet attached hereto}. These expenditures do not 

appear to q_uaJify as the "necessities of life" or to have been made in "the ordinmy 

course of business.,O Nevertheless, it a.ppr.ars that the amounts listed in Exhibit 73 are 

included in either the Anthem Report for purposes of accounting, or are part of the 

Marital Balance Sheet. This includes references in Exhibit 73 to cai;egories comained 

in Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report. 1\lthough these expenditures have been captured 
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in the Anthem Report and included as pa.rt of this Court's analysis of community 

waste, each transaction violated the terms of the JPI. There is r.o wealth e..xreption to 

the express tenns of the JPI. This Court sanctions Dennis the sum of $500.00 for each 

of tl1e 39 viola1jons itemized in Exhibit 73, for a total of $19,500. Dennis should pay 

to Gabrielle the $ J 9,500 sanction within thirty (30) days of the entry of this Decree. 

This Court is not inclined to find that sanctions should be imposed for the 

expenditures detailed in Exhibit 72 (Nadya/Children-Related Outflows Sirice May 

2014 }, or Exhibit 7 5 (Spreadsheet shmving payments to or on behalfof Dennis' Family 

Members since May 2014). Again, these expenditures are induded in other sections 

of the Anthem Report and have been considered by the Cou.>"t \v"ith respect to the issue 

of waste. FurJ1er, many of the e.xpenditures listed in Exhibit 72 and Exhibit 75 were 

for relatively small amounts and were for ongoing living expenses that this Court would 

not expect would cease upon the initiation of the divorce. Although these expenditures 11[ 
1sl/ I 

are appropriate for consideration in evaluating Gabrielle's claim of waste, this Court ' 

19 

20 
does not find a sufficient basis to impose additional monetary sanctions against 

21, Dennis. 

22

1

1 V. 

23. 
AUMONY 

A. CONCLUSlONSOF LAW 
24 
25 NRS 125.150 provides tha"C, in granting a divorce,fhisCourt "[m)ay a·ward such 

261 alimony to the vvife or to the husband, in a specified principal sum or as specified 

27
11 periodic, payments, as appears just and equitable." NRS 125.150 further adds, in 

281 
RYCEc.DUCKWORlll

1
) pertinent part, as foJlows: 
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5. In granting a divorce, the coun may also set apart such 
portion of the husband's separate property for the ·wife's support, the 
wife's separate property for the husband's support or the sep.a.rate 
property of either spouse for the support of their children as is deemed 
just and equitable, 

9. In addition. to :my other factors the court considers relevant 
in detemrining whether to award alimony and the amount of such an 
award, the court shall consider: 

(a) The financial condition of each spou.se; 
(b) The nature and value of 1he respective 

property of eadt spouse; 
(c) The contribution of each spouse to any 

property held by the spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030; 
(d) The duration of the marriage; 
(e) The in.come, earning capai::ity, age and hea.Jth 

of each spouse; 
( f) The standard of living during the marriage; 
(g) The career before the marriage of the spouse 

who would receive the alimony; 
(h) The existence of specialized education or 

training or the level of marketable skills attained by each 
spouse during the marriage; 

(i) The contribution of either spouse as 
homemaker; 

(j) The award of propeny granted by the court in 
the divorce, other than child support and alimony, to the 
spouse ,;.vho would receive the alimony; and 

(k,) The physical and mental condition of each 
pany as it relates to the financial condition, health and 
ability to work of that spouse. 

10. 1n granting a divorce, the court ~ ~onsidcr the need to 
grant alimony to a spouse for the purpose of obtaining training or 
education relating to a job, career m: profession. ln addition to any other 
factors the court considers relevant in determining ,vhether such alimony 
should be granted, rhe court shall consider: 

(a) Whether the spouse who would pay such 
alimony has obtained 6rreater job skills or education during 
t.hc marriage; and 
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(b) VVhether the spouse ·who would receive such 
alimony provided financial support while the other spouse 
obtained job skills or edur.ation. 

(Emphasis added), 

There have been a number of cases from the Nevada Supreme Coun over the 

years that have discussed various factors to consider when determining the propriety . 

ofan award of spousal support. For the most part, these factors have been codified in J 

NRS 125. I 50(9). However, these eleven statutory guidelines provide no guidance as 

to the relative weight to be applied to each factor or the measure of balancing these 

factors. Further, there is no fonnula to be applied by this Coun in calculating or 

determining the propriety of awarding spousal support or the amou.nt thereof. Rather, 

this Court weighs ;:md balances the foregoing factors to adjudk.ate this issue. 

Scholarly discussion of these statutory guidelines is instructive, specifically 

including the Honorable David A. Hardy's Nevada Aiimm-!JI-: An Important Policy in Need 

of a Coherent Policy Purpose, 9 NEV. L J. 325 (2009). To this end, the statutory factors 

support a conclusion that spousal _support is not limited to a "need" based 

decennination. Rather, there are three general categories or theories of support. First, 

need based support (looking at need and ability to pay). Second, support that is in the 

nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and divorce 

(which includes support. that is based on the subordination of a career hy one spouse, 

suppon that is adjunct to property division where the payor spouse has developed a 

"career asset," and support that is based on a spouse's reliance on the existence of 
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marriage). Finally, support that is intended for welfare avoidance, or to prevent a 

spouse from becoming a public charge. 

The purpose of spousal support is not to equaiize post-divorce incomes, but "to 

allow the recipient spouse to live as nearly ~s fairly possible to the station irt life 

enjoyed before the divorce,"' Shydlcr v, Shydler, I 14 Nev; 192, 198, 954 P.2d 37, 40 

( 1998). Further, "[ a Jlthough the amount of community property to be divided 

between the parties may be considered in determining alimony," a spouse should not 

be required to deplete his/her share of community property for support. Id., 114 Nev. 1 

111 
12 l at 198'. 954 P.2dat 40. Further, this Court should not consider the respective "merits" 

13 of the parties in adjudicating the issue of spousal sv.ppcrt. Rodriguez v. Rodriguez, 116 

141 

15 
[ · Nev. 993, 13 P.3d 415 (2000). It is not a "sword to level Lhe ·wrongdoer," nor is it a 

! 

16 
"'prize to reward virtue." Jd.116 Nev, at 999, 13 P.3d 419; Rather, ,.Alimony is 

17 

18 

19 

20 i 

financial suppon paid from one spouse w the other whenever justice and equity require 

it.>' Id, 

Prior to addressing Gabrielle's request for periodic spousal suppon, this Court 

21 j disposes of the issue of rehabilitative support. Pursuant to NRS I25.150(10), d1is 

22 . I 

23 

24 I 
l 
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26 

I 
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I 

281 
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Court is required to consider whether there is a basis to award rehabilitative alimony . 

Based on the record before this Court; there is no basis for an award of rehabilitative 

alimony. There are no fat.1.s in the record establishing the existence of a plan for 

rehabilitation and no evidence establishing viable options for rehabilitation or training. 

Indeed, it appears that Gabrielle is satisfied ·with. her existing career and there ½'aS no 

indicat.ion that she desired or needed funher training or education. Moreover, 
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Gabrieile leaves the marriage with an educational background that is superior to 

.Pennis. Gabrielle has neither sought nor presented facts that warrant consideration 

of rehabilitative support. 

B. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Preliminarily,this Court finds tl1at, takinginto consideration Gabrielle's income 

(both from her employment and the passive income she will earn on the assets she 

receives as part of the division of community property), the spousal support considered 

by this Coun is not need based or for the purpose of welfare avoidance. Nevez:t.helcss_, 

dlere is ~ sufficient. factual basis for the Court to consider an award of support that is 

in the nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and 

divorce. With respect to the statutory factors to be considered, this Court finds as 

follows: 

{I) The financial condition of each spouse; the income, earning 
capacity, age and health of each spouse; and the physical and 
mental condition of each party as it relates to the financial 
condition, health and ability to work of that spouse. NRS 
125.150(9)(a), (e) and (k) 

Although the focus of these statutory factors is the recipient's need and payor's 

ability to pay, subsection {e) includes an element of examining the development by the 

24 
. payor of a career asset and reliance on the part of the recipient on the continuation of 

25 

26 

27 

28 ! 
RYC£C.~ i 
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marriage. It is undisputed that both parcies are capable of continuing to work and 

neither party suffers from any limiting mental or physical condition that inhibits their 

respective ability to earn income. Although Deru1is referenced an upcoming hip 
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2 ! surgery, there is no evidence indicating that he will be unable to continue his 
\ 

3 ( employme.Ylt in the future. Gabrielle is 58 years of age and Dennis is 57 years of age~ 

:1 In ,evaluating the financial condition of each spouse, this Court considers and 

6 
/ defines the income of both Gabrielle and Dennis to evaluate their income and earning 

7 capacity. With respect to income eamed by the parties during ti1\e marriage, the 

8 J increase in Dennis' annual income has been dramatic. For ~mple, in 2003, the 

9! 
parties reported $826,179 in combined total income/adjusted gross income {with 

10 1 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1S 
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19 
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$826,902 in ",•vages, salaries, tips").59 Exhibit 16. from $8.26,179in income in 2003, 

their combined income thereafter is summarized as follows: 

Year I Total/Adjusted Gross Income f Wages, salaries, tips f Exhibit 

2004 r $821,971 l $819,175 ! 15 
-- . ·-.. ----········-----··. ···-+-·-·-·· .• +,,,---,,..----.-

! . . l I 

2005 ! $2,702,010 : $2,693,810 i 14 

~006\ --~825,61~_1_____ ·:$;·;:~~4!.i3-
2007 / $1,007,9821 $993,8281 12 

·-----~ -··--------·-· .. ------ . -----------------------------~---
2008 ! $1,062,4241 $ l ,066,662 1 11 

J.--- ! ----- ------ - . ---·· ... ._, 

--~~O~ ____ L_ ___ --------··· $1,65~'.?.!°S +- $1,~~7,831 J_ _ l_?_ 

2010 / -- $2,484,867 i $2,485,526 i 9 

_ ~~~! __ 
1 
_________ · _m'.485"110 L--~0.512,261 _:__ s = 

2012 i $21,53.5,200 / $21,401,381 i 7 
-· -. ····----+-· . ---····-········ •.-------------- . ·-- -----------~-·-
2013 ! $7,746,799 \ $7,248,4881 6 

'
9It appears that Gabrielle's portion of the parties' combined income viias a very small 

percentage, general!, less than five. percent (5%). As a "Section 16" employee, Dennis' 
compensation is reported on a lO(k) form, which ind'.lcles any transactions associated with 
stocks or stock options. Exhibits 91 through 98, Dennis" perquisites include private ot 
personal ''plane" hours and some health care contributions. Also, costs associated with his 
business travei generally arc covered by the company up to a '-'ertain "good sense;' pciI\t. 
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Year Tot~Adjusted Gross Income Wages, salaries, tips E.xhibit 

2014 $14.,976,489 $14,459,056 l 5 ----·--r· ----201560 
--- ····-··-·······-:···-·--·-·-··-

! $10,I 32.,746.52 . JJH 

The record ttgarding the parties' 2015 income is incomplete and unclear. In 

tMs regard.Dennis' 2015 bonus was to be detennined in March 2016 ( after the trial 

in this matt.er). According to Dennis, his projected income for the calendar year 2016 

v,r:ill be a base salary of $700,000 t.o $800,000. He \'I.ill learn of his 2016 bonus in 

March of 2017. 

12 . As seen above, the pa1ties' average annual adjusted gross jncome for the years 

13 201 l through 2014 is $14,935,899.50. Including 2010 as part of the analysis, the 

14' 
parties' average annual adjusted gross incon1e over the five years (20 IO through 2014) 

15 

16 

17, 
i 

1s1 
I 
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i 
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I 

is $12,445,693; Including Dennis' 2015 W-2 income, the average annual income for 

the five years from 2011 through 2015 is $13,975,268.90. Dennis testified that his 

average income from 2011 through 2015 was $13,000,000. 

It is undisputed that Dennis' income historically has dV\l'llrfed Gabrielle's income 

thrnughout their marriage. It also is undisputed that Gabrielle's careenvas secondary 

to Dennis' career pursuits as evidenced by the parties' multiple relocations throughout 

their marriage. The parties agreed that it was more beneficial to follow Dermis' career. 

Even so, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career necessarily suffered or that she was 

ever precluded from pursuing employment. 

6'1.ne 2015 income information is limited t.o Dennis' 2015 W-2 Wage and Tax 
Statement from Renal Healthcare, Inc. Exhibit fJJJ. Therein, Dennis' reported 2015 
"Medicare" w·ages of $10,132,746.52, ·with income taxes withheid of $3,798;481.09. 
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Gabrielle has worked as a nurse manager, nurse recruiter and a clinical nurse, 

Although her Certified Leg-al Nurse Consultant credential lapsed in approximately 

2012, she has worked at Dignity Health for approxi1nately ten years. She works 24 

hours per week (or 48 hours over a two-vveek pay period). Throughout thdnnarriage, 

there was not an expectation that Gabrielle would. work more than her present part

time employment. Gabriel1e enjoys her current employment and, during the marriage, 

Oennis encouraged Gabrielle to remain with Dignity Health.61 Gabrielle has not 

applied for any different employment since 2004. Gabrielle defined het incoroe in her 

20 l 6 FDF, wherein she represenr.ed that her average gross monthly income was 

$4,624.30. Gabrielle's 2016 FDF. After deductions, her net monthly income ,vas 

$3,800. Id. 

In contrast ,•vith Gabrielle's income, defining Oennis' incQme for support 

purposes is complicated. A comparison of his various FDFs filed ,vith the Court 

illustrates the wide range of income reported by Dennis. For example, Dennis 

represented average gross monthly income of $66,666.66 in his February 2015 FDF. 

His reported average gross monthly income increased to $600,310.40 ln his May 

201 S FDF. Final1y, Dennis represented average gross monthly income of $61,538.48 

in his February 2016 FDF. Dennis' income .and benefits ofemployment with DaVita 

28 61 During the marriage, there was some consideration ofGabrielle attending Jaw school 
RYCEC.DU'eKWOfrf'H 1 {Which went only so far as Gabrielle purchasing an LSAT study guide}. Even had she done so, 

DISJRICl.JUOOE I th " .. f h I I l i. b I . e success o er ega career wou l · e specu auve. 
<\MILYOM61(JN, DEPT. Q 
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is summarized in the annual Proxy Statements he received from the United States 

Securities and Exchange Commission, which provide the foUowi.ngdetailed summary:6l 

Yeai Salary Bonus St~k Options Non."Equity All Other Total 
Av,,ards Awards Incentive Plan Compen-

Compensation sation 

2008 472,414 !50;000 2,353,580 750,000 ll.109 3,737,103 

2009 628,855 250,000 4,230,240 950,000 772 6,059,867 
.. --;-; .. ----;-;-. 

2010. 727,075 l 18,000 2,377,.500 2,364,780 J,500,000 17,095 7,104,4~0 
·. 

2011 800,010 i 18,000 6,028,575 1,750,000 107,363 8,,803,968 

20!2 800,004 l 18,000 4,03ti;0:57 1,358,364 1,400,000 45,877 7,758,302 

2013 I 800,004 i 2,970,770 }J00,000 90;042 4,960,812 i 

2014 800,000 200,000 667,422 1,860,796 6,142,500 104,792 9,775,510 

Dennis' base salary has remained relatively constant from 2011 through 2014. 

His additional income is attributable to bonus income, sto<::k awards, option aVl.-ards, 

and othe:r incentive a,,1rards. This additional income is det.enninc;d by and at the 

discretion of the DaVita Compensation Committee and is not awarded until March 

of the follovving year. Also, there appear to be fluctuations in awards from year-to

year. Dennis testified that the ~days" of earning significant incentive based income 

"are over." 

22 , Upon revit'.\v of the record, this Court recognizes the fluctuating nature of 
1 

23 I 

24 

25,J 
26 

27 

28 
RYCEC.i.lUCKWOmlf 

DISTRICT JUDGE I 
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. I 

Dennis' incentive compensation awards in contrast with the rdative!J constant and 

consistent base salary and bonus income he has received fot more than five years. 63 

62Not reflected in the compensation summary above is Dennis' flight benefits with 
DaVita, Dennis' allocation of flight hours as one ofhis perquisites of employment ranged from 
zero in 2009 to a high of $106,61 l in 2011. Exhibits 93 and 95. 

"'From 2008 through 2014, Dennis received bonus income totaling $954;000, for .in 
average annual bonus of $136,000. However, excluding 2013 (which was the only year Jn 
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Moreover, from 2003 through 2009, this Coun notes that the parties; combined 

b)come from ''wages, salaries, tips" totaled $8,861,289, for an annual average 

combined income of S 1,265,898.43. This Court also takes into consjderation the fact 

that the highel!t income earned by Dennis came at atime that the marital relationship 

was broken and the part.ies had permanently separated. Without aslc'Iibing credit or 

blame, the delay in the parties divorcing has. resulted in significant growth in the size 

of the overall marital estate. Although this Court does not accept Dennis' hypothetical 

proposition that the marital estate to be divided in 20 l O would have been $4 million 

had he prosecuted hiS Complaint for Divorce (Mar. l 0, 2010), this Court does accept 

the argument that the amount Gabrielle will receive as part of the propeny division has 

increased significantly during the five plus years that the parties have been 

permanently separated. 

Recognizing th.at this is not a. need based sp<>usal support case, this Court 

similarly (as with Dennis' incentive compensation income) disco1.mts the passive 

income that Gabrielle will earn from tJ:ie property that she will receive as part of t..11e 

21 1 property division. 64 I nstt:ad, this Court foc.uses on Dennis' base salary plus his average 

22 

23 

241 
I 

25] 

261 
21! 

I 
281 
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bonus h1comc received from 2008 through 2012, and 2014 and Gabrielle's income 

from her employrnent. Thus, this Court finds that Dermis' average gross monthly 

which a "bonus" was not reported pursuant to SEC filings), the armual ;i,verage bonus was 
$159,000. 

64Unlike SJrydle1; supra, this is not a situation in which Gabrielle ½rill need tQ deplete or 
rely on the principle amounts of her property award in the divorce fur her support. Rather, 
Dennis testified that Gabrielle could earn at least four percent { 4%) on theliquid amounts she 
will receive as part of this divorce. Gabrielle did not challenge Dennis' testimony or suggesc 
any lower rate of return. 
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income for purposes of support is $80,000, with average .net monthly income of 

$58,000 (after deducting federal income taxes and s-Ocial security deductions). The 

resulting difference in the parties' average monthly net incornes is $54,200. 

(2) The nature and value of the respective property of each 
spouse and the award of property in the divorce to the spouse 
who would receive alim{)ny, NRS 125.150(9)(b) and (j) 

Dennis proposes that he receive the majority of the non-liquid assets as part of 

the division of assets. This includes: { 1) the residence in which Nadya and the 

children reside (the Oak Pass propeny}; (2). the residence in whid1 Dennis' parents 

reside (San Vicente property); and (3) the residence in which Dennis' brother's family 

reside (Ca.non Condo). :Bast;d on such a division, Dennis argued that Gabrielle would 

leave the marriage ·with approximately $18,000,000 in cash and $2,000,000 in real 

estate; Dennis added that Gabrielle should be able to earn a reasonable rate of return 

of at least 4%. As such, Dennis projected that Gabrielle could earn between $500;000 

and $800,000 in passive income if Gabrielle invests the liquid asset:s With a 

conventional investment house (or even with a bank}.65 

Accordingt:o Gabrielle's FDFs, she spends between $180,000 and $240,000 per 

year. Her 2015 FDF {Exhibit XX) shows total monthly expenses of $15,255 per 

month, or $183,060 ;mnualiy. Gabrielle acknowledged, however, that her expenses 

wo\lld likely be reduced slightly after the Lake Las Vegas residence was sold. Thll'i, 

65In suppon of frlis argument, Dennis cites to the p.irties' 2014 U.S. II)dividual Income 
Tax Return wherein the parties reported $ l 33,666 in interest income, $60,099 in tax-exempt 
interest income, $284,303 in ordinary dividends, and $96,223 in qualified <:livid ends. Exhibit 
.5. 
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Gabrielle does not .. need" suppon to meet her expens.e...~; Nevertheless, comparing the 

total income each party will earn based on the history of their earnings during the past 

five years (combined with the passive income C',abrielle likely will earn}, the record 

supports a finding that Dennis will continue to earn more income a.."1..11ually than 

Gabrielle. 

(3) The contribution of each spouse to any property held by the 
spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030. NRS J.2.5. l50(9)(c) 

This factor is not applicable in this qtse. 

(4} The duration of the parties' marriage. NRS 125, I50(9)(d) 

The parties married on July 20, 1991. Thus, they have been ma:rried for nearly 

25 years, which qualifies as a long-term niarriage. As a result, Gabrielle has relied on 

the continued existence of their marriage for her suppon. However, it is not lost on 

this Co1.1rt that the parties have not shared a harmonious marital relati_onship since 

approximately 2004. By no later than 20 I 0, the parries were permanently separated, 

Further; as discussed throughout this Decree, this Coun has determined that their 

marriage was h-retrievably broken in 2004. Finally, this divorce action ·was Jnitiated 

in December 2013. At that time, the parties ha.d been married for 22 years. 

(5) Standard of living during the marriage. NRS 125.150(9)(f) 

The parties' standardoflivingisdefmed by the historical earnings of the parties 

25.·., 
previously discussed. Again, although not need based, Gabrielle rdied on the existence 

26 
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of the parties' marriage to rtlaintain the standard of living achieved as a result of 

Dennis' income capacity. Without objection, Gabrielle followed Dennis' career 
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pursuits, which ·will result in Gabrielle leaving this marriage with more than $20 

million in assets; 

(6) The career before the marriage of the spouse receiving 
alimony. NRS 125.150(9)(g} 

Both Gabrielle and Dennis had established a. degree of success in their respective 

careers before their marriage. Although the parties followed Dennis' r..areer througlw1.1t 

their marriage, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career materially suffered as a result 

of this mutual decision, or that she would be earning significantly more based on career 

subordination during the marriage. 

( 7) The existence of specialized education or training or level of 
marketab1e skills attained by each spouse during marriage. 
NRS l25.150(9)(h) 

Although Dennis did not receive speciali7..ed education during the marriage, his 

career experiences laid the foundation for his role and position that he now enjoys at 

DaVita. Indeed, he acknowledged that his e1nployment experience played a key role 

in ''get.ting me to DaVita," and that his ability to remain with DaVita was something 

he "earned" through hard work and "getting results." At the same time, though to a 

lesser degree, Gabrielle remained employed throughout most of their marriage and 

benefitted from the job training she experienced at various places o.f employment and 

in various capacities. 

(8) The contribution of either spouse as a homemaker . NRS 

l25, l 50(9)(i) 

This factor includes clements of career subordination, but it is not of significant 

irnpon in this matter.. G~brielle testified that, as between the parties, she was 
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primarily responsible for <'.are-taking duties of their various matital homes. Although 

the parties routinely em.ployed house-cleaners, Gabri elk would cook and care for their 

home. However, this Court does not find that Gabrielle served as a homemaker in a 

traditional sense. · At no time did it appearthat she a.voided or terminated employment 

for the purpose of taking care of the parties' home. Although Gabrielle's Brief cites 

multiple cases discussing the significance of the r...areer s.1crifices of homemakers, many 

of the citations involved full-tirne homemakers that remained at home to manage the 

home and raise children. Such is not the case in this matter. 

Weighing and balancing the foregoing factors, this Court finds that Dennis 

should pay spousal support to Gabrielle in the sum of $18,000 per month, for a period 

of 108 months, for a total of $1,944,000. Considering the length of the panies' 

separation, and recognizing that the support is not need based, this Coun further 

concludes and finds that the s11pport should be paid in a specified or lump sum 

amount so as lo disentangle the parties, NRS 125.l50(1}(a) and (5). Accordingly, 

applying a 4% discow1t rate (the rate o~ return commonly referenced in the record) to 

the periodic. monthly sum of $18,000 per month for a period of 108 months, results 

in a present value lump sum amount of $1,630,292. This amount shotdd be 

effectuated by awarding Gabrielle the sum of $1,630,292 from the UBS Resource 

241 

25 
l Management Account (account 12745) a.warded to De1mis. .. 

26 Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, and Conclusions of Law, and good 
I 

27 j cause appearing therefor, 
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It is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that an absolute 

PECREE OF DIVORCE is hereby GRANTED and the bonds of matrimony are hereby 

DISSOLVED and the parties are retu:rned to the status of single, unmarried 

individuals, with Plaintiff henceforth kno,'Vll as GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI. 

It is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the assets and debts 

are divided pursuant to the Marital .Balance Sheet attached hereto as Exhibit 1. In 

this regard, it is further ORDERED that the following assets are confinned to Gabrielle 

as her sole and separate property: 

( 1) the residence and real property located at 2 l Augusta. Canyon Way, Las 

Vegas, Nevada; 

(2) the sum of $186,030 from the net sales proceeds realized from the sale 

of the Lake Las Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half ( ½) of any 

a."nount in e.xcess of or below 11et sales proceeds of $570,502); 

(3) the foUoV\>ing bank and financial accounts: 

(a) the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America checking account (ending 

0129).and 

(b) one-half of the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America joint checking 

account (ending 6446); 

{4) the follmving investments: 

(a) the UBS Strategic Advisor account (no. 12743); 

(b) the UBS Private Wealth Solutions :iccount (no. 13134).; 

(c} the UBS Resource Management Account (account 2 l 076 ); 
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(d) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 20329}; 

(e) the Merrill Lynch CMA account (no. 10637); and 

(f) the Merrill Lynch CMA account ( 10093); 

(5) one-half {½) of the fractional conununity property interest in any 

incentive awards granted or awarded to Dennis associated with his 

employment pri().t to Febiuaty 26, 2016, calculated based on the total 

time between the award or grant of the asset/award and the date on 

,vhich said asset/award vests or matures, vvith the Coun retaining 

jurisdiction to "wait and see" whether post-divorce performance 

conditions should be considered as pan of the division; 

(6) one-half of the net sales proceeds realized from the sale of the 2015 

Ferrari; 

(7) the golf cart; 

(8) the following retirement accounts: 

(a) the Fidelity Dignity Health retirement account; 

(b} l he sum of $289,409 from the DaVita Executive retirement plan; 

(c) the Merrill Lynch IRA ( I 1040); 

(d) one-half of the Teleflex defined benefit pension plan, with this 

Court retaining jurisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; 

(9) one-half (1h) of all credit. card/travel reward points accumulated during . 
! 

the parties' marriage; and 
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(IO) all of Gabiielle's fumishings, je1,velry, clothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is funher ORDERED that the following Msets are confirmed to Dennis as his 

sole and separate property: 

( l) the following real properties: 

(2) 

(a) the sUm of $384,472 from the net sales proceeds realized from the 

sale of the Lake Las Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half { 1/z) 

of any amount in excess of or below net sales proceeds of 

$570,502); 

(b) the Oak Pass property; 

{c) the San Vicente property; 

(d) the Canon Condo; 

{e) the residence and real property located at 10776 Wilshire 

Boulevard; and 

(f) the nanny quarters located at I 0776 Wilshire Boulevard; 

the following bank and financial accounts: 

(a) one-half of the Merrill Lynch,/Bank of America joint checking 

.aecount (ending 6446); 

(b} the \'\Tells Fargo checking account (ending 5397); 

(c) the \Velis Fargo checking account (ending 8870); and 

(d) the Wells Fargo savings account (ending 6253); 
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(3} the following 1nvestments: 

(a} the UBS Resource Management Account (account 12745); 

(b} the UBS Resource Management Account (account 18575); 

(c) the NEA investment; 

{d) the Radiology Partners investment; 

(e) the iChiU investment; 

(f) any interest in the Pray for Ukraine/Winter movie; and 

(g} any interest in the Thomasina movie; 

( 4) Dennis' interest in any incentive awards through his ernployment with 

DaVita, less Gabrielle' sone·half ( ½) interest in the fractional community 

property percentage in any such incentive awards granted or av.rarded to 

Dennis associated \vith his employment prior to February 26, 2016, 

calculated based on the total time between the award or grant of the 

asset/a·ward and the date on which said asset/;i.,•vard vests or matures, 

with the Court retainingjurisdiction to ",vait and see" whether post, 

divorce performance conditions should be considered as part of the 

division; 

{5) the following automobiles: 

(a) the 2015 Bentley 12 cyl.; 

(d) 

{c) 

the 20 l 5 Bentlev 8 cvL; and 
,I ' 

one·half of the net sales proceeds realized from the sale of the 

20 I 5 Ferrari; 
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(6) 

(7) 

receivables due and O'wi:ng from Kim Matthews, Bernie Kogod, Mitchell 

Kogod, and Sheldon Kogod; 

the following retirement accounts: 

(a} the UBS Rollover IRA (46); 

{b) the sum of $13,427 from the DaVita Executive retirement plan; 

(c) the Chase Cigna Health Savings acc0t1nt; 

(d} one-half of the Teleflex. defined benefit pension plan, with this 

Court retaining jurisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; and 

( e) the Voya DaVita retirement account; 

(8) the Principal life insurance policy; 

(9} the sapphire ring; 

( 10) one-haif (½) of all credit card/travel reward points accumulated during 

the parties' marriage; and 

(11} al! of·Den.nis; furnishings, jewelry, dothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is farther ORDER.ED that Gabrielle has the option of receiving, as her assets 

the 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.) and the 2015 Bentley (8 cyl.) at the corresponding values 

she placed on the vehicles. It is further ORDERED that Gabri.die must make her 

election to receive these vehicles within 14 davs of the, entrv of this Decree. It is . .., ' .. 

further ORDERED that, if Gabrielle exercises this opt.ion, the Marital Balance Sheet 
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shall be modified. to insert the corresponding values in Gabrielle's column of assets, 

with the totals recalculated to effectuate an equal division. 

lt is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume, pay, and hol<l G11btielle 

harmless from the outstanding amount owed on the UBS line of credit (which is 

treated as a community debt). 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle shall assume, p~y and hold Dennis 

hannless from the folluwing debts as her sole and separate responsibility: 

( l) the amount owed to Banana Republic (account ending 4713); 

(2) the amount owed to Discover (account ending 5161 ); 

(3) the amount owed to Merrill Lynch AMEX (account ending 9677); 

(4) the amount owed to Kohl's (account ending 557); 

(5) the amount owed to Nordstrom (account ending 992}; 

(6) the amount owed to TJX Rewards (account ending 6951); 

(7} the amount owed to LoveLoft Mastercard (account ending 5363) and 

{8) the amount owed to Sa.ks (account ending 688), 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume, pay and hold Gabrielle 

harmless from the follo\1\,-ing debts as his sole and separate responsibility: 

(1) the amount owed to Atnerican Express Centurion (account ending 3005); 

(2) the amount crwed to American Express Optima (account ending 2003); 

(3) the amount owed to Ametjc.an Express Platinum (account ending 9008 ); 

(4) the amount owed to Mastercard Black Card (account ending 1588); and 

(5) the amount owed to Wells Fargo Visa (account ending 1032). 
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It is further ORDERED that the parties shall equally share the costs associated 

with the preparation of any Qualified Domestic Relations Order(s) necessary to 

efffctuate the division of retirement accounts set forth herein. 

It is further ORDERED that, as part of the division of assets, the sum and 

amount of $4,087,863 is attributed as an asset to Dennis in the Court's Exhibit l. 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle is awarded the sum and amount of 

$ 1 ,630,292 as a specified principal sum as and for spousal support, with said 

$1,630,292 paid from the UBS Resource Management Account (account 12745). 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall pay to Gabrielle the sum of $19,500 

,vi thin thirty (30) days of the entry of this Decree as and for sanctions associated ·with 

his violation of the JPI. 

?.J'J 
DATED u'lis vv day of August, 2016. 
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C loffi.Kogod v. Ko god 
Marital Balance Sheet 

Property Value 

ASSETS .---V-a-Lu_e_-.-'--o~brl 
Net 

Value 
Community 

Dennis Gabrielle 
Separate 

Dennis Ga:-b-:r!-:el~le-t---N:"'."O':"T::'.E::'.S::-------J-, 

1 Bank of America Checking (129). $65,200 $0 ~?,200 $65,200 . __ . --·· ..... Exhibit 141 
2 Ban',(ofAmericaCheckin9(6'14a} StS,356 · · · $0 · $18,356 $0;1:re $9,178 ·· EKllioit1<12 
3 WeifsFarg<tCheckiii°g'(5397)--·-···· . . $10,192 $0 ... $10,192 $10,192. . . ~ - . . . E.xh!l:>itWi,IMMM 
4 iivei\:s··Fargo Checkir,g.(8870). - . . . .$429 ... . $0 . $429 . $429 . ···- .. Exhibit NNNNN 
5 Welis.Fargo Savlngs·(~ciiij". ·····---····-······$49$- -- . $0 ........... 

0 $496 ·- ........ 0$4001···-•• :.::.~:.·_ ·:~-~- - "' ....... ··········-··· ··- . ·-··· .. ··~- Exhit.>it MMMMM 

6 Blocked account (Yachtl · · ·- ·-+----"'."C'-:-cc,~---,,..e-c=i-.--- --,,--t------1Placed in UBS 45 per Anthem Repott 
~btotal $94,673 $0 $94,673 s20.29s $14,37~ so $0 

7 uas Strategic Advisor {1274'l) $6,033.,694 ·-· $0 $6,033,694 . . $6,033,694 Exhibi\.JJ.IJJ 
.8 UBS Resource Mg!. Account (1.2745) $4,180,085 $0 $4 .• 180,085 . $4,!80,.9_85 . . . Exhibit i<KKKi< 
~ UBS Private Wealth Solutlons(.13134) . $2,252,231 . . . $0 $2,252,231 .. _ . s2:2s:i;fri -~:-~~::~~~·-·.:::~ ·:::::=-····· Exhibit ULLL 

10 UBS Reaour~ Mgt Account (21071.1) · · $9,203,992 $0 .. : $9,2!)3,992 --·------ _ ..... $9,203,992 --------······- -· --·-····· ·- .. ~i.btt 11111 
11 UBS Resource Mgt. Account (18575) $95,056 $0 . $95.056 $95,056 Exhibit FFFFF 

12 l:J~S. ~~ur~ ¥.~.::~.?~.~ (20.329.L }!.,?}?:i9.~.1 . · $,0 ... $\~~.061 ·· · ······-···-·-······ ___ ,!!!.~~~!..~! Exbibi.t 14'!;Stip. & Or~r (elt0/2016) 
13 Merrill Lynch CMA (10537) . $496,802 $0 $496,802 $496,802 .................. ··-· Exhiblt 14:, 
14 iviei-rii, Lynch c'KiiAJ1oos3>............. · ·ju2:02i5 · ·····$0 ······ ··$2s2,025 s2e2.02Q Exhibit 1.4s 

SubtQtal $23,775,946 $0 $23,775,946 $4,275,141 $18,268,744 $0 $1,232,051 

15 NEA Investment $979,388 $0 $979,388 $979,388 Dennis & GabriellEt's Briers 
16 Radi<?log~rlnyrs - . $ {i;o)OO , ·--···,$() ········· $t50°]oo - ---- $150,000 .... -. -····-····---··· -·· ....... . .... -.. - ....... . . . Anthem Report 17 

H lchil.l · •· $150,000 · · · $0 $150,000 · • $150,000 · · ·· · - Oennis & Gati~lle's Stief$ 

18 fra{for Ukraine/Winter Movie_ ___ ... . .. $81,000 .•. . ..... so $81,000 . . $81,000 . Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 
19 Thomasina Movie $100,000 $0 .. :i.10cfooo . .. $10Ci;oOO .. ······· -- "" ·---···········-· ·-···················- D<!r,nis & Gabrielle's s,1ers 

Subtotal $1.,460,388 $0 $1,4(;0,3$0 $1,460,388 $0 $0 $0 

20 !1!.?_lr!.~~ Lo31!!~15.~ .. ~tt-h_e..v~L. ..... ~-··-·-!~§.i.QQQ. ·-·-····-· ~Q --·····$25,000 .. ~2~;~ .... . . .. _ ----··········-· _ ·-··---·- _ OenolH, GabrteUe's Brief$ 
21 Personal loan (Bernie Kogod) ... $25.000 $0 $25,000 $26,000 De~nl& & Gabrielle's Briefs 
22 Buslnet.s loan (Mitchell Kogod) . $17S;ooo . $0 $178,000 $178,000 - .. -- - -- - OenniU Gabrielle's Brie.{1, 

23 Peroo~el loan (Sheldon Koaod} $25,000 $0 $25,000.... $25,000 . Der!rti~ & Gabrielle's Briefs 
Subt9tal $253,000 $0 $253,000 $253,000 $0 $0 $0 
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Property Value 

ASSETS Vaiue Debt 
R~Ji~~~P.ERT'(, '.a:ik-i-~"i/,,::,,;ia!i{})J 

Net 
Value 

.._ ___ c __ o,~mmunit\/ Separate 

Dennis T Gabrielle Dennis .--JL......:'G=a=b~r.;.:;1' e,;;;ll~ei__,____:N.:..:O::.T;.;E::.:S:..... ______ ---11 

24 2S Via Mira Monte.Henderson . . $1,400,000 $829,498 $570,502 $384,472 $188,oog ___ ........................... -.--.--.. To be s<.ild w/ proceeds diVlcled 
25 9716 oii~.£'~:J~_RE_S.~• B~~~!!Y_ H~_li.: ·1 ... )~:300:000 ---···-$0 -· $t(3oo:ooo .. $6,300,000 .. .. S~e Decree 
26 321 So., San Vfcen1e Condo $680,000 $0, $880,000 . $6.SO,.ooo . . .. - .. Stipulatecr v~1ve; net proceeds 
27 434-So:canon.CortdD __ : ____ -~ $654,001 $0 . $654,001 $654,001 ........... -~:: __ -:-~-:::··:·----··- Se,e 5/4/2016 hearing; Ex. \N'NWW 

26 , 0776 Wilshire BIVd. $3,615,061 SO $3,615,061 · · ........... - ·-· $3,615'.061 See Stipulation 11r111 Order (8l10/2016J 
291<J776 Wilshire Blvd. (nanny) . . . $332,216 . ·$0- $332,216 $332,216 .... .. .... ·-- - Closing Briefs: JiOI ref. iri Slip. 
3021 AuguslaCanyonWav ···--·-· --$2:ifoiioo" ..... ,,.,$0. $2,375;ilOO ...... ··--~ ....... -------··- -·--·-··· $2,375,000 Se&$tlp\!Jatlonand0rder(8/10/2018) 

Subtotal $15,356,278 $829.498 $14,526,780 $6 350,689 $166;030 $3,615,061 ~2.375,000 

31 201!? 8enll&y 12 eyt. . . . $255,000 $0 $255,000 . $255,000 ······--····· ............ . 
32 2~1 ?.~~~Oey 8 cyl. · {N~~~·~) · . _,. .... J~,;.~--- ......... ...c~..!_ ____ $~Q.~!2P2 .... . . ~?.Q~-~99 . . . . . . . . . .... _ ... __ .,. ........ . 
3:i 2015 Ferrari 458 . . $276,675 $0 $276,675 $1.38.337 $138,337 St'lld & proceeds divided; Ex. CCCCCC ................ . . -· . . . . . . . $0 . . . ·-'- . . 

Subtotal $:?_~.675 ---··$0 $.736,675 !_598,337 $1~.337 $0 $0 

;Ji'".EFra;QlifAt~~C!F!.!:R~Wi{H4iif<\! -·-··---~-------------~----~ 
34 Furniture {Dennis) $0 ...................... _ ___ _ _______ '---·-··------······-

35 Fumitute{Gabby) ............ : ................. ·-·-· -==-- ...... · ........... ~o. .. ............ ·-·-···········-·· ................ _ ---·-----
36 St~raQEl _Unit· ···-·------ __ . . . . . . . . ··-. _ ... _ ....................... $0 --·----- .. ·--- ...... _____ , ___ .. . 
37 _§app'!n"e Rini} ...... _ . . ... ___ ··---· $14,000 ___ .JQ,_ ... ___ $14,000.. . $14,00_~ ............ _ ............ __ -------.... - .. _____________ _ 
38 Fri:lquent flier Miles . . . $0 . . . . Diw.:lfJ e1:1ually 
39 ~~~f~~i~~==~: ·: ............. : ... ~:=~:::~ ~--.. -·-···--- ,_ ........... ::: .. ::. :~-=====:~ ·::: .... __ .. _____ ~--~:::~::~~--~:.·~~ · ~-:~·-=~-·::: .. :~: ... _____ ............. :: DiYlde equally 

Subtotal _____ ... $14,000 $0 $14,000 $14,000 --·-···--· $0 $0 $0 

40 ~cipail ______ . . , .. _ .. --- ···- ... $20,$00 _ ............. $0 -·- $20,50~ .. $20,5_00 Exhibit XXXXX 

J-..;S::;;:u;.;;b;.;;;to;.;;ta;;:;;I _______ , _____________ ..;.$.c;c20;;;.;· ·.c...50.c...0:...,...., __ .;..$0:.:..... __ $2'-"0.:..c.5;...;.00...,__---'-$ ..... 20_.,_500__., ___ ____,,,,:;;$.;;.01...-__ ___,.$0;;;.L... ___ .;'.;$0;:;.; 
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ASSETS Value Debt 
Net 

Value 
Communltv Separate 

Dennis Gabrielle .Dennis Gabrielle NOTES 

41 DaVita Mullen TBG . ~3q?, •. ~~6 so $302,836 $1;3,427 ·- $289,409 ExhlbilZZ.ZZZ 42 Teleriex Pensiriri'($99Simonth) ' ........ ··-···· ............. -·-·····------d - --- ·····- ,,,,. '' ... ··--------- ·--· .... ' Defined ben(!fltpl!\n: dlVld!l equally 

43 F'icielity'oignity Health ' ' ,. --·-$G9J93 .............. -$0 ..... ·- $69·,as:i .. $69,693 ' . . .. ,. ' -·---· ....... . ... see Closing Briefs 

44 Chase Cigna Heallh Savings ..... · $1,882 $0 $1,e82 · $1,882.,.. · · Exhibit AAAAM 
45 "rvierrilflynch if4A'(11040} ...... ·-·-··$1Stf476.....__~-~$0 ---- Sfo(47'6 . . . .. . $156,476 ·- ExhibiH4J 
46 ·u0s·R(ii16vei-""iRA{46)····· .. $113,296 , ... ' ' $0 ., .. - "sf1i2se,_.,._$Tii;200 __ , ................ -. .. ······--·-- . ... . ........... Exhibit DODOO 

47 \/ova DaVita Retirement Savings $386,973 .$0... $386,973 $386 973 · · Exhibit yyyyy 
Subtotal $1,03W6 $0 $1,0~!~~6 $515,578 $515,578 $0 $0 

lt%TALASSErs::;·, .:, :} · $46.830,4791 $829,4081 $46.ooo~in] $19,595,791! s19,1s3,oa1j -$3,a1s,os1[ $3,6071@] 

I 
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-----------------------------··················· 

Value Debt 
Net 

Value 

Debt Value 

Dennis '3abrleUe Dennis Gabrielle NOTES 

$412,723 
$412,723 $0 $0 

ExhibltAAAAA 
$0 

50 Banana. Republic Visa (4713) ____ -------.... ,.. $~~~ .......... ·····-· ................................ ----···-->-~···· .......... ·-·--····" $308 Exhibit 133 
51 Discover (5161) ... ···---- .......... ,. __ --··· . _.. . S2.435 $2,435 Emib~ 134 
52 Kohl's (557) . . . . . ·-- -- --·-··--·······--,- _____ :_~~jQ ~~~:::.-=~=~ :···: ········-··-·····- ····· ... ·:.: .. ·:.'.··~- --~~::=.. ___________ · ......... · .. : .. $0 Exhbilt 136 
53 LoveLoft Mastercard (5363) $29 $29 Exhibit 132 
54 Merrill Lynch AMEX (9677) . . . . $392 . . . . . $392 Exhibit 138 
55 NOrdtfrom-(oozyy·· · · · · · · sa1e~· ..... _ ........ -- · --·- ··- ... -···-~-----... --~ sa·1·9 ~htbit 139 

• ;,_o,,o,oo ... --•-•O•UO oOo•Oo-•-·--H---· ••••-•••••,"oo-•-•o• A,,O-OU ,,,,-,• •ou•,•o••no•,••"'" • .--·-·' _, -.· -----·'•o>Huoooooo•oH -·-••• 

56 Nieman Marcus $0 $0 sr AMex b,i'i1i~ii;cii,·i3oosj·------- ···-- · .. · · · · · · · · ..... $ 1·ifa7'1-··-------- ·· ···· ·········---. -.... · .... ~-- ·· ··i1 o,a11 .. .. · · · ---- - s~hibit sssss 
58 AMEX Optima (2003) . . .. ,. . _ ·- $18,425. . ~- ... ·- ... . . .. . ... ··- - ......... ······---- ··.-·-. ····-··· $18,425 _______ _....._ Exblbtt UUIJLIU 

:~ t!t1~fii~~rli~~-(15a8) -- ···---·------· --$2;;:----'···· ···,······- · · · · $20:~:: · ::::~~ 
61 weiis_Fargo-visA'lro32). .. ·-·-·-·······--·-···· .... $15,"361·~-~·:: ... :_ ........ ················ .. ·- ···-···----·---- -- __ $15,361-·......... . ExhibilPPPPP 
63 $:.ks (Ei88) . · . . $289 . . . ..... .. $2a9 Gabrielle'.1 Brief 
64 TJX Rewards-(i9tffi""""""-~-"-···· .. .. . -·-·1520 ·····-···· ............. $620 Gabriellr.'s Brief 

Subtotal $69,798 $0 $0 $65,406 $4,392 

l $482,521} $412,7231. $0} $4,3921 

u s,9.,a~:@ar )19_.183,wi $3.549.G5s11 $3.602,66911 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

Electronically Filed 
08/22/2016 04:03:40 PM 

' 
NEOJ ~j.~ 

DISTRICT COURT 

CL.ARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI-KOGOD, ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

V. ) 

) 
CASE NO. D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO. Q 

DENNIS L. KOGOD, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) ____________ ) 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF 

FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF LAW AND DECREE OF DIVORCE 

TO: ALL PARTIES AND/OR THEIR ATTORNEYS 

Please take notice that a Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of 

Divorce has been entered in the above-entitled matter, a copy of which is attached 

hereto. I hereby cenify that on the above file stamped date, I caused a copy of this 

Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce 

to be: 
23 181 £-Served pursuant to NEFCR 9 on, or placed in the foldct(s) located in the 

24 
Oerk's Office of, the following attorneys: 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DISlRICT JUDGE 

'Mlla..V O\VISION, DEl'"f. Q 
'9 VEGAS, NEVADAB9101 

Radford Smith, Esq. 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 

/s/ Kimberly Weiss 
Kimberly Weiss 
Judicial Executive Assistant 
Department Q 



EXPT 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

2 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
GARIMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 

4 I Nevada State B~ No. 0 I 1878 

5 
i 2470 St.. Rose Parkway, Suite #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

6 , Telephone: (102) 990-644& 
f . Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

7 i rsmithl@,radfoTdsmith.com 

8 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Electronically Filed 
09/21/2016 05:48:15 PM 

' 

~~.~ 
CLERK OF THE COURT 

9 

10 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

11 

12 

14 

15 

16 

19 

20 

2i 

22 

23 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendrutt. 

CASE NO.: D~ 13489442-D 
DEPTNO.:Q 

FAMJL Y DIVISION 

EX PARTE REQUEST FOR LEAVE OF COURT TO FILE SUPPLEMEI'i!TAL PLEADING 
(WITH NOTICE) 

COMES NOW Plaintiff~ GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD, ("Gabrielle"), by and throug.li he 

attorneys Radford J. Smith, Esq. and Kimberly A. Medina, Esq. of the firm ofRadfordJ. Smith, Chartered_ 

and moves this court for pennission to file Supplemental Brief pursuant to EDCR 2.20 for the Hearin 

currently scheduled for October 12, 2016 at 10:00 a.m. 

,1. s[· • ~ ; ~ a· "' 
Datea tlusjJ_ ay of September, 2016. 

-1-

I 
08941 



2 

3 

5 

I. 
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

EDCR 2.20 states in relevant part, 

(i) . . . Supplementl:ll briefs will only be permitted if filed within the 01iginal time 
limitations of paragraphs (a), (b), or(d}, ot hy order of the court; 
[Emphasis added] 

I 6 · 1 , I 
Attached hereto is the Affidavit of Kimberly A. M'.edina, Esq setting forth the reasons fbr P amtiff', 

7 

8 

! 
request to file Supplemental Brief for the He11ring cw-rently scheduled for hearing on October 12, 2016 :a: 1 

I 
9 ; 10;00 a.m. 

,-.J-· 
I',., l ~ 10 Dated thls L1. day of September, 2016. 

11 I RI' ,
11

'J4 sMrr,:~R~REP 
12 fl /i /; .,.--71 / ;- i 

. .~ vt.l _:/11. ~~~/ ~L/Z-.-~ 
13 JtA.DF . SMITH, ESQ. 

14 Nevada Bar No. 00279 l 
K1MI3E~Y A. MEDINA, ESQ. 

L5 Nevada Bar No. 014085 · 
2470 St Rose Parkway, Suite 1.06 

16 H~nderson, Nevada 89074 
11 Attorney for Plaint{[{ 

18 

19 

20 I 
·p -· ! 

12 I 

:31 
.24 

25. 

26 

27 

28 

-2-
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2 
COUNTY OF CLARK 

3 

STATE OF NEVADA 
4 

AFFIDA \1T OF KIMBERLY A. MEDINA, ESQ. 

) 
) ss: 
) l 

I 
Kimberly A. Medina, Esq., having been duly swom, deposes and says: I 
1. I am an attorney for the Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CrOFFl - KOGOD (''Gabrielle"), in th I 6 

7 

10 

!I 

12. 

above-entitled matter. 

2. I rn.ake, this Affahwit based upon facts within my own knowledge and based upo 

information and documents provided by my client, save and except as to matters alleged upon infonnatio. 

and belief and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

3. On September 13, 2016 Gabrielle filed a Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs. Gabriell 

I 13 I seeks leave of Court pursuant to EDCR 2.20 to file a Supplemental Brief to include the attorney's fee 

14 j 
incurred from her first attorney, received on September 20, 2016. Gabrielle seeks leave of Court to a!lm 

1,5 

16 
, her to file the Supplement with that billing history and retainer. ,__ 
I . ~-~, 

11 I FURTHERAFFIANTSAYETHNAUGHT.,..... !/_,.,./ '~.·
1/?/J- V-) / ~--

. {,,/{\I \ 1·1/ ~/ / ,v r /l i 
18 l . • t ,, £,,.-,, l_../ i,.__, , . · f . -·v ··· , , 
19 

Subscribed and sworn before me 
20 this. 71 ·sl: day of September, 2016. 

21 
A'.-.-,...._ 0. ~z,, .I 11,, , -..._,, •. -;-:,:--....1 ,,. 
/1.-·f /,l..f%'"'·-.) ('l 1,:{£l(4 ) 

NOfAR Y PUBLIC in and for 
22 

said County and State 
23 

24 

25 

26 

.27 

28 

K1MBERLY A. MEDINA, ESQ. 

-3-
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

lO 

11 

12 

n! 
j 

14 

15 

16 

i.7 

!S: 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ! 
'7 .,d-· 

l hereby certify that I am an employee of:Radford J. Smith, Chattered and that on theC/ 

day of September, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Ad1ninistrative Order 14-2, l electronically 

transmitted a trne and correct copy of the above and foregoing EX PARl'E REQUEST FOR. LEAVE OF 

COURT TO FILE SUPPLEMENT PLEADING (WITH NOTICE) by way of Notice of Electronic Filing 

provided by the court mandated E-file. & Serve system to the following 

Daniel Matks, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
Nicole Mi Young, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 

'·. /.,..-.,. . ./ /~/! ...... -···: (_-----.... ~ ....... '· ·····.··· 

'/\/.,...- .. />!_, ,• ·~/ r"': t/'./ ·--

'./ / / i/ I/<,:> /l' / _,,,../ /I ; 

/.
. f; L I I_ •• • ./, ,,, / (_,._,.,, L----·, ! 

_ \ ,, /-' V , ... )( ;t,,, · ·· __ .. \ / 
An emplo\.-ee ofRarlf<frd J. Smith Chartered 
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1 LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 

4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX (702) 386-6812 

5 Attorneys for Appellant 

6 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DENNIS KOGOD, Case No. 71147 

Appellant, 

vs. 

GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 

Respondent. 
I 

APPEAL FROM THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

APPELLANT'S APPENDIX 
Volume 44 

1 

Electronically Filed
Apr 06 2017 04:44 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 71147   Document 2017-11547



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Acceptance of Service filed on April 24, 2014 1 14 

3 Acceptance of Service Filed on November 6, 2015 2 394 

4 Amended Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 23, 2016 46 9032-9148 

5 Answer to Complaint for Divorce and Counterclaim 1 19-24 

6 
filed on November 24, 2014 

Case Appeal Statement filed on August 23, 2016 44 8590-8593 
7 

Case Appeal Statement, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9287-9290 
8 

9 
Case Cross-Appeal Statement filed on September 21, 2016 46 9028-9031 

10 
Case Cross-Appeal Statement, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9298-9301 

11 
Certificate of Service filed on March 2, 2015 1 66 

12 
Certificate of Service filed on June 2, 2015 1 85-86 

13 
Certificate of Service filed on January 25, 2016 4 712 

14 
Certificate of Service filed on June 21, 2016 42 8082 

15 
Certificate of Service filed on September 14, 2016 45 8704-8802 

16 Certification of Copy of Exhibits Presented at the 2123/16- 10 1876-1894 
2126/16 Non-Jury Trial, dated December 8, 2016 

17 Certification of Copy Clerks List 41 7980-7983 

18 
Complaint for Divorce filed on December 13, 2013 1 1-6 

19 
Defendant's Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8415-8473 

20 
Defendant, Dennis Kogod's, Reply to Plaintiffs, Gabrielle 1 151-178 

21 Cioffi-Kogod's, Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 
Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition 

22 and for a Protective Order Prohibiting or Limiting the 
deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner and Opposition to 

23 Plaintiffs Countermotion for Attorney Fees and Costs filed on 
June 25, 2015 

24 
Defendant's Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum 1 87-110 

25 and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute Steiner filed on 

26 June 11, 2015 

27 Defendant's Exhibits Vol. I: 33 6161-7979 

28 I I II 

1 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit D- Teichner Accounting Rebuttal Expert 33 6162-6209 
Disclosure Dated: January 25, 2016 

3 
Defendant's Exhibit F- Teichner Accounting Sur-Rebuttal 33 6210-6215 

4 Report Dated: February 15, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit S- Bank of America Joint Checking 33 6216-6223 

6 
Account Ending 6446 Statement From December 1, 2015 to 
December 31, 2015 

7 Defendant's Exhibit T- Bank of America Checking Account 33 6224-6229 

8 
ending in 0129 Statement from December 1, 2015 to December 
31,2015 

9 Defendant's Exhibit U- Wells Fargo Complete Advantage 33 6230-6239 

10 
Checking Account Ending 5397 Statement from January 9, 
2016 to February 5, 2016 

11 Defendant's Exhibit V- Wells Fargo PMA Account ending 8870 33 6240-6242 

12 
Statement from January 9, 2016 to February 5, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit W- UBS Trust- Fee Base ending 743 33 6243-6252 
Statement From January 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit X- UBS Checking ending 745 Statement 33 6253-6264 

15 
for January 2016 

16 
Defendant'sExhibitY- UBS Trust-PWS/GAMending 134 33 6265-6282 
Statement for January 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit Z- UBS Stock Option ending 999 Statement 33 6283-6290 

18 for January 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit AA- Merrill Lynch Ending 588 Statement 33 6291-6360 
from December O 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

20 
Defendant's Exhibit BB- UBS Trust-Fee Base ending 43 34 6361-6368 

21 Statement for January 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibit CC- Fidelity Dignity Health Statement 34 6369-6372 
from January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit DD- Davita Retirement Plan Statement 34 6373-6375 

24 from January 1, 2016 to January 31, 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit EE- Davita Retirement Savings Plan 34 6376-6378 
Statement from October 1, 2015 to December 31, 2015 

26 
6379-6384 Defendant's Exhibit LL- UBS Premier Variable Credit Line 34 

27 ending 027 Statement for January 2016 

28 I I II 

2 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit MM- American Express Centurion 34 6385-6396 

3 
Account ending 3005 

Defendant's Exhibit NN- American Express Platinum Account 34 6397-6401 
4 ending 2003 Statement from January 18, 2016 to February 6, 

2016 
5 

Defendant's Exhibit 00- American Express Platinum Account 34 6402-6406 
6 ending 9008 Statement from January 25, 2016 to February 23, 

2016 
7 

Defendant's Exhibit PP- Master Card Account ending 1588 34 6407-6412 
8 Statement From January 07, 2016 to February 06, 2016 

9 Defendant's Exhibit QQ- Wells Fargo Account ending 1032 34 6413-6419 

10 
Statement from December 16, 2015 to January 15, 2016 

11 
Defendant's Exhibit RR- Banana Republic Account ending 4713 34 6420-6423 
Statement from December 4, 2015 to January 4, 2016 

12 Defendant's Exhibit SS- Discover Account ending in 4205 34 6424-6427 

13 
Statement from November 12, 2015 to December 11, 2015 

14 
Defendant;s Exhibit TT- Kohls Account ending in 557 Statement 34 6428 
from November 7, 2015 to December 7, 2015 

15 Defendant's Exhibit UU- Merrill Lynch Account ending 9677 34 6429-6431 

16 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 12, 2015 

17 Defendant's Exhibit VV- Nordstorm Account ending 992 34 6432-6436 
Statement from November 13, 2015 to December 13, 2015 

18 Defendant's Exhibit WW- TJX Rewards Account ending 6951 34 6437-6439 

19 Statement from December 1, 2015 to January 1, 2016 

20 Defendant's Exhibit XX- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form 34 6440-6456 
for Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod, Filed February 25, 2015 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit AAA- Email from Eugene to Dennis 34 6457-6459 

22 Dated: February 12, 2012 

23 Defendant's Exhibit BBB- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6460-6464 
Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: House 

24 
Defendant's Exhibit CCC- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6465-6467 

25 Eugene Cioffi-Kogod Re: Misc. 

26 Defendant's Exhibit DDD- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6468-6470 
Eugene Cioffi Re: Eugene's Birthday 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit EEE- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6471-6473 

28 Cassandra Cioffi Re: Cassandra's Birthday 

3 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit FFF- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6474-6476 

3 
Stephanie Cioff Re: Stephanie's Birthday 

Defendant's Exhibit GGG- Check from Dennis to Escrow of the 34 6477 
4 West Re: 128 N. Edinburch 

5 Defendant's Exhibit HHH- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6478-6496 
Cash 

6 
Defendant's Exhibit III- Various Checks from Gabrielle to 34 6497-6507 

7 Deaner, Deaner, Scann, Malan & Larsen Re: Kogod v. 

8 
De Young #5504-0001 

Defendant's Exhibit KKK- Notice of Entry of Stipulation and 34 6508-6513 
9 Order Filed on August 12, 2015 

10 Defendant's Exhibit LLL- Email from Dennis to Gabrielle 34 6514-6515 

11 
Dated: December 8, 2011 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit NNN- Plaintiffs Sixteenth Supplemental 34 6516-656 
Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2, Served on 

13 
October 22, 2015 

14 
Defendant's Exhibit 000- Gabrielle Kogod's Resume 34 6561-6564 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit PPP- Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's 35 6565-6589 
First Set oflnterrogatories Dated May 18, 2015 

16 Defendant's Exhibit QQQ- Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's 35 6590-6597 

17 Second Set of Interrogatories Served on October 20, 2015 

18 Defendant's Exhibit RRR- Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's 35 6598-6603 
Third Set of Interrogatories Served on October 29, 2015 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit SSS- Confidential Memorandum Limited 35 6604-6683 

20 Partner Interests in New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. Dated: 
February 2012 

21 
Defendant's Exhibit TTT- New Enterprise Associates 14, L.P. 35 6684-6706 

22 Supplemental Schedule of Changes in Individual Partner's 
Capital Accounts 

23 
Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Plaintiffs Eleventh Supplemental 36 6707-6906 

24 Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 Dated: 
September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

25 
6907-7034 Defendant's Exhibit UUU- Continued Plaintiffs Eleventh 37 

26 Supplemental Production of Documents Pursuant to NRCP 16.2 
Dated: September 9, 2015 (Spreadsheet from Nadya's depo) 

27 
Defendant's Exhibit VVV- Davita Power Point Regarding 2015 37 7035-7041 

28 Long Term Incentive Program 

4 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit XXX- Davita Cash Performance Award 37 7042-7048 
Agreement, Exhibit B 

3 
Defendant's Exhibit YYY- Email from Radiology Partners 37 7049-7059 

4 regarding 2014 Tax Compliance 

5 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZ- Radiology Partners Member Equity 37 7060 

6 
Statement Dated: July 31, 2015 

Defendant's Exhibit AAAA- Radiology Partners Practice 37 7061-7067 
7 Update, Dated July 31, 2015 

8 Defendant's Exhibit FFFF- Kogod Equity Analysis of Dennis' 37 7068-7070 

9 
outstanding Long-term incentives (Equity Bases and Cash-Based) 
and Explanation 

10 Defendant's Exhibit GGGG- Thomasina Distribution Agreement 37 7071-7126 

11 Defendant's Exhibit HHHH- Pray for Ukraine Agreement 37 7127-7132 

12 
Dated: October 16, 2014 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit IIII- UBS Resource Management account 37 7133-7134 
Ending 899 Statement for February 2016 

14 Defendant's Exhibit JJJJ- 2015 W-2 issued to Dennis L. Kogod 37 7135-7137 

15 Defendant's Exhibit KKKK- Principle Life Insurance Company 37 7138-7139 

16 Statement for February 18 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit LLLL- Email from Denise to Dennis Kogod 38 7140 

18 Defendant's Exhibit MMMM- Filing with US Security and 38 7141-7142 
Exchange Commission 

19 
Defendants Exhibit NNNN- Email 2/23/16 Re: Award of76,766 38 7143-7144 

20 Shares And Sale of $33,290 Shares for Tax Purposes 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 0000- Assets & Debt Chart 38 7145-7148 

22 Defendant's Exhibit PPPP- Martial Balance Sheet 38 7149-7151 

23 Defendant's Exhibit QQQQ- Costs & Fees Through 1/31/16 38 7152-7174 

24 Defendant's Exhibit RRRR- Jimmerson Fees 38 7175-7340 

25 Defendant's Exhibit SSSS- Depo of Eugene Cioffi February 39 7341-7450 
05,2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit TTTT- Depo of Stephanie Cioffi February 39 7451-7467 

27 05,2016 

28 Defendant's Exhibit UUUU- 9716 Oak Pass Appraisal 42 8042-8061 

5 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit VVVV- Jennifer Bosco Resume 42 8062 

3 Defendant's Exhibit WWWW- Hollywood Hills Escrow 42 8063 

4 Defendant's Exhibit XXXX-_February 2016 UBS account 39 7468-7474 

5 
summary statement 

Defendant's Exhibit YYYY- February 2016 UBS account 39 7475-7484 
6 statement for Accounts ending 743 

7 Defendant's Exhibit ZZZZ- February 2016 UBS account 39 7485-7500 

8 
statement for Accounts ending 134 

9 
Defendant's Exhibit SA- February 2016 UBS account summary 39 7501-7508 
statement 

10 Defendant's Exhibit SB- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7509-7522 

11 
for accounts Ending 745 

12 
Defendant's Exhibit SC- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7523-7532 
for accounts Ending 899 

13 Defendant's Exhibit SD- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7533-7540 

14 
for accounts Ending 7 46 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit SE- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7541-7546 
for accounts Ending 027 

16 Defendant's Exhibit SF- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7547-7552 

17 for accounts Ending 575 

18 Defendant's Exhibit 5G- UBS Account Summary for account 39 7553 
ending 17, Showing no value As of February 26, 2016 

19 
Defendant's Exhibit SH- February 2016 UBS account statement 39 7554-7559 

20 for accounts ending 7 5 

21 Defendant's Exhibit 51- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7560-7567 
accounts ending 7 6 

22 
Defendant's Exhibit 51- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7568-7577 

23 accounts ending 43 

24 Defendant's Exhibit SK- May 2016 UBS account statement for 39 7578-7587 
accounts ending 45 

25 
Defendant's Exhibit SL- May 2016 UBS account statement for 40 7588-7603 

26 accounts ending 34 

27 Defendant's Exhibit SM- Wells Fargo PMA Package account 40 7604-7613 
ending 5397 Statement from February 1, 2016 through February 

28 29,2016 

6 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Defendant's Exhibit SN- Wells Fargo Checking account ending 40 7614-7616 

3 
8870 Statements from February 6, 2016 through March 7, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit 50- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7617-7620 
4 statements From January 16, 2016 through February 12, 2016 

5 Defendant's Exhibit SP- Wells Fargo Visa account ending 1032 40 7621-7625 

6 
statements From February 13, 2016 through March 15, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SQ- American Express Platinum account 40 7626-7636 
7 ending 9008 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

8 
February 23, 2016 

Defendant's Exhibit SR- American Express Platinum account 40 7637-7645 
9 ending 9008 Statements from February 24, 2016 through 

10 
March 25, 2016 

11 
Defendant's Exhibit 5S- American Express Centurion account 40 7646-7659 
ending 3005 Statements from January 16, 2016 through 

12 
February 14, 2016 

13 
Defendant's Exhibit ST- American Express Centurion account 40 7660-7668 
ending 3005 Statements from February 15, 2016 through 

14 
March 16, 2016 

15 
Defendant's Exhibit SU- American Express Optima account 40 7669-7680 
ending 2003 Statements from January 19, 2016 through 

16 February 16, 2016 

17 Defendant's Exhibit 5V- American Express Optima account 40 7681-7685 
ending 2003 Statements from February 17, 2016 through 

18 March 18, 2016 

19 Defendant's Exhibit SW- Master Card Black Card account 40 7686-7691 
ending 1588 Statements from February of 2016 

20 
Defendant's Exhibits 5X- Principle Life Insurance Company 40 7692-7693 

21 Statement of Coverage as of February 26, 2016 

22 Defendant's Exhibits SY- Voja DaVita Retirement Savings 40 7694-7696 
Plan statement From O 1/01/16 through 03/31/16 

23 
Defendant's Exhibits 5Z- DaVita Gambro Healthcare Executive 40 7697-7699 

24 Retirement Plan Benefit Statement from February of 2016 

25 Defendant's Exhibit 6A- Cigna Health Savings Plan account 40 7700-7703 
balance of April 24, 2016 

26 
Defendant's Exhibit 6B- DaVita Stock Award Grant Statement, 40 7704-7705 

27 exercisable as of 06/01 /16 

28 Defendant's Exhibit 6C- Documents regarding sale of Ferrari 40 7706-7707 

7 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 25, 2015 1 28-44 

3 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 27, 2015 1 45-65 

4 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on May 29, 2015 1 67-84 

5 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 16, 2016 4 721-738 

6 Detailed Financial Disclosure Form filed on February 19, 2016 4 819-835 

7 Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations 2 421-424 

8 
filed on January 11, 2016 

Discovery Commissioner's Report and Recommendations filed 4 707-711 
9 on January 22, 2016 

10 Discovery Commissioner's Supplemental Report and 4 843-846 

11 
Recommendations filed on February 22, 2016 

12 
Errata to Pre-Trial Memorandum filed on February 22, 2016 4 841-842 

13 
Errata to Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on 44 8603-8606 
August 30, 2016 

14 Ex-Parte Motion to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 7-11 

15 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 4, 2014 

16 Ex-Parte Order to Enlarge Time for Service of 1 12-13 
Summons and Complaint filed on April 10, 2014 

17 Ex Parte Request for Leave of Court to File Supplemental 45 8914-8944 

18 Pleading (With Notice) Filed September 21, 2016 

19 Joint Preliminary Injunction filed on May 15, 2014 1 15-16 

20 Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle 2 207-274 
Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with the 

21 Discovery Commissioners Recommendation Regarding Service 
of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

22 on September 14, 2015 

23 Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's Fees and 2 407-420 
Costs filed on December 23, 2015 

24 
Motion in Limine to Exclude Updated Real Estate Appraisals 4 836-840 

25 and Newly Disclosed Rental Values Submitted by Plaintiff filed 
on February 19, 2016 

26 
847-858 Motion in Limine to Exclude Defendant's Witness Disclosed 4 

27 After Deadline to Disclose witnesses and Request for 
Attorney's Fees and Sanctions filed on February 22, 2016 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for 44 8594-8600 

3 
Other Related Relief filed on August 24, 2016 

Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 44 8607-8703 
4 September 13, 2016 

5 Notice of Appeal filed on August 23, 2016 44 8588-8589 

6 Notice of Appeal, filed on December 13, 2016 47 9280-9286 

7 Notice of Cross-Appeal filed on September 21, 2016 45 8823-8940 

8 Notice of Cross-Appeal, filed on December 23, 2016 47 9291-9297 

9 Notice of Entry of Order filed on August 12, 2015 1 205-206 

10 Notice of Entry filed on November 30, 2015 2 395-399 

11 Notice of Entry of Order filed on December 3, 2015 2 400-404 

12 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8064-8065 

13 Notice of Entry of Order filed on May 11, 2016 42 8068-8069 

14 Notice of Entry of Order filed on June 29, 2016 42 8086-8089 

15 Notice of Entry of Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and 44 8474-8587 

16 
Decree of Divorce filed on August 22, 2016 

17 Notice of Entry of Order filed on October 24, 2016 47 9272-9275 

18 Notice of Entry of Order from October 18, 2016 Hearing filed 47 9276-9279 
on December 5, 2016 

19 
Notice of Filing Cost Bond for Appeal filed on August 29, 2016 44 8601-8602 

20 
Objections to Plaintiffs proposed deposition Testimony and 40 7721-7739 

21 Submission of Additional Deposition Testimony filed on 
March 25, 2016 

22 
Opposition to Motion for an Order to Show Cause to Hold 2 287-335 

23 Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

24 Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs and Countermotion for Sanctions and Attorney's Fees 

25 filed on October 6, 2015 

26 Opposition to Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces 
Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order 

1 111-150 

27 Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 
Steiner, and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed 

28 on June 23, 2015 

9 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Opposition to Motion to Compel Discovery and for Attorney's 3 425-579 
Fees and Costs and Countermotion for Protective Order filed 

3 on January 11, 2016 

4 Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for an Order to Show Cause 4 713-720 

5 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt of Court for 
His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction, for 

6 
an Order Limiting Access and Payments from Community 
Accounts, and for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs; and 

7 
Countermotion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 
February 8, 2016 

8 Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Discovery, for 42 8090-8153 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's fees and Costs; and Countermotion for 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 8, 2016 

10 Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 46 9167-9174 

11 
October 13, 2016 

12 
Order to Show Cause filed on February 24, 2016 4 859-860 

13 
Order filed on May 6, 2016 42 8066-8067 

14 
Order from April 6, 2016 Hearing filed on May 11, 2016 42 8070-8071 

15 
Order filed on June 28, 2016 42 8083-8085 

16 Order From October 18, 2016 Hearing, filed on December 5, 2016 47 9278-9279 

17 Plaintiff's Closing Brief filed on August 1, 2016 43 8242-8414 

18 Plaintiff's Ex Parte Motion with Notice for Extension of Time 45 8803-8822 
to File Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on 

19 September 15, 2016 

20 Plaintiff's Motion for the Issuance of an Order to Show Cause 4 647-706 
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt for his Multiple 

21 Violations of the Joint Preliminary Injunction; Plaintiff's Motion 
for an Order Limiting the Access and Payments from 

22 Community Accounts filed on January 19, 2016 

23 Plaintiff's Pre Trial Memorandum filed on February 19, 2016 4 780-818 

24 Plaintiff's Exhibit 1- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1896-1912 
February 16, 2016 

25 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 2- Financial Disclosure Form Filed on 10 1913-1930 

26 February 16, 2016 

27 Plaintiff's Exhibit 3- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1931-1951 
on May 29, 2015 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 4- Detailed Financial Disclosure Form Filed 10 1952-1972 

3 
on February 27, 2015 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 5- 2014 Individual Income Tax Return 10 1973-1980 
4 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 6- 2013 Individual Income Tax Return 11 1981-2241 
5 

Plaintiff Exhibit 7- 2012 Individual Income Tax Returns 12 2242-2378 
6 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 8- 2011 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2379-2427 
7 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 9- 2010 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2428-2456 
8 

9 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 10- 2009 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2457-2489 

10 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 11- 2008 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2490-2515 

11 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 12- 2007 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2516-2542 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 13- 2006 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2543-2572 

13 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 14- 2005 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2573-2595 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 15- 2004 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2596-2612 

15 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 16- 2003 Individual Income Tax Returns 13 2613-2627 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 18- Text messages between the parties 14 2629-2772 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 19- Emails between the parties 14 2773-2813 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 20- Text messages between the parties 15 2814-2921 

19 Plaintiff's Exhibit 21- Text messages between the parties 15 2922-2925 

20 Plaintiff's Exhibit 22- Emails between the parties 15 2926-2962 

21 Plaintiff's Exhibit 23- Emails between the parties 15 2963-3040 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 24- Text messages between the parties 15 3041-3048 

23 Plaintiff's Exhibit 25- Text messages between the parties 15 3049-3061 

24 Plaintiff's Exhibit 26- Proposed Community Property 15 3062-3063 
Distribution Worksheet 

25 
3064-3066 Plaintiff's Exhibit 54- Jenny Allen's Curriculum Vitae and 16 

26 List of Cases 

27 Plaintiff's Exhibit 55- Index of documents in Support of 16 3067-3121 
Spreadsheets in Anthem Forensic's Reports 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 56 Anthem Forensics' Expert Witness Report 16 3122-3232 

3 Plaintiff's Exhibit 57- Anthem Forensics' Supplemental Expert 17 3233-3368 

4 
Witness Report 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 58- Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 17 3369-3402 
5 for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report 

6 Plaintiff's Exhibit 59- Email from Joe Leauanae to Daniel 17 3403-3404 

7 
Marks, Esq. 

8 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 60- Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 17 3405-3409 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 61- Transactions that comprise the "adjusted" 18 3410-3549 
9 column on Exhibit 6 

10 Plaintiff's Exhibit 62- Withdrawals and checks written to cash - 18 3550 

11 
Gabrielle Kogod 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 63- Anthem Forenscics' Response to 18 3551-3578 
Rebuttal Report 

13 Plaintiff's Exhibit 65- Anthem Forensics' Supporting 19 3579-3640 

14 
Documentation for Facts set fourth in The February 5, 2016 
Report 

15 Plaintiff's Exhibit 69- Joint Preliminary Injunction Order 19 3641-3642 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 71- Settlement Statement for 1077 6 19 3643 

17 Wilshire Boulevard, Unit 604, California 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 72- Spreadsheet showing expenses for 19 3644-3674 
Khapsalis and children From May 2014 

19 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 73- Spreadsheet showing updated Outflows 19 3675 

20 greater than $10,000 Since Anthem's December 15, 2015 Report 
based on updated statements provided by Dennis 

21 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 74- Spreadsheet showing Outflows more than 19 3676 

22 $10,000 Since May, 2014 

23 Plaintiff's Exhibit 75- Spreadsheet showing payments to or on 19 3677-3678 
behalf of Dennis' Family Members since May, 2014 

24 
3679-3682 Plaintiff's Exhibit 76- Spreadsheet showing payments to 19 

25 Jennifer Steiner since September, 2014 

26 Plaintiff's Exhibit 77- Email from Bob Gehlen dated November 19 3683-3685 
25,2015 

27 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 78- Email from Dennis to Robert Gehlen 19 3686-3690 

28 dated December 8, 2015 

12 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 79- Email from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3691-3696 

3 
and Ms. Young re: Dennis Not adding Gabrielle to the UBS 
Account dated December 2, 2015 

4 Plaintiff's Exhibit 80- Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena 19 3697-3720 

5 
Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective 
Order Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition of Jennifer Crute 

6 
Steiner filed on June 11, 2015 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 87- Letter from Ms. Varshney to Mr. Marks 19 3721-3725 
7 re: Deficiencies in documents From DaVita dated October 1, 

2015 
8 

Plaintiff's Exhibit 88- Letter from Mr. Jimmerson to Mr. Smith 19 3726 
9 re: Dennis' intent to sell stock Options dated June 12, 2015 

10 Plaintiff's Exhibit 89- Letter from Mr. Smith to Mr. Marks re: 19 3727-3729 

11 
Sale of Dennis' Stock Options Dated August 14, 2015 

12 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 90- Letter from Mr. Marks to Mr. Smith re: 19 3730-3731 
Subpoena to DaVita jeopardizing Dennis' position dated 

13 
September 2, 2015 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 91- 2008 Annual Proxy Statement 19 3732-3807 

15 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 92- 2009 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3808-3873 

16 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 93- 2010 Annual Proxy Statement 20 3874-3959 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 94- 2011 Annual Proxy Statement 21 3960-4081 

18 Plaintiff's Exhibit 95- 2012 Annual Proxy Statement 21 4082-4202 

19 Plaintiff's Exhibit 96- 2013 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4203-4298 

20 Plaintiff's Exhibit 97- 2014 Annual Proxy Statement 22 4299-4432 

21 Plaintiff's Exhibit 98- 2015 Annual Proxy Statement 23 4433-4526 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 100- Radford J. Smith, Chartered' s Billing 23 4527-4560 
Statements 

23 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 101- Marc Herman's Billing Statements 23 4561 

24 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 102- Anthem Forensic's Billing Statements 23 4562-4627 

25 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 103- Clark Barthol' s Billing Statements 23 4628 

26 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 107- Nadya Khapsalis' Facebook printout 24 4629-4691 

27 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 111- Plaintiff's Third Set of Interrogatories 24 4692-4709 

28 to Defendant 

13 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiff's Exhibit 113- Plaintiff's Fourth Set of Interrogatories 24 4710-4717 
to Defendant 

3 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 116- Plaintiff's Sixth Set of Interrogatories 24 4718-4761 

4 to Defendant 

5 Plaintiff's Exhibit 118- Summary of emails prepared by Plaintiff 24 4762-4765 

6 Plaintiff's Exhibit 119- 2011 Tax Return 24 4766-4767 

7 Plaintiff's Exhibit 120- 2012 Tax Return 24 4768-4772 

8 Plaintiff's Exhibit 121- 2013 Tax Return 24 4773-4780 

9 Plaintiff's Exhibit 122- 2014 Tax Return 24 4781-4784 

10 Plaintiff's Exhibit 123- Kogod equity analysis 24 4785 

11 Plaintiff's Exhibit 124- Dist. Comm prop as of February 2016 24 4786-4788 

12 Plaintiff's Exhibit 125- 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts of 25 4789-5065 

13 
Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

14 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 125- Continued 9/11/15 Certified Transcripts 26 5066-5170 
of Deposition ofNadyane Khapsalis Kogod 

15 Plaintiff's Exhibit 126- 9/15/15 Deposition of Patricia Murphy 27 5171-5305 

16 Plaintiff's Exhibit 127- 9/26/15 Deposition of Mitchell Kogod 28 5306-5498 

17 Plaintiff's Exhibit 128- 9/25/15 Deposition of Marsha Kogod 29 5499-5592 

18 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 129- 9/25/15 Deposition of Sheldon Kogod 29 5593-5745 

19 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 130- 9/26/15 Deposition of Dana Kogod 30 5746-5832 

20 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 131- 12/10/15 Deposition of Jennifer Crute 31 5833-6019 

21 Steiner 

22 Plaintiff's Exhibit 132- Gabrielle's Ann Taylor Loft X5363 32 6020-6023 
dated February 22, 2016 

23 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 132-2- Marc Herman's Curriculum Vitae 41 7984 

24 
7985-8021 Plaintiff's Exhibit 132-5- Gabrielle's expert, Mr. Marc 41 

25 Herman's updated Appraisal dated January 30, 2016 

26 Plaintiff's Exhibit 132-6- Dennis' expert, Ms. Jennifer L. 41 8022-8041 
Bosco's appraisal Dated March 7, 2016 

27 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 133- Gabrielle's Banana Republic Luxe 32 6024-6026 

28 X4713 Dated March 4, 2016 

14 



1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Plaintiffs Exhibit 134- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6027-6029 
dated February 11, 2016 ,.., 

.) 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 135- Gabrielle's Discover Card X5161 32 6030-6033 
4 dated March 11, 2016 

5 Plaintiffs Exhibit 136- Gabrielle's Kohl's Card X2557 32 6034-6036 

6 
Dated January 7, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 137- Gabrielle's Kohl Statement X2557 32 6037-6039 
7 dated February 5, 2016 

8 Plaintiffs Exhibit 138- Gabrielle's American Express 32 6040-6042 

9 
Statement X9677 dated February 12, 2016 

Plaintiffs Exhibit 139- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6043-6048 
10 dated February 11, 2016 

11 Plaintiffs Exhibit 140- Gabrielle's Nordstrom X992 32 6049-6052 

12 
dated March 13, 2016 

13 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 141- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X0129 32 6053-6058 
Statement dated March 1, 2016 through March 31, 2016 

14 Plaintiffs Exhibit 142- Bank of America Merrill Lynch X6446 32 6059-6066 

15 
Statement Dated February 29, 2016 

16 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 143- Bank of America Merrill Lynch primary 32 6067-6124 
account 7GS-10588 dated February 29, 2016 (also includes 

17 secondary accounts 7GS-10637, 7GS-10588, 7GS-10093) 

18 Plaintiffs Exhibit 144- Gabrielle's UBS account FN-20329 GM 32 6125-6132 
Dated March, 2016 

19 
Plaintiffs Exhibit 145- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 13134 GM 32 6133-6146 

20 Dated March, 2016 

21 Plaintiffs Exhibit 146- Gabrielle's UBS account FN 12743 GM 32 6147-6160 
Dated March, 2016 

22 
Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, For Sanctions, and 42 8072-8081 

23 Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on June 21, 2016 

24 Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Stay 46 9149-9166 
Enforcement Of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related 

25 Relief and Countermotion for Attorney's Fees filed on 
October 12, 2016 

26 
Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce filed on December 5, 2014 1 25-27 

27 

28 I II I 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Reply in Support of Motion for an Order to Cause to Hold 2 336-345 

3 
Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for Failure to Comply with 
the Discovery Commissioner's Recommendation Regarding 

4 
Service of Jennifer Crute Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs; and Opposition to Countermotion for sanctions and 

5 
Attorney's Fees filed on October 12, 2015 

Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Compel Discovery 3 583-586 
6 and for Attorney's Fees and Costs, and Opposition to Plaintiffs 

7 
Countermotion for Protective Order filed on January 13, 2016 

Reply to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, 42 8154-8192 
8 Attorney's Fees and Costs and Opposition to Countermotion for 

9 
Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs filed on July 13, 2016 

Reply in Support of Motion to Stay Enforcement of Decree of 46 9175-9180 
10 Divorce and For Other Related Relief; and Opposition to 

11 
Countermotion for Attorney's fees filed on October 14, 2016 

12 
Reply to Opposition to Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 9181-9186 
filed on October 17, 2016 

13 Stipulation and Order filed on August 10, 2015 1 201-204 

14 Stipulation and Order filed on December 15, 2015 2 405-406 

15 Summons filed on May 15, 2014 1 17-18 

16 Supplemental Billing Statements of Attorney's Fees and 40 7708-7720 

17 Costs filed on March 11, 2016 

18 Supplement to Plaintiffs Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 46 8945-9027 
filed on September 21, 2016 

19 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions 1 179-200 

20 (Hearing on June 26, 2015) filed on July 9, 2015 

21 Transcript Re: Motion to Stay (Hearing on Wednesday 2 275-286 
September 21, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

22 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 2 346-393 

23 October 14, 2015) filed on December 29, 2016 

24 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Friday 3 587-646 
January 15, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

25 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday, 4 739-779 

26 February 17, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

27 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Tuesday, February 23, 2016) 5 861-1037 
filed on April 28, 2016 

28 
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1 DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE NO. 

2 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial (Wednesday, February 24, 2016) 6 1038-1222 
filed on April 28, 2016 

3 
Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Thursday, February 7 1223-1399 

4 25, 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

5 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Thursday, February 25, 8 1400-1592 

6 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. I (Friday, February 26, 9 1593-1766 
7 2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

8 Transcript Re: Non-Jury Trial Vol. II (Friday, February 26, 10 1767-1875 

9 
2016) filed on April 28, 2016 

10 
Transcript Re: Status Check (Hearing on Wednesday 40 7740-7808 
April 6, 2016) Filed on April 28, 2016 

11 Transcript Re: Hearing (Hearing on Wednesday May 4, 2016) 41 7809-7979 

12 
Filed on December 29, 2016 

13 
Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Wednesday 42 8193-8241 
July 13, 2016) Filed on December 29, 2016 

14 Transcript Re: All Pending Motions (Hearing on Tuesday 47 9187-9271 

15 
October 18, 2016) filed on December 29, 2016 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Dl5TIUCT JUDGE 

'Ml.I\. Y 0111\SION, DEPT. Q 
~ VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 

Electronically Filed 
08/22/2016 04:03:40 PM 

' 
NEOJ ~~.~ .... 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI-KOGOD, ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

V. ) 

) 
CASE NO. D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO. Q 

DENNIS L. KOGOD, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) _____________ ) 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF 

FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF I.AW AND DECREE OF DIVORCE 

TO: ALL PARTIES AND/OR THEIR ATTORNEYS 

Please take notice that a Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of 

Divorce has been entered in the above-entitled matter, a copy of which is attached 

hereto. I hereby certify that on the above file st.amped date, I caused a copy of this 

Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce 

to be: 
181 E-Served pursuant. to NEFCR 9 on, or placed in the folder(s) located in the 

Clerk's Office of, the following attorneys: 

Radford Smith, Esq. 

Daniel Marks, Esq. 

Is/ Kimberly Weiss 
Kimberly Weiss 
Judicial Executive Assistant 
Department Q 
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DISTRICT JUODI! 

'AMILV OMSION, DEPt". 0 
'8W:GAS.~8111Q1 

DISTRICT COURT 

CIARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI-KOGOD, } 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

CLERK Of THE COURT 

~ ) 
) 

CASE NO. D-13-489442-D. 
DEPTNO. Q 

DENNIS L. KOGOD, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS 
OF LAW AND DECREE OF DIVORCE 

This matter came before this Court for trial on February 23, 2016, on Plaintiffs 

Complaint for Divorce (Dec. 13, 2013), Defendant's Answer to Complaint for Divorce 

and Counterclaim (Nov. 24, 2014), and Plaintiffs Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce 

(Dec. S, 2014). Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD {hereinafter referred to as 

"Gabriel1e"), appeared personally, and by and through her attorneys, RADFORD J. 

SMITH, ESQ., and GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. Defendant, DENNIS KOG0D 

(hereinafter referred to as "Dennis"), appeared personally and by and through his 

attorneys, DANIEL MARKS, ESQ., and NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. The trial 

continued on February 24, 2016, February 25, 2016, February 26, 2016,
1 

and May 4, 

1Trtal in this matter initially was scheduled to take place on February 23, 24, and 26, 
2016. Both parties ex.pressed that they needed additional time to present their respective c.ases. 
This Coun added an additional full day of trial time (February 25, 2016) to accommodate 
their req,uest. (Plaintiffs Closing Brief (Aug. l, 2016) failed to reference the February 25, 

08475 
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28 
RYCE C. DUCkWCllmt 

DISTRICT JUDGE 

'AMILY DIVISION, DEPT. Q 
..SVEGAS, NEI/ADA89101 

20 I 6.
2 An additional hearing was held on July 13, 2016, on Gabrielle's Motion to 

Compel Discovery, for Sanctions, Attorney's Fees and Costs (Jun. 21, 2016). At the 

Court's direction, closing argument.~ were submitted in writing. This Court has 

reviewed and considered Defendant's Closing Brief (Aug. 1, 2016) (hereinafter referred 

to as "Dennis' Brief') and Plaintiff's Closing Brief (Aug. I, 2016) (hereinafter referred 

to as "Gabrielle's Brief'). This Court's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 

Decree of Divorce (hereinafter referred to as "Decree") follow. 

In evaluating the issues raised in the parties' pleadings, this Court had the 

opportunity to listen to and review the testimony of several witnesses and review 

extensive documentary evidence admitted into the record. 3 The witnesses included 

Dennis, Gabrielle, Jennifer A. Allen, CPA, CFE, Richard M. Teichner, CPA, ABV, CV A. 

MAFF, CFF, Cr.FA, FCPA, CGMA, CDFA, Joseph L. Leauanae, CPA, CITP, CFF, CFE, 

ABV, ASA, Mark Herman, Jennifer Bosco, and Veronica Garcia. This Court also has 

2016 trial date.) Although both parties requested additional time, this Court found that the 
parties spent time during the uial in their respective examinations that was not helpful or that 
was superfluous to the essential facts needed to resolve the issues before the Court. 

2The May 4, 2016 evidentiary proceedings focused on the testimony of each party's 
respective rea1 estate expert appraisers who offered testimony regarding the property located 
at 9716 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills, California. 

3At the July 13, 2016 hearing, Dennis expressed concern that this Court had already 
completed an initial draft of the Decree prior to the submission of closing briefs. As noted 
herein, this Court has reviewed and considered each party's brief in finalizing this Decree. 
Moreover, the trial record had already been established long before closing briefs were 
submitted. There was little benefit for this Court to wait five months after trial ended in 
February to begin preparation of the Decree. Further, contrary to the reference in Gabrielle's 
Brief, this Court did not review video "transcripts" of the trial or prior hearings. Rather, after 
outlining the entirety of the trial proceedings, this Court re-watched the entire video of the trial 
and the video of each pre.trial hearing before this Court. 

2 
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28 
RYCE C. DUCllWORTH 

DISTRICT JUDGE 

'.o.MILY DMSION, DEPT. 0 
I\S VEGAS. Hi:V/\DA8'3101 

read and considered the deposition transcripts of Eugene Cioffi (Exhibit SSSS), and 

Stephanie Cioffi (Exhibit TrrT), as well as excerpts of the deposition transcripts of 

Nadyane:I<hapsalis Kogod (Exhibit 125),4 Patricia Murphy (Exhibit 126), Mitchell 

Kogod (Exhibit 127), Marsha K.ogod (Exhibit I 28), Sheldon Kogod (Exhibit 129), 

Dana Kogod (Exhibit 130), and Jennifer Crute Steiner (Exhibit 131).5 During trial, 

this Court had the opportunity to observe issues penajning to the credibility and 

demeanor of each witness who testified in Court. 

The issues before this Court include: ( l) the division of assets and debts; (2) 

alimony to be paid by Dennis to Gabrielle; and (3) attorney's fees.6 The division of 

4Given her native tongue is Russian, Ms. Khapsalis Kogod was offered a Russian 
interpreter for her deposition, but she declined. The fact that English is not her native tongue 
is noticeable in the excerpts of her deposition testimony. 

5The parties initially expressed their intention to read the deposition transcripts into the 
record. As the trier of fact, this Court is capable of reading deposition transcripts. (The 
reading of the deposition transcript by a third party would offer nothing to this Court with 
respect to the demeanor of 'the witness. This Court is able to perform the same reading.) Thus, 
this Court directed that those portions of the deposition transcripts upon which each party 
intended to rely be marked and inuoduced as exhibits. To preserve each party's right to object 
to specific deposition testimony, this Court established a protocol that allowed the parties to 
lodge specific objections regarding any questions asked during the depositions. This Court 
then ruled on those objections at the April 6, 2016 and May 4, 2016 hearings. Following these 
evidentiary rulings, this Court reviewed the testimony admitted into the record. Gabrielle 
stipulated to the admission of the entirety of Eugene Cioffi's deposition transcript and 
Stephanie Cioffi's deposition transcript. Thus, objections were limited to the excerpts of the 
deposition transcripts offered by Gabrielle and marked as Plaintiffs exhibits. 

6Although the Court has reviewed Radford J. Smith, Chanered's Billing Statements 
(Exhibit 100), Marc Herman's Billing Statements (Exhibit 101), Anthem Forensic's Billing 
Statements (Exhibit 102), Clark Barthol's Billing Statements (Exhibit 103), Detail Fee, Costs 
and Payment Transaction File Lists from the Law Office of Daniel Marks (Exhibit QQQQ), 
and Billing Statements from Jimmerson Hansen, P.C. (Exhibit RRRR), the issue of attorneys' 
fees and costs is not addressed directly herein. The propriety of such an award may be 
addressed by post-adjudicatory papers filed with the Court. This Court notes, however, that 
neither party submitted an offer to allow entry of decree pursuant to NRS 125.141, despite 
repeated encouragement from the Court. This Court references in this Decree relevant findings 
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2 assets and debts includes Gabrielle's request for an unequal division of assets based on 

3 Dennis' alleged waste and/or dissipation of community assets. 
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I. BACKGROUND FACTS7 

A. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE: PRE-NEVADA- relative "marital bliss" 

Gabrielle and Dennis met in New York in 1990.8 Prior to the parties meeting, 

Dennis had graduated from the University of Florida in l 981 with a baccalaureate 

degree in business administration. In approximately 1987, Dennis began working for 

Pilling selling surgical instruments. By l 989, he had been promoted to a regional sales 

manager position. Meanwhile, Gabrielle had established a successful background in 

sales and clinical nursing prior to the parties' marriage. Gabrielle obtained a Masters 

of Public Health and is a registered nurse and legal nurse consultant. See Exhibit l. 

Gabrielle attained these credentials prior to meeting Dennis. 

At the time they met, Dennis had no appreciable propeny. Gabrielle 

interviewed with Dennis for a position with Pilling. She was hired as a salesperson at 

Pilling shortly thereafter and the parties became romantically involved. Prior to their 

marriage, Dennis was transferred by Pilling to Florida. Gabrielle agreed to move to 

pertaining to statutory claims for attorneys' fees. Nevenheless, although not ordered herein, 
this Court is persuaded that Gabrielle should be reimbursed the forensic accounting costs 
associated with her retention of Anthem Forensics for the work that Dennis had promised and 
was legally obligated to perform (as discussed throughout this Decree). NRS 18.005(5). See 
Frazierv. Drake, 131 Adv. Op. 64,357 P.3d 365 (2015). 

'The foregoing is a summary of the pertinent background facts based on the record 
before this Court. 

8Although Dennis and Gabrielle both testified that they met in 1990, Gabrielle's Brief 
states that the parties met in 1989. 
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Florida to join Dennis. Gabrielle and Derutis ultimately married on July 20, 1991 at 

the U.N. in New York City. 

In November 199 J, Gabrielle and Dennis moved from Florida to Pennsylvania 

as a result of Dennis' promotion to National Sales Director for Pilling. The parties 

purchased a home in Pennsylvania, with the down payment coming from Gabrielle's 

40 I (k). While in Pennsylvania, Gabrielle obtained employment with Osteopathic as 

a nurse recntiter and then worked as a clinical nurse manager. Dennis then became 

Vice President of Sales (and later Vice President of Sales and Marketing) at Pilling. As 

a result of this promotion, the panies moved to Nonh Carolina. Dennis received no 

specialized training as a result of this promotion. On .. aggregate," Dennis continued 

to travel between two to three days per week as a result of his employment 

responsibilities.9 Gabrielle's job changed again when the panies moved to North 

Carolina, where she started her career at Kaiser. She then interviewed and was 

accepted at the North Carolina Board of Nursing. 

In approximately 1992, Teleflex_acquired the assets of Pilling and then Teleflex 

acquired Weck from Bristol-Myers, Squibb. ln late 1995 or early 1996, Dennis 

became Vice President of Corporate Accounts and International for Teleflex. At that 

time, he no longer focused on sales. In this position, Dennis' travel would take him to 

9In gemral, Dennis testified that he traveled an average of two to three days per week 
for the various companies he worked for during the marriage. As discussed below, however, his 
international travel increased with his employment at DaVita. Although he testified that 
certain positions required "more travel" than other positions, when asked the amount of weekly 
travel, the routine response was "two to three days per week" for any given employment 
position. 
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international locations which would require him to be gone a week to two weeks at a 

time. Once again, Dennis did not receive any specialized type of training for this 

position. The parties contemplated purchasing a home in New Hampshire and they 

even paid a deposit on a home. However, Dermis received an opportunity to pursue 

a more lucrative position with Gambro. Therefore, in July 2000, the parties jointly 

chose to follow Dennis' career opportunity with Gainbro. 

Gambro was a Swedish company, with its U.S. presence on the medical "service" 

side (unlike the medical "product" side with Teleflex) located in Lakewood, Colorado. 

Gambro's regional office was located in Elisa Viejo, California. The parties moved to 

California, where they purchased a home in Coto de Caza in Rancho Sant.a Margarita 

(and later purchased a second home in Coto de Caza). Dennis was hired at Gambro 

as President of the West Division, which was a newly created position. Dennis' 

training consisted of a week-long training at the company offices. 

The parties' marital relationship during this period of time (i.e., between the 

time of marriage and their relocation to California) appeared to be relatively 

harmonious. Not,vithstanding the amount of travel Dennis' career pursuits required, 

the parties routinely and regularly enjoyed holidays and special occasions together. 

Indeed, throughout the marriage, it was not uncommon or unusual for Dennis to be 

away from the marital home due to business travel. Such travel was commonplace and 

routine. In addition to holidays and special occasions, the parties seemed to enjoy the 

time they spent together. There is nothing in the record to suggest that their marital 

relationship suffered in any significant respect until after their move to California. 

6 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21-

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DISTRICT JUDGE 

'AMU.Y DMSION. DEPT. 0 
~S VEGAS, NEVADA 89101 

B. DENNIS AND GABRIELLE: NEV ADA- the irretrievable breakdown 
of their marriage 

The 2003-04 time-frame marked several significant events in Gabrielle and 

Dennis' marriage, including: (1) advancements in Dennis' career (and a concomitant 

dramatic ascent in earnings and marital wealth); (2) the purchase of the parties' Lake 

Las Vegas home (and Gabrielle's permanent relocation thereto); and (3) the beginning 

of Dennis' relationship with Nadyane Khapsalis Kogod (also known as Nadine Kievsky, 

Nadya Khapsalis, Nadezhda Khapsalis and Nadya Khapsalis Kievsky) (hereinafter 

referred to as "Nadya"). 10 

( I) Dennis and DaVita 

In 2004, Dennis' position at Gambro changed from Division President to the 

Co-Chief Operating Officer. More travel was required in this position than the division 

manager position. Dennis' travel typically entailed approximately three days per week 

(between January 2004 and October 2005). In November 2004, DaVita announced 

its acquisition of Gambro. Although Dennis entenained other employment 

opportunities after the acquisition was announced, he remained with DaVita. In this 

regard, DaVita was intent on having one of the senior team members (i.e., Dennis) stay 

with the company. Thus, in October 2005, Dennis began working for DaVita, 

overseeing the western operating group or region (as well as some additional 

10Nadya·s name on her birth certificate is Nadezhda Khapsalis, and her name on her 
passport is Nadine Khapsalis Kogod. Deposition 27: 22-24; 30: 9-11. In e..xplaining her name 
change to Nadyane 10\apsalis Kogod, Nadya testified that "I didn't want to be a Kievsky 
anymore, since my husband is Dennis Kogod was at that time." Deposition 26: 18-20. 
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responsibilities). Although his duties were similar to his position with Gambro, it was 

on a larger scale due to the size of the company. Nevertheless, his travel requirements 

remained similar. 

Effective January I, 2009, Dennis was promoted to Chief Operating Officer at 

DaVita, which he called a "job of alifetime."11 See Exhibits 92-98. His duties changed 

from overseeing the western division of the company to overseeing management of all 

divisions. Dennis' travel increased as a result of this promotion, including more 

international travel. (Although international travel had also been a pan of his prior 

employment experience, in late 20 IO Dennis began traveling more internationally. 

Again, Dennis' business travel and the associated physical separation of the parties on 

a temporary basis was customary throughout the marriage.) Dennis did not receive any 

specific training as a result of this promotion. Effective January 1, 2015, Dennis 

became President of Health Care Partners and the CEO of the international division 

of DaVita (Exhibit 98), which required even greater international travel. 

Although the parties' relocations throughout their marriage followed Dennis' 

career pursuits, the record confirms that both parties were in agreement with each 

relocation. Specifically, the parties mutually understood and agreed that it was 

financially advantageous to follow Dennis' career trajectory. Further, the parties 

believed that, with Gabrielle's background and training in the nursing field, she could 

11Relative to the leadership at DaVita today, Dennis opined that it is rare for someone 
of his limited educational background to advance as he has. He noted that most of the 
individuals serving in upper management positions at DaVita have advanced degrees, and 
several of those individuals graduated from Ivy League schools. 
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obtain employment wherever Dennis' career took them. Moreover, notwithstanding 

the differences in their formal educational backgrounds, Dennis' career path provided 

the parties with greater financial prosperity to an extraordinary degree. 

During the trial, Dennis testified in detail about his promotions and training at 

the companies for which he worked. Most of the training appeared to be internal 

training within each company or "on-the-job" training. Other than shon training 

(including week-long) seminars, Dennis did not receive any formal education or career 

training during the patties' marriage. Nevertheless, throughout the marriage, Dennis 

obtained relatively broad-based experience in medical sales and marketing. Further, he 

acknowledged that his employment experience played a key role in "getting me to 

DaVita." His ability to remain with DaVita was something he "earned" through hard 

work and "getting results." The resulting increase in income and wealth associated 

with Dennis' employment with DaVita was dramatic as reflected in the parties' income 

tax returns and Dennis' compensation summaries discussed later in this Decree. 

(2) The Move to Nevada- the beginning and the end 12 

In 2003, the parties purchased their home at 28 Via Mira Monte, Lake Las 

Vegas, Nevada (hereinafter referred to as the "Lake Las Vegas" home or residence). 

Dennis suggested to Gabrielle that they move to Las Vegas, and he originally 

12In a March 26, 20 I I email, Dennis lamented to Gabrielle: "The house represents sad 
thoughts for me, when we moved I think we were already at that point in our relationship 
where we stopped sharing, stopped being intimate, so when I think about vegas [sic] it makes 
me a little sad, even though I created the vegas [sic) dynamic by making that impulsive decision 
to move there." Exhibit 23: BS 12171-72. 
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researched and found the home. 13 Nevertheless, the move to Las Vegas appeared to be 

a mutually agreed-upon decision. After arriving in Las Vegas in December 2003, 

Gabrielle began working for Sunrise Medical before moving to Dignity Health 

(formerly known as Catholic Healthcare West) shortly thereafter. She has remained 

at Dignity Health working as a certified legal nurse consultant. Exhibit 000. 

According to Dennis, the parties' relationship already had started to deteriorate 

in 2002, while they lived together in California. After Gabrielle relocated to Las Vegas, 

Nevada, the parties shared no intimacy. Gabrielle acknowledged that the parties 

shared no sexual intimacy after 2004. The lack of intimacy, however, did not change 

how Gabrielle felt about Dennis. Dennis continued to uavel to Las Vegas ( even after 

the start of his relationship with Nadya). Further, he continued to stay at the parties' 

Lake Las Vegas residence until June 2010. Dennis initially would spend weekend time 

in Las Vegas in what appeared to be varying degrees of frequency and regularity. 14 

Until 2010, it was customary for the parties to speak with each other daily (and 

13Whether Dennis intended to move to Nevada or actually did reside in Nevada is 
debatable. The move to Las Vegas appears to coincide generaliy with the establishment of 
Dennis' relationship with Nadya (although Dennis maintains that his relationship with Nadya 
began in November 2004, nearly a year after the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence). 
Gabrielle was at least led to believe that Nevada would be the place of the parties' marital 
domicile. During the first year after the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence, Dennis 
testified that he spent most weekends and a couple of days per week in Las Vegas. Further, 
Dennis offered in his Brief that "the parties moved to Lake Las Vegas." Dennis' Brief I. Thus, 
this Court finds that Las Vegas was the place of the parties' marital domicile as of 2003. 
Thereafter, and until June 2010, Dennis continued to spend weekend time in Las Vegas. After 
July 2010, however, Dennis did not enter the Lake Las Vegas home again. 

14Both panies offered testimony about "typical" weekends together in Nevada that 
included details about their weekend traditions. These weekend traditions included routine 
stops at Metro Pizza and their respective golf games (together and apart). 
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oftentimes multiple times each day). Nevertheless, Dennis maintained that the 

relationship was emotionally and physically distant, devoid of any intimacy, and 

broken. Between 2004 and 20 IO, the time spent together during holidays and special 

occasions became less regular and more infrequent. Yet, Dennis continued to tell 

Gabrielle that he loved her until approximately August 2013. Dennis explained that 

he still did (and does) love Gabrielle, but that he did not want to be married to her. 

In March 2010, Dennis initiated divorce proceedings with the filing of a 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010) in Case No. D-10-426578-D. Gabrielle 

testified that Dennis told her that he found his attorney's name (James J. Jimmerson, 

Esq.} in a telephone book. Dennis testified that he did not pursue a divorce at that 

time because he was afraid Gabrielle would "go to DaVita" ( suggesting that she would 

compromise his employment). 15 In July 2010, Gabrielle received a notice from the 

Coun about the pending divorce action initiated by Dennis. 16 Dennis testified that, 

when Gabrielle received this notice, she was incredibly emotional. Nevertheless, 

Dennis admitted that Gabrielle never made a threat regarding his employment and that 

15Notwithstandingthe concerns expressed by Dennis about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, his messages to her during this time included sensitive information about DaVita, 
including discussions about whether Dennis would stay with DaVita and information about 
a "Qui Tam" lawsuit. Exhibit 18: BS 12436. When asked why he would share this type of 
"inside information" with her if he truly was concerned about Gabrielle compromising his 
employment, Dennis answered that he had no explanation and could only speculate that it was 
because she was the only one he could talk to about it. 

16B_ecause Gabrielle was never served with the Complaint for Divorce {Mar. 10, 2010), 
it is unclear what notice she received from the Court. The record in Case No. D-10-426578 
appears to suggest that a notice may have been generated by the court regarding the 
reassignment of the case from Department O to Department D. 
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she never "used those words." Expressing feelings of remorse, Dennis declared to 

Gabrielle by text message: 

I don't know what to say. There are no words to undo what I did. I 
think I need to take a few days and think long and hard about what I did 
and what am I [sic] doing because I honestly don't know .... I wish I 
could take this all back, I can't so rather th[a]n complicate things more 
I need some thinking time .... I never meant for this to happen. Never. 
I have been nmning from things so long and not dealing with them. I 
should have come to you to see what you thought about our marriage. 
Running to a lawyer was stupid. I have no idea what I was thinking 
about. All I remember was a sick feeling in my stomach after the visit 
knowing I had betrayed you. I asked for the process to just stop but it 
fell through the cracks ... I owe you some answers and I think a little 
time away from home from work will force me to sit and think long 
enough and figure out what the hell I'm doing ... I'm sorry and I do 
an[ d J always will love you Gabrielle. As much as I am capable of loving 
another person I love you that much and my heart broke over what I did 
to you ... I wish this day never happened. It has to be one of the wors[t] 
days of your life and you do not deserve that at all. You deserve a better 
life th[a]n I have given you the past 5 years. I won't ask for your 
forgiveness. 

Exhibit 25. 

Dennis assured Gabrielle that the divorce action would be dismissed. Although 

it does not appear that Dennis took any action himself to seek the dismissal of the 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), the Courtsua sponte dismissed the case byway 

of Order of Dismissal Without Prejudice (Feb. 18, 2011 ). Dennis reflected on his lack 

of "courage" to follow-through with the divorce at the time, stating that he took the 

"chicken way out." He also admitted that he made a multitude of excuses or 

rationalizations about the cause of the deterioration of their relationship. At one point, 
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Dennis told Gabrielle that he had questions about his sexual orientation.17 Dennis' 

strategy was to persuade Gabrielle to recognize on her own that their relationship was 

over, even to the point of engaging in marriage counseling under the false pretense of 

working on their relationship. Specifical]y, Dennis testified that: 

I actually used that [counseling] as a way of getting Gabrielle to come to 
the conclusion on her own that we had a marriage that was broken. I was 
having a hard time saying the words to her that I wanted a divorce. And 
I was hoping that through counseling and not returning to the marital 
house any time after that one day, and telling her I had questions of niy 
sexuality, that she wouJd conclude this was a broken marriage and would 
make the decision to divorce. 

February 24, 2016 Video: 1433. 

Dennis summarized that he pursued counseling for three primary purposes: ( 1 ) 

he believed that counseling would be beneficial for Gabrielle; (2) he desired to have a 

trained professional help Gabrielle understand that the marriage was irreconcilable, and 

thus to encourage Gabrielle to make the decision to pursue a divorce;18 and (3) he 

wanted to avoid any "scandals" arising at work. Dennis admitted that he deceived 

Gabrielle for years. Gabrielle at time_s expressed happiness to see progress in their 

counseling, unaware that the counseling was a complete rouse. Dennis made promises 

"Dennis also fabricated a story about being admitted into a residential treatment center. 
He sent Gabrielle tex1. messages wherein he claimed that he was at an Oregon residential 
treatment center where he was diagnosed with sleep apnea. None of this was true and Dennis 
admitted as much. See Exhibit 20: BS 12244 - 12248. 

18Rather than working to rep~ir their marriage, Dennis sought to have Dr. Michelle 
Gravely recognize that the marriage was broken and to have Dr. Gravely convince Gabrielle to 
pursue a divorce. In a March 9, 2011 email, Dennis discussed setting goals for their 
. relationship and getting back together. His goal was to stay in counseling long enough so that 
Dr. Gravely could help Gabrielle see the inevitability of divorce. Dennis truthfully had no 
intention of following through on these goals. He saw the marriage as broken and it was not 
going to be fixed. February 24, 2016 Video: 14:59. 
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inemailcommunicationstoretumhome. Exhibit 19:BS 12529, 12534. Atonepoint, 

he told her: 'Tm not stalling hoping I force you into asking for a divorce. I'm cenain 

of that. n At trial, however, he admitted the contrary - that he indeed desired to 

convince her to pursue a divorce all along. 

There were occasions when Gabrielle also made statements in emails to Dennis 

that suggest that she also perceived that the marriage was failing, such as: "you're 

living a separate life," and "I don't know who you are." Exhibit 23: BS1215 I; 12174. 

Indeed, there were several examples of terse email and text exchanges between the 

parties dating back to 2010, many of which emanated from Gabrielle. 19 See e.g., 

Exhibit 18. 

In summary, it appears uncontrovened that, after 2010, the parties did not share 

any holidays or special occasions together. Further, after filing the prior Complaint for 

Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), Dennis did not physically do anything to get back together 

19That Gabrielle felt and expressed frustration and hopelessness about their relationship 
is exemplified by 20 I I communications when she declared: 

Are you trying to get me to the point where I throw my hands up and walk 
away? Only you know that for sure - I can only tell you how it feels. But as 
I've said before, I think we're worth more than that-I'm worth more than that. 

* * * * 

[I]t's hard for me to imagine you can be such a high power decision maker, and 
deal with the interpersonal issues you've described over these last months, and 
yet keep doing what you're doing with us and not seeing ahead to the outcomes. 
Or are you continuing to set this up to fail, set.ting me up to get so disgusted 
that I walk away from it so you don't have to do it first, like you tried to last 
year but felt usick to your stomach"? 

Exhibit 23 (emails dated March 26, 2011 and March 13, 2011). 
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with Gabrielle and their relationship was devoid of any physical intimacy. Moreover, 

communications were almost exclusively limited to email and text messages after that 

time. The record demonstrates that Dennis perceived that the relationship was broken 

much earlier than 2010. However, Gabrielle did not share that same perception. Up 

until that time, the parties continued to share time together and affectionately 

communicated with each other on a regular and routine basis. Nevertheless, the record 

supports a finding that the irretrievable breakdown of the parties' marriage began with 

Dennis' affair with Nadya in 2004 and continued through the initiation and pendency 

of these proceedings. Indeed, the maintenance of a secret affair in this case is 

fundamentally irreconcilable with a harmonious marital relationship. 

Dennis offered that there was no financial benefit overall to him to remain 

married. Following the purchase of the Lake Las Vegas residence in 2003, their 

relationship became more geographically and emotionally distant. At that time, Dennis 

estimated the parties' net wonh to be $750,000; In 2010, he estimated that their net 

worth had increased to $4,000,000.20 At the time of the divorce in 2016, the parties· 

net worth appears to exceed $40,000,000. Dennis referred to this delay as the cost of 

his inability to have a ''tough conversation" with Gabrielle about divorce. Although the 

20Considering the stock options he had received at DaVita, the parties' net worth in 
2010 appears to be more than $4,000,000. In fact, in a November 23, 2010 email, Dennis 
referenced his receipt of 1,000,000 stock options with an anticipated $18,000,000 in profit 
over the next few years. Exhibit 23. Even had Dennis pursued the prior divorce action, he had 
not served the Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010) as of July 2010. Thus, it is highly , 
unlikely that the divorce would have been finalized prior to 2011. 

15 

08489 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

timing of their incompatibility may be in clispute, it is uncontroverted at this time that 

the parties are incompatible in marriage and there is no possibility of reconciliation. 

(3) Nadya -Honest Deceit 

During trial, Dennis appeared to candidly discuss his relationship with Nadya, 

which, in and of itself, is seemingly oxymoronic. Dennis testified that he met Nadya 

in November 2004. Nadya did not own any assets of material value at the time that 

they met.21 Byway of a green card, she worked as a hostess at a restaurant. Since at 

least June 2005, however, Nadya earned no income and did not contribute financially 

to her personal expenses. Instead, Dennis paid for her food, clothing (shopping at 

various stores), cars (the first car being a Porsche22 according to Nadya), a maid, spa 

services, a nanny (who was paid approximately $400 per week), all household and 

maintenance expenses, and additional spending money (generally $400 in cash each 

17 · week and an additional $700 to $800 by check each week). Dennis also paid for 
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Nadya to take college classes (paying approximately $7,000), for an investment in Moe 

LLC ("he would trying to help me to .get in the business with those people, and it 

didn't work"), payment of Nadya's dental and medical expenses (including cosmetic 

21 Nadya recalled in her deposition that she had money in savings of approximately 
$20,000. Deposition 71 :5. However, she added that at least a portion of this money was sent 
to her mother. Deposition 7 6: 13. 

22According to Nadya, her vehicles included a 2015 Bentley GTC, BMW XS, GL 
Mercedes SUV, and a Cadillac SRX. Although Dennis testified that he routinely owned 
multiple vehicles at any given time (and it does not appear that Nadya was the registered owner 
of the aforementioned vehicles), the credible evidence supports a finding that certain vehicles 
were intended primarily for Nadya's use and benefit. Whether Dennis drove any of these 
vehicles does not change the finding that these expenditures were for Nadya's benefit. 
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surgery), money sent to Nadya's family in the Ukraine, and all travel expenses.23 

Initially, Nadya used a credit card in Dennis' name to pay her expenses. Dennis later 

gave Nadya her own credit and debit cards to use for her expenses. 21 When Nadya and 

Dennis were together, howe~er, Dennis would pay all expenses on his cards. In short, 

Nadya relied entire[y on Dennis for her entire support.25 According to Nadya, Dennis 

promised to take care of her for the rest of her life.26 Deposition: l 45: 15-22. 

At the beginning of his relationship with Nadya, Dennis testified that he did not 

disclose to Nadya that he was married. In fact, Dennis and Nadya traveled to Cancun, 

Mexico, where they participated in a "civil ceremony" on June 3, 2005 on the beach 

23Nadya enjoyed trips to Las Vegas, San Francisco, New York, Arizona, Paris, 
Amsterdam, Spain, Portugal, Laguna Beach, PaJm Springs, Newport Beach and San Diego. In 
addition to paying all travel expenses, Dennis would give Nadya "like $1,000 for shopping. n 

Deposition: 167:5. 

24With the exception of one occasion when Nadya gave her credit card to the nanny to 
purchase groceries, Nadya testified that all charges on her credit card were her charges. 
Deposition: 130:3-15. 

25Nadya testified that she stopped filing income tax returns "when Dennis stan 
completely take care of me, so I stopped because he was taking care of us." Deposition: 33: 7-9. 

26As Dennis' income began to skyrocket, he opened an investment account at UBS. 
Until recently, Gabrielle was not named on his UBS financial accounts (where his bonus 
income and stock option income were deposited). Dennis admitted that, at least in part, he 
did not want Gabrielle to see these accounts because he did not want her to become aware of 
the money he was spending on Nadya and his children. Thus, Dennis deposited his regular 
paychecks i.nto the parties' joint Bank of America account (no. 6446), but deposited his 
bonuses into his UBS account. Although Dennis now argues that there "is no evidence that 
Dennis tried to hide any asset from Gabrielle in an attempt to change the amount of money 
that Gabrielle is entitled to" (Dennis' Brief 16), the record reflects that he actively concealed 
the existence of the UBS account from Gabrielle. The record also reflects that he actively 
concealed the existence of other assets (including real property and a yacht) to the point of 
titling assets in the name of family members. Although these assets are indeed now known and 
subject to division, Dennis actively concealed the existence of assets until after this litigation 
was initiated. 
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that at least appeared to have marriage overtones. 27 Although he could not recall when, 

Dennis maintained that at some point in time he told Nadya that he was married. 

Nadya testified that Dennis "confessed" to her that he was married to Gabrielle 

approximately "a month after we [Dennis and Nadya] get married." Deposition: 

14:20-15: 18. 

In approximately June 2005, Dennis moved Nadya into the 1809 Overland 

Avenue condominium that he owned. In so doing, he acknowledged that he 

misrepresented to Gabrielle that a colleague at DaVita owned the property, and that 

he was living with the son of the property owner. During his testimony, Dennis 

apologized for his deceit.28 He concealed his relationship out of concern that someone 

at DaVita would find out about it. Notwithstanding these alleged concerns, Dennis 

continued to have his assistant at DaVita (Pat Murphy), book travel for Nadya and 

Dennis. In June 2013, Dennis purchased the residence and real property located at 

9716 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills, California (hereinafter referred to as the "Oak Pass 

property") for Nadya and his children. 

27Dennis was adamant that the ceremony was not a "legal" marriage because he and 
Nadya had not procured an appropriate license or submitted to the procedures required for a 
marriage in Mexico (not to mention that he was alrea4Y married). Ac; noted previously, however, 
Nadya routinely uses the last name Kogod on government documents such as her passport and 
she regularly refers to Dennis as her "husband." 

26 28Dennis similarly started a narrative with Gabrielle about his subsequent purchase of 
the Edinburgh property from someone involved in the "Russian Mafia." Thus, when Gabrielle 

27 , discovered bank statements containing references to "Nadya," the explanation fit perfectly with 

28 
the "Russian Mafia" narrative and did not create any immediate suspicions by Gabrielle. In 
reality, the Edinburgh home was purchased in 2010 for Dennis, Nadya and his children. 
Dennis had told Gabrielle that he was living in Denver, Colorado at the time. RYCE C. DUC&IIIORTH 
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Unbeknownst to Gabrielle at the time, Dennis fathered twin daughters (Denise 

and Nika) with Nadya. His twin daughters were born on December 28, 2007 .29 The 

conception and resulting birth of Dennis' children was no accident. Dennis and Nadya 

were intent on having children even to the point of pursuing in vitro fenilization. The 

cost of in vitro fenilization was $13,000 per procedure. Dennis initially testified that 

he could not recall how many procedures he and Nadya pursued, but he later testified 

that he believed it was two occasions. Dennis was present for the birth of his and 

Nadya's twin daughters, after which he traveled to Brooklyn, New York, to celebrate 

the holidays with Gabrielle. Dennis concealed the binh of his children from both 

Gabrielle and his co-workers at DaVita. In fact, because his co-workers knew that he 

and Gabrielle did not have minor children together, Dennis told his co-workers that his 

twin daughters were actually grandchildren that he had adopted. 

Dennis also paid for himself and Nadya to participate in counseling to work on 

issues in their relationship. They separated in approximately January or February 

2015. Nadya and his children continue to reside in the Oak Pass property. Nadya 

attributed their separation to Dennis' affair with another woman, Jennifer Crute 

29The parties dispute when Gabrielle had actual knowledge of the existence of Dennis' 
twin daughters. As discussed later in this Decree, Gabrielle claimed that she learned of Dennis' 
children at the Case Management Conference on February 3, 2015. Dennis offered that 
Gabrielle knew (or at least should have known) in 2014. In support of his claim, Dennis cited 
a September 2014 email from Gabrielle's former counsel referencing a 2013 DaVita awards 
dinner in which Dennis discussed the challenges of having small children. According to 
Dennis, the email from Gabrielle's counsel stated: "I always suspected there was another 
family. Now we have proof." Although it appears that Gabrielle should have known about 
Dennis' children, it does not appear to be disputed that Dennis did not personally provide 
Gabrielle with this information ( or this admission) until the aforementioned Case Management 
Conference on February 3, 2015. 
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Steiner ("Jennifer"). "l was trying to save family and try to accept that fact, but sorry 

I didn't grab more money, and so I didn't lo go through what Gabriella was going 

through." Deposition: 57: 5-8. Ironically, Nadya personally met Jennifer when Nadya 

showed up at a counselor's office where Dennis was engaged in counseling with Jennifer 

to work on their (Dennis and Jennifer's) relationship. 

( 4) Jennifer - the other "other" woman 

During his extra-marital relationship with Nadya, Dennis started an extra

marital relationship with Jennifer. Dennis first met Jennifer when she interviewed with 

him for a position at DaVita. Their intimate relationship did not begin, however, until 

September 19, 2014, after Jennifer had left DaVita. As with his alleged concerns 

regarding any revelation of his relationship with Nadya, Dennis alleged that he worried 

about the exposure of his relationship with Jennifer in regards to how it might impact 

his employment. Dennis also testified that Jennifer was concerned about her husband 

and her children learning of her relationship with Dennis. 

Dennis sought to prevent, or at least limit, Jennifer's exposure to a deposition 

in this matter. He filed his Motion to Stay Service of Subpoena Duces Tecum and 

Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order Prohibiting or Limiting the Deposition 

of Jennifer Crute Steiner (Jun. l l, 2015). Therein, Dennis represented to the Court 

that Jennifer threatened to "report her relationship with Dennis to his superiors and 

seek to have him terminated ... if she is subpoenaed for deposition." Affidavit of 

James J. Jimmerson, Esq., ,t 15. Further, Dennis submitted that "the potential 

RYCl!C. DUCKW0lffll deposition testimony of]ennifer could result in loss of her employment" and "Jennifer's 
DISiRICT JUDGI: 
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emotional response during her deposition could present a harm [to] Dennis." Id., ,r 16. 

Finally, Dennis alleged that: 

If Jennifer's family, including her husband, were to become aware of this 
relationship, by way of the service of the Notice of Deposition and 
Subpoena upon Jennifer, it would have a disastrous effect on her marriage 
and her minor children. . . . That service of the same could have a 
catastrophic effect on Dennis' gainful employment, which has provided 
not only Dennis, but also Gabrielle, with the above-average lifestyle to 
which they have become accustomed .... [S]ervice of the Notice of 
Deposition and Subpoena Duces Tecurn upon Jennifer could destroy her 
marriage and devastate her minor children, as well as causing Dennis to 
be terminated from his employment, which would prove to be an 
unnecessary and undue burden for aU parties. 

Id. ,r1 18 - 20. Notwithstanding Dennis' representations30 to the contrary (in an effort 

to prevent the deposition from taking place), Jennifer denied ever telling Dennis that 

a deposition would compromise her employment. Further, Jennifer denied that she 

expressed any concerns about her husband learning of their relationship; Finally, 

Jennifer denied that she threatened Dennis' employment with DaVita over the prospect 

of her deposition being taken. Instead, Jennifer simply expressed to Dennis that she 

was not interested in having her deposition taken. Thus, Dennis went to work to 

create a narrative to prevent Jennifer's deposition.31 Ultimately, Dennis' request to 

prevent or to limit the deposition was denied, but a protocol was arranged to minimize 

30Dennis did not personally sign an Affidavit in support of his Motion to Stay Service 
of Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of Deposition and for a Protective Order Prohibiting 
or Limiting the Deposition ofJennifer Crute Steiner (Jun. 11, 2015). Instead, the Motion was 
supported by an Affidavit signed by counsel on his behalf. 

31Although her testimony was in deposition form, Jennifer's testimony appeared to be 
credible. To be clear, Jennifer did not testify as a "bitter ex-girlfriend." Rather, she 
acknowledged in her deposition that she still saw a future in her relationship with Dennis. In 
fact, they had spent time together during the week prior to her deposition and she and Dennis 
have had ongoing discussions about a possible engagement. 
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Jennifer's exposure to any potential embarrassment (which did not appear to be a 

concern to Jennifer at any level). 

Jennifer and Dennis frequently traveled together and, although Dennis did not 

gift her any money, he paid for the expenses associated with their trips. Their travel 

included trips on the DaVita jet, a luxury Gabrielle never enjoyed. Jennifer also 

testified about her understanding that Dennis had a ring made for her (intended as an 

engagement ring), but that he had not given it to her. Finally, Dennis also paid for 

Jennifer's legal fees associated with her deposition. 

(5) Summary of the Irretrievable Breakdown 

Overall, it appears that, beginning in 2003, with Gabrielle tucked away at a 

relatively safe distance in Nevada, Dennis orchestrated a calculated plan to deceive and 

emotionally manipulate Gabrielle. As previously noted, it appears that the parties' 

marriage went through an irretrievable or irreconcilable breakdown beginning in 2004 

with the initiation of his secret affair ·with Nadya. Although Gabrielle may have 

sincerely believed that their relationship was not broken, Dennis' actions support a 

finding that their marriage was undergoing an irretrievable breakdown with the 

maintenance of his affair. As noted previously, Dennis' expenditure of community 

funds on a girlfriend and children of his affair were irreconcilable with the maintenance 

of the marital relationship. 

26 II. 
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On December 13, 20 l 3, Gabrielle filed her Complaint for Divorce. Nearly one 

year later, Dennis filed his Answer to Complaint for Divorce and Counterclaim (Nov. 
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24, 2014), which was followed by Plaintiffs Reply to Counterclaim for Divorce {Dec. 

5, 2014). After receiving this case by way of Notice of Department Reassignment 

(Dec. 19, 2014), 32 this Court issued its Order Setting NRCP 16.2 Case Management 

Conference (Tan. 2, 2015). The Case Management Conference was scheduled for 

February 3, 2015, which was the first hearing held in this matter. Including the Case 

Management Conference, nine hearings were held before this Court prior to the 

commencement of trial. 33 Including the July 13, 2016 hearing, six additional hearings 

( comprised primarily of evidentiary hearings) have been held. 

The hearings leading up to trial are summarized as follows: 

(1) Case Management Conference on February 3, 2015: 

At the initial Case Management Conference, Dennis34 offered the following with 

respect to his approach to the case: 

Dennis fathered two children, twins, during this marriage with another 
woman and had maintained essentially a separate life that had not been 
disclosed to Mrs. Kogod until approximately May of last year, give or 
take. She may have known before, but I'm saying in terms of what we 

32At the time this matter was filed in 2013, the case was originally assigned to 
Department C of the Eighth Judicial District Court. The matter was reassigned to Department 
G by way of a peremptory challenge. A second peremptory challenge led to the assignment of 
this matter to this Department. As is not uncommon in cases in which a peremptory challenge 
is filed, multiple hearings were held and significant time was spent adjudicating the issues. 
Such cases tend to be more complex and time consuming. 

13Hearings before this Court were held on the following dates: February 3, 2015, March 
17, 2015, May 4, 2015, June l, 2015, July 21, 2015, September 8, 2015, October 14, 2015, 
November 18, 2015, and February 17, 2016. Additional hearings were held before the 
Discovery Commissioner. 

34This Court recognizes that Dennis was represented by different counsel at the initial 
four hearings. Regardless, his counsel of record at the time is his mouthpiece to the Court (as 
is Gabrielle's counsel}. 
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understand she knew. There is, therefore, going to be a claim for waste as 
an issue .... We're going to-take that issue away from her by providing an 
accounting, an estimate and an off er that will be more than the dollars 
spent, so that one-half of which will be awarded to Mrs. Kogod to at least 
remove the financial sting or insult of Dennis having this relationship. 
Dennis is embarrassed by this certainly but he is not embarrassed about 
having two wonderful children, age seven.35 

February 3, 2015 Video: 11:05 (emphasis added). 

Al though Gabrielle acknowledged that she suspected the existence of another 

family, she responded: 

Mrs. Kogod didn't know about the fathering of two children until about 
30 seconds ago. . . .Though she suspected it because there were 
statements about it and there were things online about it, but that's when 
she found out or it was confirmed to her. Mr. Kogod never did that. 

Id. at 11 :09. 

Both parties requested that this Court hold monthly status hearings on the case 

to keep the matter on track. This Court noted that it did not need to .. wade" into the 

issue of when Gabrielle actually learned about Dennis' children. Although Dennis' 

expenditures on his separate family are an issue from an economic standpoint, this 

Court did not want the alleged shock of this information to interfere with the ability 

of the parties to evaluate the "'numbers" associated with the division of assets and the 

23 issue of alimony. 
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35Dennis' prodamation that he was "going to take that issue away from her by providing 
an accounting, an estimate, and an offer that will be more than the dollars spent" may have 
been conveyed as a moral obligation he owed to Gabrielle. As discussed herein, Dennis' 
responsibility to provide such an accounting was his legal obligation. 
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(2) Continued Case Management Conference on March I 7, 20 I 5 

Dennis reiterated that, on the issue of any community waste, he was in the 

"process of providing a detailed schedule of that and then we're going to make an offer 

to resolve that and take that issue off the table." March l 7, 2015 Video: 11:34. 

Dennis Kogod is certainly, while errant in his behavior, also decent 
enough to say that I'm pleased to make the appropriate recompense to at 
least financially assuage the insult that he has caused his wife for which 
he is apologetic and remorseful. 

Id. at 11 :47 (emphasis added). 

(3) Continued Case Management Conference on May 4, 2015 

This Court reviewed the parties' complex litigation plans. Once again, both 

parties requested periodic hearings to monitor the progress of the case. Trial dates were 

scheduled, but Gabrielle requested that the trial be continued. This Court invited the 

involvement of experts at the periodic status hearings for the Court to gain an 

appreciation of where the parties were at and what issues remained outstanding. This 

Coun noted: 

A lot of this boils down to calculations and numbers. There may be 
perhaps some disagreements and I have to make the call in terms of a 
legal and factual determination as to whether or not something is 
construed as waste ... To touch on that issue a bit, I know there was 
some discussion, you know, how you could construe money being spent 
on children as waste. Sounds like a misnomer. The bottom line for me 
is if there was money that was taken from the community, half of which 
belonged to the Plaintiff and used for a purpose that effectively did not 
benefit the marital community, that should be recaptured. But it is 
inherently a matter of calculating what that number is. 

May 4, 2015 Video: 9:25. 
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Gabrielle identified a forensic accounting expen. Despite Dennis' assurances 

that he was going to take the lead on determining the amount of monies diverted from 

the marital community, Dennis had not yet designated an accounting expert. Dennis 

indicated that he was not certain that an expert would be necessary. 

This Court again noted its desire to diffuse the emotion of the case and 

reiterated that the case becomes essentially a "numbers game." It was dear to the 

Court that a forensic accounting would be beneficial to the Court. Although the 

existing law removed consideration of the "merits" of the parties, this Court did have 

the statutory authority to analyze and consider the money that was diverted from the 

marital community as pan of the division of assets pursuant to NRS 125 .150. 

{4) Status Hearing on June 1, 2015 

Dennis notified the Court that he was selling his yacht for $1,050,000, less the 

17 commission. He also stated that he was buying a condominium in California for 
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$3,000,000. He also informed the Court that he was selling the Oak Pass property. 

This Court again reiterated that money spent on children that were born of his secret 

affair would be considered waste. At the same time, this Coun noted that it did not 

intend to scrutinize "lifestyle" issues (i.e., comparing the parties' spending practices) 

and that the Coun was not inclined to micro-manage the spending of the parties. This 

Court offered: 

I just want to be clear that ... the time we spend at trial should really be 
confined to any disputes regarding those specific items that the parties do 
not [agree] constitutes [sic] dissipation or waste or spending money on 
this other relationship and these other children. 
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* * * * 

What I envision seeing is ultimately a ... there are probably going to be 
certain items that are stipulated to. Mr. Kogod through Mr. Jimmerson 
has already represented that. That there's going to be an amount that is 
essentially paid to the Plaintiff to reimburse for amounts spent on 
children not of this marriage and on the girlfriend. 

* * * * 

The case law suggests that in doing so you look at when the marriage 
became irretrievably broken. This is a unique situation where the 
Plaintiff indicated some degree of surprise in learning about the 
relationship and even the existence of two children. 

June 1, 2015 Video: 11:29, 11:37, and 11:40. 

Despite claiming that Gabrielle was on a "fishing expedition," Dennis still had 

not retained a forensic accounting expert. Although Dennis had not retained an expert, 

this Court noted that it anticipated he would do so. This Court also anticipated seeing 

a "narrowed-down list" of expenditures in dispute. For the first time, this Court 

referenced the ability of either party to make an off er to allow entry of decree of 

divorce pursuant to NRS 125.141. 

Dennis argued that there sh.ould be limits to the forensic accounting 

investigative excursion. In response, and with the understanding and expectation that Dennis 

would pursue an accounting as he had promised, this Court stated: 

I would not put that burden on the Defendant to answer that type of an 
interrogatory. That's not what I'm anticipating though. I expect, like I 
said, a refined list of . . and I don't even see it being, you know, "What 
did you spend this $150 or 500," that's not what we're getting into. 

June I., 2015 Video: 11:53. 
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Gabrielle offered: 

There might be a category of expenses if there's anything like that, but I 
even doubt that. Usually what we do in these cases, and again this is 
something that we've done many times, is we set an amount that's 
significant based on the financial resources of the parties. That's the type 
of list you're going to get. 

7 Id. 
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In an effort to avoid spending time on every "nickel and dime" of the parties, but 

still under the impression that Dennis would do what he had originally promised (and 

was legally obligated) to do, this Court discussed the establishment of a .. baseline" 

amount for forensic accounting purposes. In discussing such a ''baseline" of 

expenditures, Gabrielle suggested that it was $5,000, but clarified that there might be 

a "series of expenditures that are less than that" that Gabrielle was "developing." Id. 

at 11 :54. Contrary to Dennis' claim, this Coun did not indicate "that it was only 

concerned with expenditures in excess of$5,000.00 per transaction." (Dennis' Brief 14) 

Nevertheless, this Court did express concern about scrutinizing every "nickel and 

dime." Funher, these discussions were premised on the understanding that Dennis 

would be providing a thorough accounting as he had promised to do. This Court also 

drew a distinction between expenditures on Dennis' girlfriend(s) and children versus 

Dennis' family members. To this end, this Court directed that the analysis of 

expenditures should be separated by category between his girlfriend( s) and children and 

other family members. 
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(5) Status Hearing on July 21, 2015 

Dennis argued that this Court should not lose sight of the overall size of the 

marital estate. Dennis pointed out that he believed that the amount of money spent 

on his girlfriend and children was a relatively small amount in comparison to the total 

value of the marital estate. Dennis still had not designated a forensic accounting 

expert. This Court again reiterated its philosophical distinction between expenditures 

on Dennis' girlfriend(s) as opposed to expenditures on other family members. Again 

encouraging the parties to utilize the ability to make an offer to allow entry of decree, 

this Court stated: 

I think something for both sides to consider at some point 
understanding the scope of the community estate that we're dealing with 
. . . it may behoove both sides to start making offers to allow entry of 
decree, offers of judgment if you will. ... I would expect with the counsel 
that are representing both clients that you're going to be making those 
offers. 

July 21, 2015 Video: 11 :35. 

(6) Status Hearing on September 9, 2015 

The parties stated that they had reached a stipulated settlement on the sale of 

the yacht. This Court also learned that Nadya might be pursuing support from Dennis 

in a legal action initiated in California. This Court once again inquired about whether 

there had been any offers to allow entry of decree. Neither party had made such an 

offer. This Court noted that it looked forward to "getting numbers" and to the parties 

exchanging the offers that this Court had now repeatedly encouraged. 
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(7) Status Hearing on October 14, 2015, and hearing on Dennis' Motion for 
an Order to Show Cause to Hold Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod in Contempt for 
Failure to Comply with the Discovery Commissioners Recommendation 
Regarding Service of Jennifer Curte Steiner and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs (Sep. 14, 2015) 

At the parties' request, this Court rescheduled the trial from December 2015 to 

February 2016. Again, this Court inquired about whether any offers to allow entry of 

decree had been exchanged. Dennis responded that he was not yet in a position to 

make such an offer. This Court expressed that it behooved Dennis to make such an 

offer, noting that Dennis was in the best possible position to know what that number 

should be. The following exchange then took place: 

The Court: In a case that is now two years old almost, I go back to 
what I said earlier: Mr. Kogod's a businessman, very 
successful and that's why I think at some point he's gotta 
be the one to make an offer to the Plaintiff. 

Mr. Marks: Okay, that's fine, it would be very unusual in civil normal 
practice, but I'll tell him. 

The Court: No, all I'm saying, no, the statutes are very clear. The 
statutes allow either party, and I would expect at the time 
of trial that both parties are going to come in with offers to 
allow entry of decree based on all of the information you've 
gathered because that's going to be your vehicle on both 
sides to ask me to award attorney's fees on your side. 

September 9, 2015 Video: 11 :47 (emphasis added). 

(8) Hearing on November 18, 2015 on Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to File 
Amended Complaint (Oct. 13, 2015) 

This Court denied Gabrielle's Motion for Leave to File Amended Complaint 

(Oct. 13, 2015). Although this Coun recognized that tort claims may be plead, this 

Court did not find that such relief was appropriate at this juncture of the case ( three 
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months prior to the commencement of trial). Gabrielle's Motion for Leave to File 

Amended Complaint (Oct. 13, 2015) was filed well beyond the May 5, 2015 deadline 

originally imposed by this Court's Case and Trial Management Order (Mar. 17, 2015). 

See Nutton v. Sunset Station, Inc., 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 34,357 P.3d 966 (2015). If such 

an amendment had been allowed, either party would have been entitled to impanel a 

jury. Such relief would have increased the potential likelihood of yet another 

continuance of the trial (in a c.ase that was nearly two years old). Further, this Court 

found that Gabrielle's claims for relief were adequately protected by existing statutes. 

( 9) Hearing on February 17, 2016 on Gabrielle's Motion for the Issuance of 
an Order to Show Cause Why Defendant Should Not Be Held in 
Contempt for His Multiple Violations of the Joint Preliminary 
Injunction; Plaintiffs Motion for an Order Llmiting the Access and 
Payments from Community Accounts; Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions, 
Attorney's Fees and Costs (fan. 19, 2016) (hereinafter referred to as 
Gabrielle's "Contempt Motion") 

Approximately one week prior to the commencement of trial, a hearing was held 

on Gabrielle's Contempt Motion. Dennis argued that Gabrielle's Contempt Motion 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit pursuant to Awad v. Wright, 106 Nev. 407, 794 

P .2d 713 ( 1990), abrogated on different grounds by Pengil[y v. Rancho Sante Fe 

Homrowners Ass'n, 116 Nev. 646, 5 P.3d 569 (2000). Dennis also argued that, 

notwithstanding Gabrielle's complaints about Dennis' spending, the marital estate 

continued to grow. This Court found that the provisions of the Joint Preliminary 

Injunction would be treated and enforced as a court order. EDCR 5.85(b). Gabrielle's 

Contempt Motion does indeed fail to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle 

pursuant to Awad. Nevertheless, the remedy for this Court with regard to the issue of 
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~------~---- -----

contempt is to allocate to Dennis those expenditures that Gabrielle has identified as 

part of the division of assets and to impose sanctions pursuant to EDCR 7 .60. The 

analysis of such sanctions is discussed later in this Decree. 

One final time, this Court asked whether either party had made an offer to allow 

entry of decree pursuant to NRS 125.141. Each party again answered the Court's 

inquiry in the negative. After nine hearings, this Court was: (1) left to wonder 

whether the prior status hearings that the Court assented to setting had served any 

materially valuable purpose; and (2) exasperated that, notwithstanding this Coun's 

repeated efforts to promote a resolution and to encourage the parties to rely on 

statutory provisions for the purpose of recovering attorney's fees, this Court's efforts 

were essentially ignored by both parties. Each party's failure to heed this Court's 

directive to make an offer pursuant to NRS 125.141 makes it highly unlikely that this 

Court will find or conclude in post-adjudicatory proceedings that either party is a 

"prevailing party" under the terms of this Decree. 

111. DIVISION OF AsSETS AND D~BTS 

(A) NEVADA LAW RE: COMMUNITY PROPERTY 

NRS 123.220 provides that: 

All property, other than that stated in NRS 123.130,36 acquired after 
marriage by either husband or wife, or both, is community property 
unless otherwise provided by: 

36NRS 123.130 provides that all property of a spouse "owned by her [or him) before 
marriage; and that acquired by her [ or him] afterwards by gift, bequest, devise, descent or by 
an award for personal injury damages, with the rents, issues and profits thereof, is her [ or his] 
separate property." 
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1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

An agreement in writing between the spouses. 
A decree of separate maintenance issued by a court of 
competent jurisdiction. 
NRS 123.190. 
A decree issued or agreement in writing entered pursuant to 
NRS 123.259. 

NRS 123.225 adds, in pertinent part, that "[t]he respective interests of the 

husband and wife in community property during continuance of the marriage relation 

are present, existing and equal interests, subject to the provisions of NRS 123.230." 

Consistent with these statutory provisions, the Nevada Supreme Court has declared 

that "the statutes clearly mandate that all property acquired by the panies until the 

formal dissolution of the marriage is community property." Forrest v. Fomst, 99 Nev. 

602,607,668 P.2d 275,279 (1983). Thus, the physical separation of the parties does 

not terminate the marital community for purposes of property acquisition. 

Further, NRS 123 .230 provides, in peninent part, as follows: 

2. Neither spouse may make a gift of community propeny 
without the express or implied consent of the other. 

3. Neither spouse may sell, convey or encumber the 
community real property unless both join in the execution of the deed or 
other instrument by which the real propeny is sold, conveyed or 
encumbered, and the deed or other instrument must be acknowledged by 
both. 

4. Neither spouse may purchase or contract to purchase 
community real property unless both join in the transaction of purchase 

. or in the execution of the contract to purchase. 

5. Neither spouse may create a security interest, other than a 
purchase-money security interest as defined in NRS 104. 9103, in, or sell, 
community household goods, furnishings or appliances unless both join 
in executing the security agreement or contract of sale, if any. 
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Finally, with respect to the division of communitypropeny, NRS 125. 150( 1 )(b ), 

provides that, in granting a divorce, the court: 

Shall, to the extent practicable, make an equal disposition of the 
community property of the parties, except that the court may make an 
unequal disposition of the community propeny in such proportions as it 
deems just if the court finds a compelling reason to do so and sets forth 
in writing the reasons for making the unequal disposition. 

(B) CIOFFI~ KOGOD MARITAL BALANCE SHEET 

Attached hereto as E,chlbit I is this Court's Marital Balance Sheet setting forth 

this Court's findings regarding the value of assets and debts listed therein. The Marital 

Balance Sheet also sets forth this Court's division of assets and debts pursuant to NRS 

125.150. For purposes of valuation and division, this Court used February 26, 2016 

( the final regular trial date) to define the end of the marital community, which was the 

date on which the Court orally pronounced the parties divorced.37 With respect to the 

value of assets and debts and the division thereof, this Court makes the following 

additional findings and conclusions: 

( l) The only assets to which the parties did not either stipulate to the value 

21 or where there is a material difference in value in their Closing Briefs are the following: 
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(a) Radiology Partners investment (Gabrielle's value: $655,000; 
Dennis' value: $150,000}; 

(b) The Oak Pass property (Gabrielle's value: $6,400,000; Dennis' 
value: $5,780,000); 

31Statements with updated account values were admitted into the record at the July 13, 
2016 hearing. 
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(c) 2015 Ferrari automobile (Gabrielle's value of $376,861.18; 
Dennis' value: $180,000); 

(d) 2015 Bentley automobile (Gabrielle's value: $255,000; Dennis' 
value: $180,000); and 

(e) 2015 Bentley automobile (Gabrielle's value: $205,000; Dennis' 
value: $135,000). 

(2) Each pany's respective marital balance sheet identifies account values for 

9 various investment and retirement accounts. This Court notes that there are 
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differences in the values of several UBS investment accounts. These differences, 

however, appear to be a function of updated values supplied by Dennis for the July 13, 

2016 hearing. In this regard, this Court accepted the higher/updated values supplied 

by Dennis as corroborated by the Supplemental Exhibits admitted into the record. 

Also, additional distributions from these investment accounts were made to both 

parties equally by stipulation. Such distributions necessarily altered the value of these 

accounts. Accordingly, this Court relied on the updated statements supplied by 

Dennis. 

(3) With respect to Radiology Partners, this Court accepts the value of 

$150,000. This value is consistent with the value set forth in the Anthem Report (p. 

17 and the attached marital balance sheet) and the value advocated by Dennis.
38 

18The record does not instill a high degree of confidence for the Court with respect to 
the value of Radiology Partners. As noted above, the Anthem Report references a value of 
$150,000 for the investment. This value appears to be the amount of the original investment. 
The martial balance sheet attached to Gabrielle's Brief, however, values Radiology Partners at 
$655,500 (with iChill valued at $150,000). The marital balance sheet attached to Dennis' 
Brief requests that the investment in Radiology Partners be divided equally between the parties 
(which would obviate the need to ascribe a value to the investment). In contrast, Gabrielle has 
requested in prior iterations of her marital balance sheet that Dennis be assigned the value of 
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( 4) With respect to the Oak Pass property, this Court had the opportunity 

to review the testimony of the witnesses, including Mark Herman, Jennifer Bosco, and 

Veronica Garcia. This Court also has reviewed and considered the Appraisal Report 

of Marc Herman dated January 30, 2016 (Exhibit 5) and the Sun West Appraisal of 

Real Property dated March 7, 2016 (Exhibits 6 and VVVV). Mr. Herman valued the 

Oak Pass property at $6,400,000, with a range of value (based on cornparables after 

adjustments) of $6,074,000 to $6,601,400. In contrast, SunWest Appraisals valued 

the Oak Pass property at $5,780,000, with a range of value (based on com parables after 

adjustments) of $5,025,000 to $6,440,500. In his Financial Disclosure Form (Feb. 16, 

2016), Dennis valued the Oak Pass property at $6,250,000. 

Based on the review of the evidence in the record, this Court finds that the fair 

market value of the Oak Pass property for purposes of this Decree is $6,300,000. 

(5) With respect to Dennis' un~vested stock options/LTIPs/incentive benefit 

programs (hereinafter referred to as "incentive benefits") with DaVita, this Court 

adopts the "wait and see" approach. Fondi v. Fondi, 106 Nev. 856,859,802 P.2d 1264, 

1266 ( 1990). Dennis argues that he will be required "to continue working hard in 

order to receive any benefit from those grants" in support of his position that any 

incentive benefits should be confirmed to him as his sole and separate propeny. 

Radiology Partners. (The marital balance sheet attached to Gabrielle's Brief does not contain 
a proposed division.) Although this Court prefers to disentangle the panies by allocating the 
asset to one party (v.rith the value equalized through the division of other assets), this Court 
is open to a timely request to reconsider this aJlocation (but not as to the value of the 
investment} and to divide the investment equally between the parties. 
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Dennis' Brief 13. To do so, however, would discom1t entirely Dennis' "hard work'' 

during the existence of the marital community. 

Application of the "time rule" formula spoken of in Fondi and Gemma v. Gemma, 

104 Nev. 473, 760 P.2d 772 ( l 988), values both Dennis' community (pre-divorce) and 

separate (post-divorce} efforts to the acquisition of the asset, with the Court retaining 

jurisdiction to "wait and see" whether extraordinary post-divorce efforts or 

"performance conditions" should be considered in the future division. Absent such a 

showing, and to the extent that Dennis' interest in any incentive benefits have not 

"vested" as of the date of divorce (i.e., February 26, 2016), the community interest 

should be cakulated as a fractional interest based on the "grant" date of the asset, the 

date of divorce (meaning the date this Court pronounced the parties divorced), and the 

vesting date (or the date on which Dennis' interest is fully matured). The calculation 

should follow the "time rule" principles enunciated in Gemma v. Gemma, 105 Nev. 458, 

778 P.2d 429 (1989) andFondi v. Fondi, 106 Nev. 856,802 P.2d 1264 (1990). This 

Court should retain jurisdiction to "wait and see" the extent to which post-divorce 

"performance conditions" impact the value of the incentive benefits. 

( 6) With respect to vehicles, Dennis' Brief referenced multiple leased vehicles 

_that are not referenced in Exhibit I as assets. Although this Court assigns no value to 

any leased vehicles, each pany should be responsible for any liability associated with 

leased vehicles in their respective names. Each party's marital balance sheet references 

three vehicles with value: a 2015 Ferrari, a 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.), and a 2015 Bentley 

(8 cyl.). The 2015 Ferrari was sold and the proceeds have been divided equally 
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between the parties. The discrepancies in the values of the 2015 Bentley (12 cyl.) 

($255,000 v. $180,000) and the 2015 Bentley (8 cyl.) ($205,000 v. $135,000) are 

significant. This Court received limited evidence regarding the value of these vehicles. 

Although Gabrielle mused during her testimony about the possibility of receiving 

the vehicles as part of the division of assets, this Court was not persuaded that she 

sincerely desired to be awarded the vehicles. This Court is inclined to confirm both 

vehicles to Dennis as his sole and separate property at the values he has proposed. 

Neven.heless, this Court provides Gabrielle the option of receiving the vehicles at the 

corresponding values she placed on the vehicles. If Gabrielle so desires, her election 

must be made within 14 days of the enuy of this Decree. The Marital Balance Sheet 

should be modified to insert the corresponding values, with the totals recalculated to 

effectuate an equal division. 

(7) Apart from the UBS line of credit in the amount of $412,723, each party 

should be responsible for the debt they each have incurred respectively. Such a result 

is based in part on the significant d~ation of the parties' separation. This Court 

presumes that the individual consumer debts incurred after the parties' separation 

benefitted each party individually and not the marital community as a whole. 

Accordingly, this Court finds that there is a compelling reason pursuant to NRS 

125.150 to assign to each party the consumer debts they each have incurred 

respectively without any offset in the division of assets. 

(8) With respect to the division of furniture and personal property, neither 

party testified or argued that the other party was in possession of any such personalty 
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that he/she desired to acquire. Further, the record is devoid of any value for such 

personalty except as noted below. The division of personalty excludes the confirmation 

to Dennis of the sapphire ring he acquired for Jennifer (which is identified separately 

in Exhibit l) and the artwork he purchased after the issuance of the Joint Preliminary 

Injunction {May 15, 2014) for his Wilshire residence. The amount spent by Dennis 

on said artwork is captured as part of the Anthem Report and is thus included as part 

of the division of assets. 

(9) Dennis argues that his Chase Cigna Health Savings Account should not 

be included as an asset to be divided. Although it may not be a financial benefit that 

Gabrielle is able to access after the parties' divorce, the Health Savings Account 

nevertheless has value and should be included as an asset confirmed to Dennis. 

( 10) Each party should receive one-half of any credit card/travel reward points. 

This Court retains jurisdiction to oversee the division of these assets. 

(C) WASTE &COMPELLING REASONS FORAN UNEQUAL DIVISION 

(1) Defining "Waste" Under Nevada Law 

NRS 125.150 authorizes this Court to "make an unequal disposition of the 

community property in such proportions as it deems just if the court finds a compelling 

reason to do so and sets forth in writing the reasons for making the unequal 

disposition." The "waste" or "dissipation" of community assets has been considered 

as a "compelling reason" to "make an unequal disposition." One scholarly author has 

opined that: ''The range of human behavior in the waste aspects of family law is so vast 
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that a specific description of what may constitute 'waste' or 'compelling reasons' is 

impossible to set fonh in either a statute or case rule." Gary R. Silvennan, Esq., I Spent 

The Money on W1ttsi½7, Women and Gambling; The Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 

29.(2011 ).39 This is because a finding of waste depends on the ''particular facts and 

circumstances surrounding the conduct" in each case. Erika Driskell, Dissipation of 

Marital Assets and Preliminary Injunctions: A Preventive Approach w Safeguarding Marital 

Assets, 20 J. Am.Acad. Matrim. Law 135, 142 (2006). For example, couns have found 

waste for excessive alcohol and drug related expenditures (id. at 143); destruction of 

propeny (J. Thomas Oldham, Romance Without Finance A in· t Got No Chance: Development 

of the Doctrine of Dissipation in Equitable Distribution States, 21 Am. Acad Ma trim. Law. 

501,505 (2008) ); reduction in fair market value of propeny (Jn re Marriage of Hokanson, 

68 Cal. App. 4th 987, 80 Cal. Rptr.2d. 699 ( 1998) ); and even charitable donations (In 

re Marriage of Cerven, 317 Ill. App. 3d 895, 7 42 N.E.2d 343 (Ill. 2d. Dist. 2000) ). 

Although the case law precedent regarding waste or dissipation in Nevada is 

limited, the Nevada Supreme Coun has sanctioned waste or dissipation as "a 

compelling reason for making an unequal disposition of community property." Lofgren 

v. Lofgren, l 12 Nev. 1282, 926 P.2d 296 (1996). In Lofgren, the Nevada Supreme 

Court held that: 

39Mr. Silverman offered a general definition of "dissipation" or "waste" as "community 
property spent, conveyed, hidden or otherwise convened by a spouse that ... compels the 
court in fustice and equity to reinstate the property to the community balance sheet and then 
divide such property as the facts compel." Gary R. Silverman, I Spent The Monry on WhislcQ', 
Women and Gambling; The Rtst, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 19 (2011). 
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if community property is lost, expended or destroyed through the 
intentional misconduct of one spouse, the court may consider such 
misconduct as a compelling reason for making an unequal disposition of 
community property and may appropriately augment the other spouse's 
share of the remaining community property. 

Lofgren, 112 Nev. at 1283, 926 P.2d at 297. 

In Lofgren, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the district court's ruling that 

Mr. Lofgren's financial misconduct provided a compelling reason for an unequal 

division of community property. Id. at 1283, 926 P.2d at 297. Specifically, the district 

court found that, during the pendency of the divorce action and in violation of the 

joint preliminary injunction, Mr. Lofgren had: transferred community funds to his 

father (about one third of which husband could not account for); used community 

funds for his own purposes (including improving and furnishing his home); and made 

unauthorized gifts of community funds to his children. Id. at 1283-1284, 297-298. 

The Court reaffirmed the Lofgren holding in Putterman v. Putttrman, 113 Nev. 

606, 939 P.2d 1047 ( 1997), noting that financial misconduct "in the form of one 

pany's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce process ... negligent loss or 

destruction of community propeny, unauthorized gifts of community propeny" may 

constitute compelling reasons for an unequal division. Puttennan, 939 P.2d at 1048. 

In Puttennan, the Nevada Supreme Court again affirmed the district court's unequal 

division of community property based on its "meticulous findings of fact which set 

forth numerous compelling reasons." 113 Nev. 606, 608, 939 P.2d 1047, 1048 
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( 1997). 
40 

The district court found that Mr. Putterman had engaged in financial 

misconduct that included: his failure to account for his earnings or any financia1 

matters "over which he had control;" his lies to the court about not having an income; 

and, after the parries had separated, his charging of "severa1 thousand dollars" on credit 

cards that Mrs. Putterman repaid. Id. at 609, 939 P.2d at 1049. 

The Puttemzan case contains insightful language about the extent to which a 

coun should scrutinize the parties' financial dealings. The Court made the following 

instructive comments: 

In Lofgren, we defined one species of "compelling reasons" for 
unequal disposition of community property, namely, financial misconduct 
in the form of one party's wasting or secreting assets during the divorce 
process. There are, of course, other possible compelling reasons, such as 
negligent loss or destruction of community propeny, unauthorized gifts 
of community property and even, possibly, compensation for losses 
occasioned by marriage and its breakup. 

* * * * 

It should be kept in mind that the secreting or wasting of 
community assets while divorce proceedings are pending is to be 
distinguished from under contributing or over consuming of community 
assets during the marriage. Obviously, when one party to a marriage 
contributes less to the community property than the other, this cannot, 
especially in an equal division state, entitle the other party to a 
retrospective accounting of expenditures made during the marriage or to 
entitlement to more than an equal share of the community property. 
Almost all marriages involve some disproportion in contribution or 
consumption of community property. Such retrospective considerations are 
not and should not be relevant to communitp property allocation and do ,wt present 
"compelling reasons" for an unequal disposition; wha-eas, hiding or wasting of 

4UJ'he unequal division in Mrs. Putterman 's favor was "not excessive" and consisted of 
a country dub membership and a portion of stock in a closely-held corporation which she was 
able to purchase because she was an employee of the corporation. Id., 113 Nev. at 609-610, 
939 P.2d at 1049. 
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communiry assets or misappropriating communiry assets for personal gain may 
indeed provide compelling reasons for unequal disposition of community propert)'. 

Futterman, 113 Nev. at 609, 939 P.2d at 1048-49 (emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Coun has considered and found other forms of 

misconduct that may constitute a compelling reason for an unequal division of 

community assets. For example, in Wheeler v. Upton-Wheeler, 113 Nev. l l 85, 946 

P.2d 200 {1997), the Nevada Supreme Court held that "if spousal abuse or marital 

misconduct of one party has had an adverse economic impact on the other party, it 

may be considered by the district court in determining whether an unequal division of 

community propeny is warranted." 113 Nev. at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203 (1997). 

"Evidence of spousal abuse or marital misconduct" alone, however, is not a "compelling 

reason under NRS 125 .150( l )(b) for making an unequal disposition of community 

property." Id. at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203. The Nevada Supreme Coun explained its 

holding by reference to the 1993 amendment to NRS 125. 150(1 )(b): 

In 1993, the legislature amended NRS 125.150(l)(b) to provide for an 
equal division of community propeny, rather than an equitable division. 
It appears that in amending NRS 125 .150( l) (b), the legislature wanted 
to ensure that Nevada would remain a no-fault divorce state. Prior to the 
amendment, the district court could consider the "respective merits of the 
parties" in making a "just and equitable" disposition of the parties' 
community property. In amending NRS 125.lSO(l)(b), the legislature 
provided that the district court shall make an equal disposition of the 
community property, unless the court finds a "compelling reason" to 
make an unequal division. The legislature, however, did not define the 
"compelling reasons" exception to equal division. 

Id. at 1189-1190, 946 P.2d at 203. 
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In Wheeler, the district court found, based on its admission of photographs 

depicting numerous bruises on Ms. Upton-Wheeler allegedly inflicted by Mr. Wheeler, 

that an abusjve relationship existed between the parties in which she "suffered from 

[Mr. Wheeler's] conduct" and that therefore a compelling reason existed to make an 

unequal division of community property in her favor. Id. at 1186-1187, 946 P.2d at 

201. However, to the extent that the district court simply (and improperly) relied on 

the spousal abuse a.lone instead of properly relying on the "adverse economic impact" 

of the spousal abuse upon Ms. Upton-Wheeler "which would warrant an unequal 

distribution of the community property," the Nevada Supreme Court reversed and 

remanded for further proceedings. Id. at 1190, 946 P.2d at 203. 

In Maldonado v. Robles, 2015 WL 7356364 (Nov. 17, 2015), the district court 

found that there was a compelling reason for an unequal division of community 

property.41 Approximately four years after the parties married, and approximately nine 

years prior to the pa:rties' divorce, Mr. Maldonado was convicted of sexually abusing 

Ms. Robles' daughters from another r~lationship. The district court found that Mr. 

Maldonado's: 

misconduct had a continuing economic impact on Robles due to the need 
for past and future counseling to address trauma resulting from his sexual 
crimes against her daughters. The record further reflects that she 
incurred lost wages and expense when she was requested to appear at 
Maldonado's numerous criminal proceedings, that the trauma resulted in 
medical bills for a hospitalization and medications, and that she was 
required to move because the molestation had occurred in their residence. 

41 Notably, the parties did not have any community property to divide but the district 
court nonetheless found that a compelling reason for an unequal division (of nothing) existed. 
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Id. at 3. On Mr. Maldonado's appeal, the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the district 

court, stating: .. Based on the record evidence and Wheeler, we conclude that the district 

coun did not abuse its discretion by finding a compelling reason to make an unequal 

distribution of property." Id. 

In summary, Nevada recognizes that community property may be divided 

unequally between the parties if the court finds that one spouse has engaged in: ( I) 

community waste (i.e. intentional financial misconduct per Lofgrm v. Lofgren, I 12 Nev. 

1282, 926 P.2d 296 (1996)); (2) negligent financial misconduct (i.e., unauthorized 

gifts and losses occasioned by marriage and its breakup per Futterman v. Puttmnan, 113 

Nev. 606, 939 P.2d 1047 (I 997)); (3) marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

economic impact (i.e., spousal abuse or marital misconduct that resulted in adverse 

economic impact per 'Wheclerv. Upton-Wheeler, 113 Nev. 1185, 946 P.2d 200 (1997)); 

or ( 4) criminal marital misconduct that resulted in adverse economic impact per 

Maldonado v. Robles, 2015 WL 7356364 (Nov. 17, 2015). 

(a) Timing: When Does "Waste" Start? 

Lofgren and Puttennan shed some indirect light on the timing of when a coun 

should consider expenditures as an incident of community waste. In Lofgren, Mr. 

Lofgren's community waste occurred after the commencement of the divorce 

proceeding and in violation of a joint preliminary injunction. 112 Nev. 1282, 1283, 

926 P.2d 296,297 (1996). InPuttennan, Mr. Putterman's community waste occurred 

after th~ commencement of the divorce proceeding and "after separation" from Ms. 

RYCEc.DUCKWORJM Putterman. 113 Nev. 606, 609, 939 P.2d I 047, 1049 (1997). Taken together, the 
CliSlRICTJUDGE 
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Nevada Supreme Coun has implicitly held that waste can occur as early as the date of 

the parties' separation. This Court concludes, however, that this direction from the 

Nevada Supreme Court is not limiting language that was intended to preclude an 

earlier date for a court to consider conduct that constitutes "waste." Guidance from 

other jurisdictions regarding the timing of "waste" or "dissipation" is instructive. 

Generally, case law from other jurisdictions suggests that a finding of waste 

occurs only after an irretrievable or "irreconcilable breakdown" of the marriage. For 

example, in Barriger v. Barriger, 514 S.W.2d 114 (Ky. Ct. App. 1974), the Court of 

Appeals of Kentucky Coun reimbursed the community unaccounted funds spent by 

husband on gambling and "any good looking broad that comes by." In so doing, the 

coun noted that dissipation or waste exists when one spouse utilizes community 

property for his or her own benefit for a purpose unrelated to the marriage at a time 

when the marriage is undergoing an irreconcilable breakdown. Id. at 514 S.W.2d at 

115. Further, in In Re Marriage of Seversen, 228 Ill. App.3d 820, 593 N.E.2d 747 

(1992), an Illinois appellate court found that "dissipation refers to 'the use of marital 

property for the sole benefit of one of the spouses for a purpose unrelated to the 

marriage at a time that the marriage is undergoing an irreconcilable breakdown.'" 228 Ill. 

App.3d at 824, 593 N.E.2d at 750, quoting In re Marriage of O'Neill, 138 Ill.2d 487, 

563 N.E.2d 494 (1990). 

Scholarly authors have opined that, in a community property state, waste can 

occur at any time during the marriage. "No community property state appears to have 

developed a marital breakdown requirement, probably because of the fact that a 
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---------

dissipation of community property even prior to marital breakdown is still an 

interference with a present ownership interest of the other spouse." Lewis Becker, 

Cnnduct of a Spouse That Dissipates Property Available for Equjtable Property Distribution: A 

SuggestedAnarysis, 52 Ohio St. L. J. 95, 108, 123 (1991). 

Notwithstanding this scholarly discussion that "waste" can occur during periods 

of "martial bliss," this Court concludes that, if reasonably possible, the more sound 

approach is to determine when the marriage is undergoing an "irretrievable" or 

"irreconcilable" breakdown as a "line of demarcation" for the Court's analysis of waste. 

In this regard, this Court should be less inclined to scrutinize, second-guess, or micro

manage the financial affairs of spouses living in relative harmony. Rather, a court 

should presmne that financial decisions made by parties living in marital harmony are 

not waste. To conclude otherwise would encourage "retrospective accountings" that 

the Putterman Court warned against and invite an audit in virtually every divorce case 

of all financial decisions from the moment the couple declared "I do." Rather, the 

Court should apply greater scrutiny to the parties· financial affairs after the irretrievable 

or irreconcilable breakdown has staned. 

Dennis acknowledges that "[o]nce the marriage begins to undergo an 

irreconcilable breakdown, couns have recognized that parties might not be looking out 

for their spouse's best interest and, in fact, may try to harm their spouse financially." 

Defendant's Brief 19. Dennis argues that this "period ends as soon as the court is 

involved because once the court is involved, the parties are able to seek judicial 

intervention regarding these issues." Id. This Court concludes, however, that the 
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heightened scrutiny of the parties' financial activity does not cease upon the filing for 

divorce or once the "breakdown" has been recognized by both panies. (In other words, 

there is not a "green light" to start spending community funds without consequence 

once the relationship is deemed to have been "broken.") To the contrary, the financial 

practices of the panies should be scrutinized from the time of the "irreconcilable 

breakdown" until the divorce is finalized. Moreover, the very filing of the Complaint 

for Divorce (Dec. 13, 2103) and the Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014) 

constitute taking judicial action. 42 

(b) Burden of Proof 

Although the burden of proof has not been addressed directly in Nevada case law 

precedent, both ujgrm and Futterman offer, at least indirectly, some guidance with 

respect to who has the burden to account for allegedly wasted community assets. For 

example, the Court in Putterman referenced the trial court's finding that the husband 

"had refused to account to either [wife] or to the court for any finances over which he 

had control, including separate property or earnings." 113 Nev. 606, 609, 939 P.2d 

1047, I049. The Court concluded that "[t]he husband's financial misconduct in the 

form of his having refused to account to the court concerning 'earnings' and other 

42Dennis suggests that Gabrielle's inaction (including her failure to file more than two 
motions prior to trial) confirms at least tacit approval of his spending practices. Thus, while 
Dennis assured Gabrielle (and this Court) during the first two hearings in this case that he 
would spearhead an accounting and that he would compensate Gabrielle for his spending (i.e., 
lulling her into an apparent false belief that he was pro-actively addressing the issue and that 
there was no need for any filings with the Court), he now criticizes her for accepting his 
promises· and not running into court immediately. This appears to be a recurring pattern in 
the parties' relationship. Further, the suggestion that more than nine pre-trial hearings should 
have been held during the pendency of this case is not a welcome thought. 
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financial matters 'over which he had control' and the husband's 'lying' to the coun 

about his income both provide compelling reasons for unequal disposition." Id. 

(Emphasis added). 

Similarly, in Lofgren, the Court found that Mr. Lofgren's community waste 

totaled $96,000, comprised of community funds that he either failed to account for or 

that he used for a non-marital pwpose. 112 Nev. at 1284, 926 P.2d at 297-98. In 

summary, the Nevada Supreme Court has subtly held that the wasting spouse has the 

burden of accounting for alleged wasted community funds and showing that the funds 

in question were used for a marital purpose. 

Placing the burden on the wasting spouse is also consistent with Nevada law in 

the context of parties involved in a fiduciary relationship. "A fiduciary relationship ... 

arises from the existence of the marriage itself. Thus precipitating a duty to disclose 

pertinent assets and factors relating to those assets." Williams v. Waldman, 108 Nev. 

466,472,836 P.2d 614,618 (1992). See also Gary R. Silverman, Esq., I Spent The 

Monty on 'Whiskry, Women and Gambling; The Rest. I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 20-

21 (2011). In Nevada, spouses are regarded as partners who owe each other fiduciary 

duties. Id. The Nevada Supreme Court has held that the burden of proof is on the 

party who violated the fiduciary duties owed to the other party. Id. at 21. "The most 

elementary conceptions of justice and public policy require that the wrongdoer shall 

bear the risk of the uncertainty which his own wrong has created." Foley v. Morse & 

Mowbray, 109 Nev. 116, 12 l, 848 P .2d 519, 5 20 { 1993), quoting Bigelow v. RKO Radio 

Pictures, 327 U.S. 251,265, 90 L.Ed. 652, 66 S.Ct. 574 (1946). 
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In the majority of other states, the burden of proof is similarly established. Brett 

R. Turner, Equitabk Distribution of Property vol. 2 §6.105, 557 (3d. ed., Thomson West 

2005).43 First, the spouse alleging dissipation must establish a prima Jade showing of 

the value of marital or community property that was spent. See Brosick v. Brosick, 97 4 

S.W.2d 498, 502 (Ct. App. Ky 1998). It is essential to establish the value of the 

dissipated property because the court "cannot determine the amonnt of the remedy 

without undue speculation." Turner, Equitable Distribution of Property, supra; see Alsenz 

v. Alsenz, 101 S.W.3d 648 (Tex. App. Houston 1st Dist. 2003) (although husband 

committed dissipation when he lost community funds while "day tracling securities," 

it was error for the court to "arbitrarily" award wife $35,000 where the amount ofloss 

had not been established by the evidence). Then, the burden of proof shifts to the 

spouse charged with dissipation to rebut the showing through presentation of evidence 

sufficient to account for the property at issue having been used for a marital purpose. 

Brosick at 502; Gutierrez v. Gutierrez, 193 Ariz. 343, 972 P.2d 676 (1998) (husband 

could not "explain with any specificity how he had spent" $62,000 that he withdrew 

from the community retirement account}. In Morrison v. Morrison, 713 S.W.2d 377 

(1986), a Texas appellate court similarly found that, "[b]ecause a trust relationship 

exists between husband and wife as to that conununity property controlled by each 

43There are two minority rules. The first places the burden on the dissipating spouse 
to produce primafacie evidence that the lost asset was either beyond his or her control or that 
it was used for a marital purpose. Once produced, the non-dissipating spouse bears the burden 
of overcoming the evidence produced. The second places the "complete" burden of proof on 
the non-dissipating spouse. Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Propa!y vol. 2 §6.105 at 
559-560. 
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spouse, the burden of proof t:o show fairness in disposing of community assets is upon the disposing 

spouse . ... Thus, once evidence of the expenditures of community funds was admitted, 

it was incumbent on David to justify the expenditures." 713 S.W.2d at 379 (emphasis 

added). 

( c) Evidentiary Standard 

In many states, the spouse charged with dissipation must meet his/her burden 

of proof by "clear and convincing evidence." 

[A] mere summary denial of dissipation is clearly not sufficient to meet 
the burden. Rather, the spouse accused of dissipation must show specific 
evidence of the purpose for which the asset was spent. While there is no 
absolute requirement that the evidence be written ot documentary, 
testimony alone is unlikely to meet the burden if there is any likelihood 
that the claimed purpose would have produced documents. Testimony 
is more likely to be accepted where the amount at issue is small, or where 
documentary evidence accounts for most of the questioned expenditures. 

Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution ef Property Vol. 2 §6.I05, 557-558 (3d. ed., 

Thomson West 2005). The rationale behind the majority approach "is access to 

evidence: in most cases, only the dissipating spouse will know how the asset came to 

be lost. If the complete burden of proof is on the innocent spouse, then the innocent 

spouse must not only prove the disappearance of the marital property, but also the 

precise way it disappeared or purpose for which it was spent - a burden which will 

often be impossible to meet." Id. at 559-60. 

Similarly, in In re Marriage of Severson, 228 I11App.3d 820, 593 N.E.2d 747 

( 1992), an Illinois Appellate Court held as follows: 

(a1 person charged with the dissipation is obligated to establish by clear 
and specific evidence how the funds were spent. General and vague statements 
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that the funds were spent on marital expenses or to pay bills are 
inadequate to avoid a finding of dissipation. (Citations omitted). 
Moreover, an explanation given by a spouse charged with dissipation as 
to . how funds were spent requires a trial court to determine her 
credibility .... A finding of dissipation is required where the charged 
pany fails to explain specifically how the disputed funds were spent. 
(Citation omitted). An inadequate explanation has been found where the 
charged pany merely testified that the money was spent "to live on and 
pay the bills" or for "his cost of living and his bills" and where the 
charged party produced no evidence. . . . In contrast, Claudia, as the 
charged party, provided a detailed accounting of how the funds were 
spent and testified that the figures were based on canceled checks, credit 
card statements, bills, receipts, and estimates for cash expenditures. 

228 Ill. App.3d at 825-26 (emphasis added). 

Guidance in Nevada is limited. However, there is authority for the proposition 

that the party who violated fiduciary duties owed to the other party must satisfy their 

burden of proof by "clear and convincing evidence." Gary R. Silverman, Esq., I Spent 

The Money on Miskry, Women and Gambling; The Rest, I Wasted, 19 May Nev. Law. 19, 

20-21 (2011), citing In re Tiffany Living Trust 2001, 124 Nev. Adv. Op. 8 (2008). 

Further, it is persuasive that the "clear and convincing" evidentiary standard is similarly 

applicable to rebut presumptions relating to community property and gifts. 

Accordingly, this Court concludes that the evidentiary standard to be applied in this 

matter is that Dennis must meet his burden by clear and convincing evidence. 

(2) Application to Dennis and Gabrielle's Divorce 

Thi'> Coun concludes that, once Gabrielle established a prima Jacie case that: ( 1) 

community funds had been spent on non-community purposes; or (2) community 

funds w~re otherwise unaccounted, it was Dennis' burden to provide this Court with 

proof (by way of an accounting) that his expenditures did not constitute waste. In light 
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of the fiduciary relationship of the parties, this Court concludes that such proof must 

be clear and convincing. Much of the discussion and debate between the expert 

witnesses and expert reports offered to the Court can be narrowed to the issue of the 

evidentiary burden. Dennis critiqued Gabrielle's expert's reports based on her failure 

to provide "proof' that community fWldS were "wasted" or spent on a non-community 

purpose. However, it was Dennis, and not Gabrielle, who had the burden to 

demonstrate that unaccounted community funds were not wasted or that funds spent 

for specific purposes should not be found to constitute waste. 

This Court's analysis of alleged waste in this matter is not about comparing, 

scrutinizing or challenging the lifestyle expenditures claimed in the parties' respective 

financial disclosure forms. Rather, after giving credit to Dennjs for spending 

community funds on those items (and corresponding amounts) that he claimed in his 

financial disclosure forms, the issue for this Court is twofold: ( 1) whether expenditures 

that have been clearly identified constitute waste; and (2) whether Dennis has provided 

a sufficient accounting for "unaccounted" expenditures. Ultimately, it was Dennis' 

legal burden to provide such an accounting and, at least early in the case, he 

acknowledged as much when he boldly proclaimed at the February 3, 2015 Case 

Management Conference that he was "going to take that issue away from her by 

providing an accounting.'' Just as he had given Gabrielle false hope that, through 

marital counseling, their marriage could be saved, he gave this Court false hope that he 

would provide "an estimate and an offer that will be more than the dollars spent, so 
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that one-half of which will be awarded to Mrs. Kogod to at least remove the financial 

sting or insult of Dennis' having this relationship." 

This Court further concludes that the existence and analysis of waste by Dennis 

in regards to identifiable expenditures on Nadya and Dennis and Nadya's children 

begins in November 2004. Such a conclusion is based on this Court's finding that the 

irretrievable breakdown of the marriage began in 2004 with Dennis secretly spending 

money on a purpose that was irreconcilable with a harmonious marital relationship. 

In regards to unaccounted expenditures that have not been specifically identified as 

having been spent on Nadya, Dennis and Nadya's children, or Jennifer, this Court 

concludes that the analysis of waste by Dennis begins in March 20 I 0. In this regard, 

Dennis' filing of his Complaint for Divorce (Mar. IO, 2010) in early 2010, and the 

panies "permanent" physical separation in 20 IO reflect a permanency of the 

irretrievable breakdown of the marriage. The year 20 IO also marks the period of time 

in which Gabrielle became aware of serious issues and problems in the parties' marriage 

which would give rise to heightened scrutiny by this Court as to all expenditures (and 

not just those expenditures traceable to a girlfriend and children of an affair). 

As previously discussed, it is undisputed that Dennis initiated his extra-marital 

affair with Nadya no later than November 2004. This relationship, as well as at least 

one additional extra-marital affair (with Jennifer), continued through the filing of these 

divorce proceedings (with financial support extending through the date of the divorce 

proceedings). Thus, any expenditures traced directly to these affairs should be 

recaptured as part of the Court's consideration of NRS 125.150. This Court finds that 
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Dennis' maintenance of extra-marital affairs is inherently inimical to maintaining 

marital harmony and invites this Court's scrutiny as to these traceable expenditures 

that took place even during a time in which Gabrielle may not have perceived that the 

relationship was undergoing an irretrievable or irreconcilable breakdown. As in 

Futterman, Dennis failed in large pan to account for his expenditures despite repeated 

assurances to this Court that he would do so. 44 

(3) Remedy for Waste/Dissipation 

The majority of courts in equal division states and equitable division states 

appear to approach the remedy for waste or dissipation in the same way: "the court will 

deem the wrongfully dissipated assets to have been received by the offending party 

prior to the distribution." Brosick v. Brosick, 974 S.W.2d 498, 501 (1998). This 

essentially places the non-wasting spouse in the position he or she would have been in 

had the other spouse not wasted community assets. Lori D. Hall, Dissipation of Marital 

Assets: How South Carolina and 0th" States Prevent and Remeqy the Problem, 10 S.C. Law 

20 41, 43 ( I 999). Indeed, the remedy "must bear some relation to the evidence 
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presented" and must be based on the court's specific findings regarding the value or 

amount of waste or dissipation. Brosick, 974 S.W.2d at 501. 

44Dennis' failure to provide this Court with his own accounting is distinct from his 
participation in discovery. It is not disputed that Dennis produced thousands of pages of 
records in discovery in response to discovery requests. Despite his evidentiary burden to 
account for the monies reflected in these documents, he abdicated his responsibility to 
affirmatively account for his expenditures. Instead, he sat back and waited for the opportunity 
to critique and "poke holes" in Gabrielle's accounting. 

55 

08529 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

-----~-~---- --

Under Nevada law, the statutory remedy of NRS 125.150 provides the 

mechanism by which a spouse is made whole through an unequal division of assets. 

Further, pursuant to Lofgren, this Court "may appropriately augment the other spouse's 

share of the remaining community property." 112 Nev. at 1283, 926 P.2d at 297. 

Based on this Court's review of the expert reports and testimony offered by both 

parties, this Court has included the equalizing amount in the Martial Balance Sheet 

attached hereto as Exhibit I. The amount of waste to be attributed to Dennis based 

on the expert analysis discussed below totals $4,087,863. 

(4) Expert Analysis: Findings re Waste: $4,087,863 

NRS 50.275 provides that, "[i]f scientific, technical or other specialized 

knowledge will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact 

in issue, a witness qualified as an expert by special knowledge, skill, experience, training 

171 or education may testify to matters within the scope of such knowledge." Further, 
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NRS 50.295 provides that ""[t]estimony in the form of an opinion or inference 

otherwise admissible is not objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be 

decided by the trier of fact." 

Gabrielle and Dennis both offered expert accounting testimony that focused on 

Dennis' spending. There were limitations, however, on the forensic accounting 

endeavors, including the unavailability of records and information as a result of the 

passage of time and faded memory. Jennifer A. Allen and Joseph L. Leauanae of 

Anthem.Forensics (Ms. Allen and Mr. Leauana.e are sometimes referred to collectively 
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as "Anthem Forensics") testified on Gabrielle's behalf, and Richard M. Teichner of 

Teichner Accounting Forensics & Valuations, PLLC, testified on Dennis' behalf. 

Ms. Allen described Anthem Forensics' function as threefold: First, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed transaction activity of financial accounts in existence during the 

marriage to determine who benefitted from the account activity. The analysis included 

review of bank and credit card statements and additional supporting documentation 

that was made available to Anthem Forensics. Second, Anthem Forensics identified 

assets and values for purposes of developing a marital balance sheet. Finally, Anthem 

Forensics analyzed Dennis' income for purposes of the issue of spousal suppon. 

Despite Dennis' assurances to this Court that he would be spearheading the 

forensic accounting of his spending, and despite his legal burden to demonstrate by 

dear and convincing evidence that his spending was not wasteful, Dennis did not offer 

17 to the Court an investigative forensic accounting repon. Rather, Mr. Teichner 
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reviewed and critiqued the reports from Anthem Forensics, but did not conduct his 

ovvn independent accounting analysis. Mr. Teichner admitted that he accepted at face 

value Dennis' representations without further investigation or independent 

verification. 45 

The following Exhibits prepared by the experts involved in this matter were 

admitted into the record and reviewed by this Court: Index of documents in support 

4)Anthem Forensics opined: "Teichner has simply relied upon Dennis' representations 
and has not obtained supporting documentation even though his client has more access to this 
information than does Anthem. It is our opinion that the unsubstantiated regurgitation of 
Dennis' opinions may not constitute, nor require, the provision of expert testimony. ff Exhibit 
64, p. 8. 
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of Spreadsheets in Anthem Forensic' s Reports (Exhibit 55); Anthem Forensics' Expert 

Witness Report dated November 17, 2015 (Exhibit 56); Anthem Forensics 

Supplemental Expert Witness Report dated December 15, 2015 (hereinafter referred 

to as the "Anthem Report") (Exhibit 57); Anthem Forensics' Supporting Documents 

for facts set forth in Supplemental Expert Report dated December I 5, 2015 (Exhibit 

58); Email from Joe Leauanae to Daniel Marks, Esq., dated February 9, 2016 (Exhibit 

59); Auto Related Exhibits listed on Exhibit 6 (Exhibit 60); Transactions that comprise 

the "adjusted" column to Exhibit 6 (Exhibit 61 ); Withdrawals - Gabrielle Kogod 

(Exhibit 62); Teichner Accounting Forensics & Valuations, PLLC Rebuttal Expert 

Report dated January 25, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the "Teichner Report") 

(Exhibit D); Anthem Forensics' Response to Rebuttal Report dated February 5, 2016 

(hereinafter referred to as the "Anthem Response Report") (Exhibit 64); Anthem 

Forensics' Supporting Documentation for facts set forth in the February 5, 20 I 6 

Report (Exhibit 65); and Teichner Accounting Forensics & Valuations, PLLC 

Surrebuttal Expert Report dated February 15, 2016 (Exhibit F). This Court also 

reviewed additional summaries prepared such as Exhibit 72 (spreadsheet re expenses 

for Khapsalis children from May 2014), Exhibit 73 (spreadsheet showing outflows 

greater than $10,000 since date of Anthem Report), Exhibit 75 (spreadsheet showing 

payments to oron behalf of Dennis' family members since May 2014), and Exhibit 76 

(spreadsheet showing payments to Jennifer since September 2014). 

With respect to their analysis of financial transactions and spending,'account 

activity, Anthem Forensics examined more than 27,200 transactions. Anthem Report 
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8. Anthem Forensics defined the "relevant period" of time of their examination as 

covering January 2004 through the present. Id. at 7. However, Anthem Forensics did 

not receive account statements prior to March 2008. Id. Thus, some elements of waste 

that pre-date March 2008 were not discoverable and excluded from the analysis. 

The Anthem Report organized Dennis' spending and transaction activity into 

various categories or "buckets" of expenses. Specifically, these "buckets" were 

organized as follows: (I) expenses traceable to Nadya and her and Dennis' twin 

daughters; (2) expenses traceable to Jennifer; (3) expenses traceable to Dennis' yacht 

purchases; (4) expenses "not elsewhere classified;" (5) expenses traceable to Dennis' 

family members; and ( 6) the opportunity cost of potential community waste. 46 The 

categorization and calculation of expenditures was also based on information Dennis 

offered by way of his deposition testimony and his sworn representations in his 

financial disclosure forms filed with the Court. Notwithstanding these classifications, 

Ms. Allen reiterated that whether particular expenditures constituted "waste" was to 

be determined by the trier of fact. Similarly, the Anthem Report provides that .. { w ]bile 

we have endeavored to analyze potential community waste, the ultimate 

characterization of the transactions identified in this section will need to be resolved 

by the trier of fact." Id. at 8. 

In" stark contrast with his admissions at the initial Case Management 

Conference, Dennis argued that, because there has been no diminution in value of the 

46Although items (5) and (6) were treated separately in the Anthem Report and not 
necessarily segregated into ubuckets, ·· the Coun analyzes these categories in this section. 
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marital estate, the Court should not entertain any reimbursement to Gabrielle for 

waste. Dennis argued that both Puttennan and 1,ofgren involved factual scenarios where 

the marital estate diminished in value as a result of the spending of one spouse. In the 

instant matter, it is undisputed that, not only did the marital estate not diminish in 

value from 2004 through the divorce action, but the marital community increased in 

value exponentially. Dennis also challenged Anthem Forensics reliance on labels to 

quantify alleged "waste." Although Mr. Teichner was critical of the labeling of 

expenditures in the Anthem Report, he nevertheless opined that "Dennis should have 

had the freedom to spend a relatively small percentage of his sizable annual 

compensation on discretionary expenditures, as should anyone else." Teichner Report 

3. In response to a query about "[wJhat is the amount of money somebody can spend 

on a girlfriend without it being commW1ity waste?," Mr. Teichner testified: 

Well, I don't think there's any threshold amount. .. You've got to take 
in context as to whether those expenditures would have been made 
otherwise. You got to take into account how much was expended, what 
the person's earnings were, whether or not that person is living, is apart 
from their normal spouse and for how long ... You've gotta take the 

· expenditures in context and the~ say, what's reasonable? Are these living 
expenses expenditures that Mr. Kogod would have spent anyway had he 
not had a girlfriend ... Or are they a little bit more? And, if they're a 
little bit more, then still is he dissipating the marital estate by doing this 
while his income is going up, while his net worth is going up. I think you 
have to take this all into context. 

* * * * 

Again, ... you've gotta take everything into context. If he's living apan 
. from his wife, he's got his own life, she's got ... the wife has her own life. 
.. Yes, J think you're entitled to go out and have friends, have girljriends,you 
·· know, have some entertainment enjoyment in your life. 
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February 26, 2016 Video: 14:04; 14:10 (emphasis added) 

As a preliminary observation, the analysis of the Anthem Report does not appear 

to quantify the panies' expenditures in a comparative analysis. Indeed, the issue of 

waste is not necessarily a matter of equalizing or even comparing the amount of 

expenditures by each party. In fact, over the span of their analysis (and relying on each 

party's respective financial disclosure forms), Ms. Allen testified that Dennis would 

have spent $2.4 million, compared to $1.8 million spent by Gabrielle. February 26, 

2016 Video: 9:20. This difference is of no consequence to the Court and equality of 

spending is not determinative of whether a compelling reason exists to unequally divide 

existing community assets. To engage in such an analysis would conuavene the 

directives of Puttennan by getting caught-up in the "over consumption" of one party or 

the "under contribution" of the other party. l 13 Nev. at 606, 939 P.2d at 104849. 

Apart from not focusing on a comparison of each party's relative expenditures, 

it also does not appear that the Anthem Report questioned or critiqued the amount 

spent on the categories identified in either party's financial disclosure forms. Ms. Allen 

testified that Anthem Forensics accepted as reasonable Dennis' expense claims on his 

financial disclosure forms (hereinafter generically referred to as "FDFs").47 Indeed, it 

41The parties' Financial Disclosure Forms admitted into the record include: Gabrielle's 
Financial Disclosure Form {Feb. 25, 20 I 5) (Exhibit XX) {hereinafter referred to as Gabrielle's 
"2015 FDF''}; Gabrielle's Financial Disclosure Form {Feb. 19, 2016) (Exhibit I) (hereinafter 
referred to as Gabrielle's "2016 FDF"); Dennis' Financial Disclosure Form (Feb. 27, 2015) 
(Exhibit 4) (hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "February 2015 FDF"); Dennis' Financial 
Disclosure Form {May 29, 2015) (Exhibit 3) (hereinafter referred to as Dennis' "May 2015 
PDF"); and Dennis' financial Disclosure Form (Feb. l 6, 2016) (Exhibit 2) (hereinafter referred 
to as Dennis' "February 2016 FDF"). 
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is reasonable for this Coun to expect that the expense amounts represented by each 

party in their FDFs are accurate (and that any amounts spent in excess thereof would 

require an accounting and explanation). The experts similarly should be able to rely48 

on said sworn financial declarations to establish the amount each party spends monthly 

on the expenditures listed therein.49 

Based on this Court's review of the evidence, including the reports submitted by 

the parties' respective ex.pens, this Court fmds that the total amount of waste 

committed by Dennis was $4,087,863. Dennis failed to meet his burden by clear and 

convincing evidence (or even a preponderance of the evidence) that this amount was 

not wasted. In this regard, a compelling reason exists to divide the assets unequally by 

attributing to Dennis as part of his distribution of assets the sum of $4,087,863. Thus, 

48This Court recognizes that each party's FDF may not reflect actual expenditures 
throughout the marriage or even dating back to 2010. There is nothing in the record, however, 
that demonstrates that either party's legitimate and appropriate spending was higher prior to 
the commencement of the divorce (or in any prior year during the marriage). Taking into 
account the combined annual income of the parties prior to 20 I 0, it appears unlikely that the 
parties' spending was as high as they each reported in their respective FDFs. Thus, reliance on 
current FDFs to calculate spending practices would tend to understate the level of wasteful 
spending by giving each party credit for more than he/she actually spent. 

49At a minimum, "living expenses include all payments for food, clothing, housing, 
transportation, and medical costs incurred by the parties. Living expenses clearly do not 
include expenditures for the benefit of a paramour, or transactions which are legally or morally 
reprehensible." Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Property vol. 2 §6.105, 578, 581-582 
(3d. ed., Thomson West 2005). Where the parties have physically separated and in their own 
residences, they are each entitled to their "reasonable" living expenses. However, what is 
"reasonable" depends on the particular facts and circumstances in each case, taking into 
account the value of the marital estate, the marital standard of living, and the established 
pattern of expenditure. Erika Driske11, Dissipation of Marital Assets and Preliminary Injunctions; 
A Pre1,entii,e Approach to Safeguarding Marital Assets, 20 J. Am. Acad. Matrim. Law 135, 144 
(2006 ). Thus, even discretionary expenditures consistent with the marital standard of living 
can be included as reasonable living expenses. "[T]he parties are not required to live Spartan 
lifestyles during separation." Brett R. Turner, Equitable Distribution of Property vol. 2 §6.105, 
580 (3d. ed., Thomson West 2005). 
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for purposes of accounting and calculation, this amount should be included as an asset 

on Dennis' side of the marital balance sheet ledger. This amount is based on the 

discussion of the specific areas of waste/dissipation identified in the Anthem Report. 

With respect to the different "buckets" of alleged waste, this Coun additionally finds 

as follows: 

(a) Nadya and Dennis/Nadya's Children: Total Waste: $1,808,112 

Preliminarily, Derul.is acknowledged that Gabrielle did not and would not have 

approved of spending any community funds on Nadya or their children. Thus, 

contrary to his argument, this Court cannot find that Gabrielle "tacitly agreed" to 

Dennis' spending. The Anthem Report details that a total of more than $ I. 6 million 

of community funds were diverted from the marital community for the benefit and 

support of Nadya and Nadya and Dennis' children. 

The Anthem Report also provides that, based on Dennis' deposition testimony, 

he provided Nadya with approximately $3,000 in cash each month. Thus, "we have 

estimated that Dennis provided Nadya ~th approximately $279,000 from March 2008 

through November 2015."' Anthem Report I 1. As discussed below, this Court is 

attributing waste to Dennis from 2010 forward for monies not elsewhere classified 

(which includes a category for withdrawals and cash advances (Reference l 23 of 

Exhibit 6 to Anthem Report)). Accordingly, and to avoid potential duplication with 

26 I "withdrawal" and "cash advance" categories, this Court is not inclined to include the 

27 

28 
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total an:iount as part of the waste calculation. Nevertheless, it is reasonable and 

appropriate to find that an additional $72,000 was given to Nadya in cash from March 
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2008 through February 2010 (the month preceding Dennis' filing of the initial 

Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010). Such a consideration avoids potential 

duplication (as pre-2010 expenditures have been excluded from the monies not 

elsewhere classified) and is sufficiently certain based on the record so as to establish a 

prima facie showing of waste that Dennis has acknowledged. 

Pursuant to the Anthem Response Report, an additional $54,934 in 

expenditures was discovered from additional account statements produced after the 

completion of the Anthem Report. This amount should be included as part of the total 

amount of funds spent on Nadya.5° Combined with the $1,681, 1 78 set forth in 

Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Report, the expenditures total $1,808,112. 

The Anthem Report summarizes the types of expenditures included as part of 

this total, with Exhibit 2 attached thereto setting forth the detail of these expenditures 

dating back to 2008. The Anthem Report noted that additional information is needed 

to "assess the amount of cash that was provided to Nadya." Anthem Report IO. The 

Anthem Repon also notes that "missi}'.1.g source documentation was requested during 

the course of our engagement," but that additional documentation has not been 

22 ' received. Anthem Report 6-7. Thus, it appears that the amount identified by the 
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Anthem Report may have understated the actual expenditures from the marital 

community that benefitted Nadya and the children. 

,o.lt appears that some of these additional expenditures were for Jennifer's benefit 
(including Jennifer's legal fees of more than $8,000). Whether it was for Nadya or Jennifer, 
it is the same analytically for this Coun. 
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Dennis complained that the Anthem Report failed to recognize that a portion 

of the grocery (or other) expenses listed under the Nadya/children category may have 

benefitted him (and therefore should be either excluded or reduced). Contrary to his 

claim, however, Ms. Allen testified that adjustments were in fact made based on the 

amount Dennis claimed for the same expenditure (e.g., grocery expenses) on his May 

2015 FDF. Further, it appears that this section of the report did not include 

allocations "for living expenses paid directly by Dennis such as utilities, groceries, 

property taXes, and costs related to the Overland apartment, the Edinburgh home, and 

the Oak Pass home. These costs are discussed later in this report." Id. 11. Finally, it 

is notable that Anthem Forensics had not received information regarding account 

activity/expenditures for Nadya for the period of time dating back to January 2004. 

Thus, it appears that the $1,808,112 likely understates the amount spent on Nadya 

and the children. 

Mr. Teichner testified, and Dennis argued, that the money he spent on Nadya 

and the children would have been sp~nt elsewhere and speculated that such other 

"hobby" would have been more costly financially to the marital community. Thus, 

22 indepen~entofhis challenge to the forensic tracing of these expenditures to Nadya and 
l 
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the children, Dennis submits that this spending should not even be considered or 

categorized as waste. In support of this argument, Dennis offered analysis of the 

relatively low percentage of expenditures on his Nadya "hobby" in comparison to his 

total income: 
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--------

[The Anthem Repon J assumes potential community waste on the premise 
that Dennis was not entitled to spend monies the way that he chose to 
do so. If there had not been expenditures by Dennis for Nadya and their 
children, for Jennifer, or for other items for which Anthem alleges 
[p )otential community waste, he may have spent the money elsewhere 
while living apart from Gabrielle. However Dennis chose to spend his 
money from 2004 through the date of [ the Anthem Report] cannot be 
assumed to be potential community waste, especially in light of the 
amount of his spending in relation to his dramatically increasing annual 
income and due to the fact that the purpose of many of the expenditures 
in (the Anthem Report] are either mischaracterized or unknown. 

Teichner Report 3. 

This argument somewhat presupposes that this Court should recognize a wealth 

exception to the analysis of waste. In other words, Dennis could have and should have 

been allowed to spend community funds on any "hobby" or pursuit (including a 

girlfriend "hobby") based on the sheer size of the marital estate and amount of income 

he has generated. Alternatively, such an argument suggests that all spouses should have 

a similar percentage of their budget to spend on such things as girlfriends/boyfriends. 

In the context of this case, this Court cannot ratify or condone such a theory or 

argument. It is for a higher coun to de~are that community funds spent on a girlfriend 

and children born of a secret affair is not waste of the other spouse's present and 

existing share of those community funds. 51 The nature of the expenditure (i.e., is the 

expense item contrary to the maintenance of marital harmony?), is relevant to the 

51A distinction should be drawn between expenditures on the support of children of 
another relationship born prior to marriage versus during marriage. Indeed, expenditures on 
children born prior to a marriage are inapposite to this analysis. Such a "pre-existing" 
condition necessarily requires the financial support of a parent and is not inherently inimical 
to a marriage. In contrast, carrying on a secret relationship that bore children is inherently 
inimical to the continued existence of a harmonious marital relationship. 
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Coun's determination of whether it is merely a "lifestyle" choice (i.e., a legitimate 

hobby) or "waste" that justifies an unequal division of assets. The notion that 

spending money on a girlfriend or boyfriend is somehow acceptable conduct and that 

this Coun would "open the floodgates for these type of claims" (Dennis' Brief 30) by 

requiring reimbursement in some form is not a tenable argument. 

Dennis also pointed out that Gabrielle was free to spend money on any hobby 

or pursuit and that he never imposed any limitations on her spending or criticized her 

spending. Neither did Dennis monitor Gabrielle's spending. In shon, Gabrielle was 

never restricted in her spending or her access to money. The record reflects, however, 

that Gabrielle did not spend extravagantly. To the contrary, she would inform Dennis 

of transactions as small as gifting a washer and dryer. See Exhibit 20 {October 21, 

2011 message from Gabrielle inquiring: "Jennifer needs a washer. Okay for her to have 

ours?"). This Court finds and concludes that Gabrielle's unrestrained access to and use 

of community funds does not overcome the finding and conclusion that Dennis' 

spending (both unaccounted and accounted) is a compelling reason to divide the 

community assets unequally between the parties. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evidence that the expenditures set 

forth on Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Report and Exhibit 2 to the Anthem Response 

Repon were not diverted from the marital community and that the total amount 

reflected therein does not constitute marital waste. Therefore, this Court finds a 

compelling reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by attributing the 

sum of $1,808, l l 2 as part of Dennis' division of assets. 
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(b) Jennifer: Total Waste: $45, I 00 

The Anthem Repon details that $45,100 of community funds were diverted 

from the marital community for Jennifer's benefit. The Anthem Repon summarizes 

the types of expenditures included as part of this total, with Exhibit 4 attached thereto 

setting forth the detail of these expenditures. The evidence also establishes that Dennis 

purchased a sapphire ring intended for Jennifer worth $14,000. The record reflects 

that the sapphire ring remains in Dennis' possession. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evidence that the $45,100 amount 

was not diverted from the marital commuriity. Therefore, this Court finds a compelling 

reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by attributing the sum of 

$45,l 00 as part of Dennis' division of assets. Moreover, the sapphire ring is confirmed 

to Dennis as his sole and separate property, with a value of $14,000. 

(c) Yacht: Total Waste: $0.00 

During the marriage, Dennis sold and purchased two yachts. First, he purchased 

a 2007 Cruiser yacht in 2012. He traded the Cruiser yacht for a Marquis yacht in June 

2014 (while these divorce proceedings were pending). Although the Marquis yacht was 

acquired in the name of Dennis' parents, it is undisputed that Dennis funded the entire 

purchase and his parents had no interest in the yacht. In July 2015, Dennis sold the 

Marquis · yacht for $990,000. Anthem Forensics determined that Dennis spent 

$626,658 in excess of the sales proceeds on yacht-related expenses. 
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Dennis testified that his purchase of the yachts was his pursuit of a hobby that 

replaced old hobbies that were no longer physically practical.52 Although this Court 

recognizes that Dennis' newfound "hobby'' was not disclosed to Gabrielle and it does 

not appear that she ever expressly consented to these expenditures, this Court finds 

that Dennis' yacht expenditures are the type of "over consumption" referenced in 

Puttennan, that does not necessarily constitute a compdling circumstance for an 

unequal division of assets. Puttmnan, 939 P.2d at 1048-49. This finding takes into 

consideration the size of the marital estate (i.e., lifestyle considerations) and Dennis' 

argument that his spending on such a hobby did not cause a diminution in value of the 

marital estate. Combined with a finding that this type of expenditure is not necessarily 

inimical to the maintenance of a harmonious marital relationship, this Court finds that 

these expenditures do not provide the Court with a compelling reason to unequally 

divide the community property. Thus, this Court does not attribute any amount to 

Dennis as part of the division of assets. 

(d) Family Expenditures: Total Waste: $72,200 

During their marriage, the panies donated monies for the benefit of other family 

members. Most of these contributions, however, benefitted Dennis' family members. 

It appears that the donations or monies forwarded to Gabrielle's family members were 

limited primarily to small birthday gifts and contributions to expenses associated with 

52Ironically, the parties' Lake Las Vegas home was located on the lake with a large dock. 
At no time, however, did the parties own a boat at Lake Las Vegas. 
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property inherited by Gabrielle and her siblings. With respect to Dennis' family, the 

contributions to his family members included the following: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The March 2013 purchase of the property located at 321 South San 
Vicente, Boulevard, Los Angeles, California (hereinafter referred to as the 
"San Vicente" property) where Dennis' parents reside. This property is 
listed as part of the division of community assets in this divorce. See 
Exhibit 1. (Dennis' parents testified that they believed the property 
would belong to Dennis upon their passing. Although his father signed 
a note for the property, he did not believe Dennis would require any 
payments and he has not, in fact, made any payments on the note.) 

Dennis has paid and continues to pay the property taxes and homeowners 
association dues (approximately $600 per month according to Dennis' 
father) for the San Vicente property. Further, Dennis has paid and 
continues to pay for his parents' c.ar insurance. 

For a period of time, Dennis contributed $1,000 per month for the 
support of his parents. 

Dennis gave his father $50,000 to contribute to a political campaign. 

Dennis purchased the property located at 434 South Canon Drive, 
Beverly Hills, California (hereinafter referred to as the "Canon Condo") 
for the benefit of his brother's family. The Canon Condo is also listed as 
a community asset in the divorce. See Exhibit l. 

Dennis advanced money to his brother, Mitchell Kogod, to assist with the 
opening of Mitchell's restaurant. Dennis also paid attorney's fees on 
Mitchell's behalf. It is unclear, however, whether this amount has been 
repaid. 

As noted above, it was not uncommon for Gabrielle to communicate with 

Dennis about all expenditures or "gifting" of even relatively small items of personal 

property. Funher, although Gabrielle had the freedom to spend without limitation, she 

did not spend community funds either recklessly or without Dennis' prior knowledge. 

28 Dennis "did not reciprocate. Such one-sided communication, however, was not 
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uncommon throughout the marriage. In fact, Gabrielle complained on November 23, 

2010 that: 

Our finances are what we've been contributing to and building together 
over the course of our marriage. My thought was that any decisions 
being made about what we - individually or jointly - would do with 
them would have been, at least discussed. ; .. I'm asking that, before any 
more decisions be made, you do make me aware of them and that we 
work them out together. 

Exhibit 23. On December 12, 2013, however, Gabrielle lamented: 

And one of the saddest things is that, throughout our marriage, you've 
pretty much always done what you wanted to do, whether it was cars, 
cats, travel, moving and buying homes - whatever. I always wanted you 
to be happy and have what you wanted, way back to when we were just 
starting out. I don't know why, at some point you felt the need to start 
doing things without telling me, and it got to a point where that simply 
became your way of doing things. 

Id. ( emphasis added}. 

Notwithstanding the lack of communication by Dennis to Gabrielle about the 

assistance that he provided to his direct family members, this Court finds and 

concludes that, with exception to the specific expenditures discussed below, said 

expenditures should not receive the same level of scrutiny as those monies spent on 

non or new family members concealed from Gabrielle. Although it is undisputed that 

Gabrielle did not share a close or friendly relationship with Dennis· family, such family

related expenditures, even when not disclosed or agreed to, are not necessarily inimical 

to a harmonious marital relationship when viewed in the context of this marital estate. 

When questioned about Dennis' spending on his parents, Gabrielle acknowledged that 

such spending was not inappropriate, exclaiming, "they are his parents." Gabrielle 
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qualified her testimony by emphasizing that these expenditures should be discussed 

and that "you come to a decision together." Nevertheless, Dennis' expenditures on 

family members was relatively long-standing and regular. 

Although a married couple may disagree about money spent on family members 

(and such disagreements may result in discord), such gifts standing alone should not 

be deemed dissipation or waste without examining the context of the expenditures, 

including consideration of the overall marital estate and implied consent under the 

facts and circumstances of this case. Ultimately, this Court does not find that, again 

with the exception of those items discussed below, such expenditures constitute a 

compelling reason to divide the community property unequally. Moreover, the assets 

acquired for the benefit of Dennis' family members are captured in the Marital Balance 

Sheet as community assets confim1ed to Dennis with Gabrielle receiving her one-half 

interest as a result. 

The foregoing findings are limited to those expenditures that benefitted direct 

family members, which this Court defines as Dennis' parents, Dennis' siblings and 

Dennis' children from his prior marriage. It appears that Dennis gifted community 

funds to an aunt totaling$ l 5,000 in August and September 2014. Exhibit 7 5. These 

gifts took place after the issuance of the Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014). 

Dennis failed to demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence that said $15,000 is not 

waste of ·community assets or that this particular family member was the beneficiary 

of regular and routine gifts. Further, since May 2014, Dennis made what appear to be 

two non-routine large payments of $3,600 each (in January and May 2015) to his 
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father, Sheldon Kogod. These payments occurred after the initiation of these divorce 

proceedings and do not appear to be related to his parents' routine and regular support. 

Finally, the $50,000 Dennis advanced to his father for a campaign contribution cannot 

be classified as an appropriate expenditure of community funds. 

Dennis failed to demonstrate with credible evidence that the $72,200 detailed 

above was not improperly diverted from the marital community. Therefore, this Court 

finds a compelling reason exists to unequally divide the community assets by 

attributing the sum of $72,200 as part of Dennis' division of assets. 

(e) Amounts Not Elsewhere Classified: Total Waste: $2,162;451 

Anthem Forensics included as pan of its analysis a category or "bucket"of 

expenditures not elsewhere classified in the Anthem Report. Anthem Forensics 

explained: 

While we have sought to identify potential community waste related to 
specific cost centers, the documentation that we have thus far received 
has prevented us from being able to precisely allocate other outflows 
between Dennis and non-community uses. As such, we have prepared a 

summary of outflows between Pennis and non-community uses. 

Anthem ReportI3. 

Anthem Forensics aggregated the outflows by category and year in Exhibit 6 to 

the Anthem Report. For ease of reference, Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report is attached 

hereto as this Court's Exhibit 2. Anthem Forensics then made adjustments to the 

amounts that included: ( l} removing amounts that were already included in the marital 

balance sheet as part of the property division; ( 2) removing amounts already allocated 

'R'«:&C.DUCKWOlfflt elsewhere in the Anthem Report; (3) adjusting the amounts that Anthem Forensics 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
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assumed "may have reasonably benefitted the community" ( even though Dennis did 

not provide proof that such a community benefit existed);53 and (4) adjusting amounts 

based on Dennis' representations in his May 2015 FDF and his deposition testimony 

of his monthly spending on a particular expense item. 

As previously noted, it appears Anthem Forensics accepted and relied on Dennis' 

representations regarding his monthly expenditures as he defined them in his May 

2015 FDF. Although Dennis and Mr. Teichner complained that Anthem Forensics 

somehow placed Dennis on an "allowance" or set limits on his expenditures, the record 

establishes that Anthem Forensics relied on Dennis' claimed expenses (or, in other 

words, Dennis himself defined his monthly "allowance" for each expenditure based on 

his sworn May 2015 FOF). After allocating or crediting certain categories with the 

amount of expenses claimed by Dennis in his May 2015 FDF, Anthem Forensics 

allocated the excess amount by category into "amounts not elsewhere classified." 

Anthem Forensics also offered that some of the entries could not be determined 

without additional infonnation. Thus: having already given credit to Dennis of the 

amount he claimed as his monthly expense in his May 2015 FDF, the amounts 

reflected in Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report (and attached hereto as this Court's 

Exhibit 2) appear to be the excess amounts for which information is lacking or Dennis 

s3Under Note 5 to Exhibit 6, Anthem Forensics gave Dennis the benefit of the doubt. 
In this regard, although Anthem Forensics lacked information to determine whether these 
expenditures benefitted the martial community, Anthem Forensics ultimately concluded that 
the expenditures m,ry have benefitted the community. Therefore, these amounts were not 
included as excess expenditures not elsewhere classified despite the fact that Dennis failed to 
provide an accounting. 
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-- --- ----- -- -- -- ----

has failed to otherwise justify. It was Dennis' burden to demonstrate that such 

unaccounted expenditures did not constitute waste. 54 

After making adjustments to the category totals, the Anthem Report identifies 

a total of $3,611,035.84 in "non-community outflows not elsewhere classified." As 

noted above, this total is broken down into specific references in Exhibit 6 to the 

Anthem Report. In response thereto, the Teichner Report included the same exhibit 

with deletions (represented by a "D" in his Schedule I) for those "expenditures for 

assets, investments, loan repayments and other items that should not be assumed by 

[Anthem Forensics] to be potential community waste." For ease of reference, Schedule 

1 to the T eichner Report is also induded as part of this Court· s Exhibit 2. This Court 

finds that sufficient evidence exists to make the following additional downward 

adjustments (organized by the corresponding "Reference number" in Exhibit 2): 

Reference Description/ Adjustment Explanation 
number Category amount 

· Associated with real property that is 
7 1 Auto Related - $273,000.00 \ subject to division and is unrelated to an 

: GMAC (Cadillac) . I automobile (notwithstanding the 
! i confusion created at Dennis' 

----- -· . - {---
i depmition); some entries pre-date 2010. 

)7 : Bank Fees: Cash $3,182.971 No pn~;;, showing that "'"~7 
I Advantage expenilitures constitutes waste; some 
: entries pre-date 20 I 0. 

54Dennis also complained that Gabrielle scrutinized "nickel" and wdime" expenditures 
that would be impractical to account for. He cited to the discussion before this Court at a prior 
hearing (and noted above} about establishing a $5,000 "baseline" amount for review of Dennis' 
spending; Considering the fact that Dennis abdicated his responsibility to account for his 
waste of community assets, this Court is not inclined to entertain argument about ignoring all 
expenditures below $5,000 for purposes of determining waste. 
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Reference 
number 

18 

Description/ 
Category 

Bank Fees: Finance 

Adjustment 
amount 

Explanation 

$7,337.72 No prima facic showing that category of 
j expenditures constitutes waste; some 

~-- _ i entries pre-date 20 IO. 
---'----., ··------t--------+-----.-- ---- --------··. 
20 i Bank Fees: Interest 

I 

·, 

$ I 7,669.60 No prima facie showing that category of 
expenditures constitutes waste; small 
entry pre-dates 2010. 

,____2_1 _ - -__ B_a_n_k_F_e-es_: _~~-n- . - _,_ __ $_2_6_, 989. 96

1

1 No pri~a Jacie sho~ng that category of 

interest expenditures consututes waste. 

~-;~----<lf-c-ap_i_ta_l __ C_~i1 - $25,000.00 i Loss from invesun~~~; ;;~~~-s_u_ffi_c-ie_n_t ---1 

j Mutual fund \ alone to constitute a compelling reason 

~ _ ---+---- __ . _ / for an unequal divis!~~-o_f ~~ets. 

j Loan Payments: i These loan payments appear to be 
-----~ 

68-74 1 Bank of America: $593,743.73 ; associated with property that is part of 
i $249,821.56; Chase: i the Marital Balance Sheet. Line of 
I $4,598.06; UBS: ·, credit was used for investment purposes. 
; $87,749.66; US Bank: 

1 
: These expenditures do not constitute a 

· $22,146.96; I ; compelling reason for an unequal 
j Washington MutWll: j ) division of assets. Also, some entries 
, $9l,961.20;Wells , i pre-date20JO. 
· Fargo:$13,245.25; I ! 
: LOC: $124,121.04. i 

..... ___ ,_ ... - ·----------------------t---·---.. - --·-----·-
$7,300.00 Pre-dates 2010. -· ___ 7_6_-4-i M--~~dale Corp. 

- --· " -- --· .. -------1 

I Need Cancelled Check , 
------+--\ 

80 $172,435.94 Pre-dates 2010. 
----···------ - --- . ··-----~ 

J Property I Management 

95 

i 
I 

TOTAL: I 

$8,953.00 

i i $1,135,612.92 

These payments are associated with 
propeny that is included in the Marital 
Balance Sheet. Accordingly, these 
expenditures do not constitute a 
compelling reason for an unequal 
division of assets. 

This Court finds that the foregoing expenditures do not constitute a sufficiently 

compelling basis to divided the parties' assets unequally. In addition to these specific 

references set forth above, various categories of expenditures included expenditures that 

pre-date 2010. As discussed previously.for purposes of evaluating amounts not elsewhere 
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classified, this Court is not persuaded to include expenditures that pre-date 2010.55 

Thus, the following additional adjustments (by reference number) should be included 

as part of the amounts not elsewhere classified: 

(26) "CC Payment- Black Card": $615.25; 
(27) "CC Payment - BofA": $56,133.39; 
(29) "CC Payment - CitiCards": $40,781.95; 
(31) "Cellular-AT&T": $4,771.82 (V2 of pre-2010 expenditures consistent with 

adjustment reflected in Exhibit 2); 
(33} "Checks written to Cash": $4,850.00; 
(43) "Dues & Subscriptions -Fitness (CA)": $4,334.00;*56 

(51) "Gas/Fuel": $916.85;~ 
(54) "Groceries": $2,757.21;* 
(56) "Home related": $1,547.00; 
(59) "Home related (CA)": $12,427.66; 
(75) "Lodging": $28,382.06; 
(76) "Meals and entertainment": $25,213.41; 
(79) "Moving expenses": $3,513.63; 
(82) "Payments to individuals": $4,039.03;"' 
(104) "Shopping": $23,948.66;* 
(I 14) "Uncategorized": $8,140.69;* 
(123) "Withdrawals and cash advances": $90,598.28_.57 

The foregoing additional adjustments total $312,971, for a combirted 

adjustment amount of $1,448,584. Deducting $1,448,584 from the total of amounts 

not elsewhere classified leaves a remaining total of $2,162,451 in such expenditures not 

551n part, some of these unaccounted pre-201 O expenditures fall into the "nickel and dime" 
category that this Court is not inclined to entertain as part of the waste analysis. Heightened 
scrutiny is more appropriate for such u11accounted expenditures beginning in 2010 when the 
marriage was indisputably broken and the parties were permanently separated. 

¾'fhose entries denoted above by an asterisk("*") were calculated by determining the 
percentage amount attributed to pre-2010 expenditures in relation to the total amount and 
then multiplied by the "Adjusted" amount. Thus, where an adjustment was already included 
as part of the "Adjusted" amount, the full amount was not credited to avoid duplicating the 
reductio~. Instead, the applicable percentage amount was used. 

57Part of this amount was recaptured by this Court by including $72,000 as part of the 
cash given to Nadya from March 2008 through February 2010. 
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justified by Dennis. This Court finds sufficient justification in the record to conclude 

that the foregoing adjustments are appropriate in the context of the spending from the 

marital estate. However, with respect to the remaining $2,162,451, this Court is 

unable to make a similar finding. Specifically, Dennis failed to meet his burden to 

show that $2,162,45 I was not "wasted" or that said amount was used for community 

purposes. Accordingly, this Court finds that a compelling reason exists to unequally 

divide the community assets by attributing the sum of $2,162,451 as pan of Dennis' 

division of assets. 

Notably, as part of the Teichner Report, Dennis argued for the elimination of 

the following itemized "References" (with the parenthetical description of those items 

not discussed above by this Court): 7, 9 ( auto-related not elsewhere classified), 23, 5 7 

(home related- art (Wilshire apt.)), 64 (legalfees), 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 79, 80, 

95, ll4, and 122 (wire transfer- unknown) for total "eliminations" of $1 ,768,25 l.69 

"Before Accounting for Elimination of Business Related and Normal Living Expenses." 

Many of the References to which Dennis objected have resulted in further adjustments 

from the total as set forth above. For those References that Dennis argued for removal, 

but have not been deducted or adjusted by this Court, Dennis failed to satisfy by clear 

and convincing evidence his burden to demonstrate that those unaccounted monies did 

not constitute waste. Moreover, some of the auto-related expenditures took place after 

the issuance of the Joint Preliminary Injunction and Dennis failed to meet his burden 

to justify said expenditures. Accordingly, there is a compelling reason to divide the 

assets unequally by the resulting amount of $2,162,451. 
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(f) Opportunity Cost of Potential Community Waste 

Gabrielle argued that she should be compensated for the opponunity cost "of 

foregone returns" associated with Dennis' use of community assets and income for 

purposes that did not benefit the marital commWlity. Anthem Report 16. Further, 

Gabrielle also argued that she should be compensated for lost rental income for real 

propeny in which a family member or Nadya and the children resided. Although the 

Anthem Repon did not identify a specific dollar amount of reimbursement, the 

Anthem Repon cited Dennis' deposition testimony that the "targeted rate of return on 

his UBS accounts approximated 3.5 to 4.5 percent after taxes." Id. 

This Court is not inclined to either find or conclude that, under the 

circumstances of this case, there is a compelling reason to divide the assets unequally 

on the basis of "foregone returns" associated with the diversion of community funds 

by Dennis. Independent of the speculative nature of evaluating such an opportunity 

cost, this Court takes into consideration the precipitous increase in the value of the 

marital estate during a period of time in which the marital relationship was irretrievably 

broken. Although this finding does not excuse the waste that this Court previously 

found Dennis to have committed, the fact that there was no diminution in the value 

of the marital estate is relevant to the Court's consideration of this issue raised by 

Gabrielle. Moreover, this Coun similarly finds that potential lost rental income from 

real property in which either Dennis or a family member resided is not a sufficiently 

compelling reason for an unequal division of assets in this matter. 
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In summary, this Court finds that a compelling reason exists to unequally divide 

the assets of the marital community pursuant to NRS 125 .150 by attributing to Dermis 

the following amounts as part of the division of assets: 

0 
Cl 
0 
0 

Nadya and Dennis/Nadya's Children: 
Jennifer: 
Family Expenditures: 
Amounts Not Elsewhere Classified: 

TOTAL: 

$1,808,112 
$45,100 
$72,200 

$2,162.451 

$4,087,863 
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Gabrielle also seeks sanctions against Dennis for his violation of this Court's 

Joint Preliminary Injunction (May l 5, 20 I 4} and the terms of the parties' Stipulation 

and Order (Aug. 10, 2015). As noted previously, Gabrielle's request for contempt 

failed to include a sufficient affidavit from Gabrielle consistent with Awad 17. Wright, 

106 Nev. 407, 794 P.2d 713 (1990), abrogated on different grounds by Pengilry 17. 

Rancho Sante Fe Homeowners Ass'n, 116 Nev. 646, 5 P.3d 569 {2000). Nevertheless, 

pursuant to EDCR 7.60,58 this Court may consider sanctions against Dennis for his 

conduct. 

s8EDCR 7.60 provides, in relevant part, as follows: 

(b) The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, 
impose upon an attorney or a party any and all sanctions which may, under the 
facts of the case, be reasonable, including the imposition of fines, costs or 
attorney's fees when an attorney or a party without just cause: 

( 1) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs 
unreasonably and vexatiously. 

(5) Fails or refuses to comply with any order of a judge of the 
court. 
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-------------------

With respect to Dennis' alleged violation of the Stipulation and Order (Aug. IO, 

2015), the terms thereof fail to provide this Court with an adequate basis to make 

findings of contempt (apart from the failure to include an appropriate Awad affidavit). 

The Stipulation and Order (Aug. l 0, 20 I 5) is devoid of any specific deadlines for the 

conduct required therein. Further, it appears from the record that the proceeds from 

the sale of the yacht have been preserved in the accounts being divided by this Court. 

This Court's Joint Preliminary Injunction (May 15, 2014) (hereinafter 

referenced as the "TPI") provides, in relevant part, as follows: 

YOU ARE HEREBY PROHIBITED AND RESTRAINED FROM: 

1. Transferring, encumbering, concealing, selling or otherwise 
disposing of any of your joint, common or community property of the 
panies, or any property which is the subject of a claim of community 
interest, except in the usual course of business or for the necessities of 
life, without the written consent of the parties or the permission of the 
court. 

The record reflects that, after the issuance of the JPI, Dennis spent more than 

$10,000 on thiny-seven (37) individual transactions that totaled $1,486,452. Exhibit 

73 (Examples of Outflows Greater than$ I 0,000 Since May 2014). These expenditures 

do not include his purchase of a yacht and his Wilshire residence (which have been 

captured in the Marital Balance Sheet attached hereto). These expenditures do not 

appear to qualify as the "necessities of life" or to have been made in "the ordinary 

course of business." Nevertheless, it appears that the amounts listed in Exhibit 73 are 

included in either the Anthem Repon for purposes of accounting, or are part of the 

Marital Balance Sheet. This includes references in Exhibit 73 to categories contained 

in Exhibit 6 to the Anthem Report. Although these expenditures have been captured 

81 

08555 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

015TR1CT JUDGE 

',l,MILY DIVISION, DEPT. Q 
as 'lEGP.i.. NEV.o\OA es,01 

in the Anthem Report and included as part of this Court's analysis of community 

waste, each transaction violated the terms of the JPI. There is no wealth exception to 

the express terms of the JPI. This Court sanctions Dennis the sum of $500.00 for each 

of the 39 violations itemized in Exhibit 73, for a total of $19,500. Dennis should pay 

to Gabrielle the $19,500 sanction within thirty (30) days of the entry of this Decree. 

This Court is not inclined to find that sanctions should be imposed for the 

expenditures detailed in Exhibit 72 (Nadya/Children-Related Outflows Since May 

2014), or Exhibit 75 (Spreadsheet showing payments to or on behalf of Dennis' Family 

Members since May 2014). Again, these expenditures are included in other sections 

of the Anthem Report and have been considered by the Court with respect to the issue 

of waste. Funher, many of the expenditures listed in Exhibit 72 and Exhibit 7 5 were 

for relatively small amounts and were for ongoing living expenses that this Court would 

not expect would cease upon the initiation of the divorce. Although these expenditures 

are appropriate for consideration in evaluating Gabrielle's claim of waste, this Court 

does not find a sufficient basis to impose additional monetary sanctions against 

Dennis. 

V. ALIMONY 

A. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

NRS 125.150 provides that, in granting a divorce, this Court "[m)ayaward such 

alimony to the wife or to the husband, in a specified principal sum or as specified 

periodic. payments, as appears just and equitable." NRS 125.150 further adds, in 

pertinent part, as follows: 
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5. In granting a divorce, the court may also set apart such 
portion of the husband's separate property for the wife's support,· the 
wife's separate property for the husband's support or the separate 
property of either spouse for the support of their children as is deemed 
just and equitable. 

* * * * 

9. In addition to any other factors the court considers relevant 
in determining whether to award alimony and the amount of such an 
award, the court shall consider: 

(a) The financial condition of each spouse; 
(b) The nature and value of the respective 

property of each spouse; 
(c) The contribution of each spouse to any 

property held by the spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030; 
(d) The duration of the marriage; 
(e) The income, earning capacity, age and health 

of each spouse; 
(f) The standard of living during the marriage; 
(g) The career before the marriage of the spouse 

who would receive the alimony; 
(h) The existence of specialized education or 

training or the level of marketable skills attained by each 
spouse during the marriage; 

(i) The contribution of either spouse as 
homemaker·, 

(j) The award of propeny granted by the court in 
the divorce, other than child support and alimony, to the 
spouse who would receive the alimony; and 

(k) The physkal and mental condition of each 
pany as it relates to the financial condition, health and 
ability to work of that spouse. 

10. In granting a divorce, the court~ consider the need to 
grant alimony to a spouse for the purpose of obtaining training or 
education relating to a job, career or profession. In addition to any other 
factors the court considers relevant in determining whether such alimony 
should be granted, the court shall consider: 

(a) Whether the spouse who would pay such 
alimony has obtained greater job skills or education during 
the marriage; and 
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(b) Whether the spouse who would receive such 
alimony provided financial support while the other spouse 
obtained job skills or education. 

(Emphasis added). 

There have been a number of cases from the Nevada Supreme Court over the 

years that have discussed various factors to consider when determining the propriety 

of an award of spousal support. For the most part, these factors have been codified in 

NRS 125.150(9). However, these eleven sta.tutory guidelines provide no guidance as 

to the relative weight to be applied to each factor or the measure of balancing these 

factors. Further, there is no formula to be applied by this Court in calculating or 

detennining the propriety of awarding spousal support or the amount thereof. Rather, 

this Court weighs and balances the foregoing factors to adjudicate this issue. 

Scholarly discussion of these statutory guidelines is instructive, specifically 

including the Honorable David A. Hardy's Nevada Alimony: An Important Policy in Need 

of a Coherent Poliry Purpose, 9 NEV. L. J. 325 (2009). To this end, the statutory factors 

support a conclusion that spousal _support is not limited to a "need" based 

determination. Rather, there are three general categories or theories of support'. First, 

need based support (looking at need and ability to pay). Second, support that is in the 

nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and divorce 

(which includes support that is based on the subordination of a career by one spouse, 

suppon that is adjunct to property division where the payor spouse has developed a 

"career asset," and support that is based on a spouse's reliance on the existence of 
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marriage). Finally, suppon that is intended for welfare avoidance, or to prevent a 

spouse from becoming a public charge. 

The purpose of spousal suppon is not to equalize post-divorce incomes, but "to 

allow the recipient spouse to live as nearly as fairly possible to the station in life 

enjoyed before the divorce." Shydler v. Shydler, II 4 Nev. l 92, I 98, 954 P.2d 37, 40 

(1998). Further, "[a]lthough the amount of community property to be divided 

between the parties may be considered in determining alimony," a spouse should not 

be required to deplete his/her share of community property for support. Id., l 14 Nev. 

at 198, 954 P.2d at 40. Further, this Court should not consider the respective "merits" 

of the parties in adjudicating the issue of spousal support. Rodriguez v. Rodriguez, 116 

Nev. 993, 13 P.3d 415 (2000). It is not a "sword to level the wrongdoer," nor is it a 

"prize to reward virtue." Id.116 Nev. at 999, 13 P.3d 419. Rather, "Alimony is 

financial support paid from one spouse to the other whenever justice and equity require 

it." Id. 

Prior to addressing Gabrielle's request for periodic spousal support, this Court 

disposes of the issue of rehabilitative support. Pursuant to NRS 125.150(10), this 

Court is required to consider whether there is a basis to award rehabilitative alimony. 

Based on the record before this Court, there is no basis for an award of rehabilitative 

alimony. There are no facts in the record establishing the existence of a plan for 

rehabilitation and no evidence establishing viable options for rehabilitation or training. 

Indeed, it appears that Gabrielle is satisfied with her existing career and there was no 

indication that she desired or needed further training or education. Moreover, 
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Gabrielle leaves the marriage with an educational background that is superior to 

Dennis. Gabrie11e has neither sought nor presented facts that warrant consideration 

of rehabilitative support. 

B. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Preliminarily, this Court finds that, taking into consideration Gabrielle's income 

(both from her employment and the passive income she will earn on the assets she 

receives as part of the division of community propeny), · the spousal support considered 

by this Coun is not need based or for the purpose of welfare avoidance. Nevenheless, 

there is a sufficient factual basis for the Court to consider an award of suppon that is 

in the nature of compensation for economic losses as a result of the marriage and 

divorce. With respect to the statutory factors to be considered, this Court finds as 

follows: 

(I) The financial condition of each spouse; the income, earning 
capacity, age and health of each spouse; and the physical and 
mental condition of each party as it relates to the financial 
condition, health and ability to work of that spouse. NRS 
l25. l50(9)(a), (e) and (k) 

Although the focus of these statutory factors is the recipient's need and payor's 

ability to pay, subsection {e) includes an element of examining the development by the 

payor of a career asset and reliance on the part of the recipient on the continuation of 

marriage. It is undisputed that both parties are capable of continuing to work and 

neither pany suffers from any limiting mental or physical condition that inhibits their 

respective ability to earn income. Although Dennis referenced an upcoming hip 
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surgery, there is no evidence indicating that he will be unable to continue his 

employment in the future. Gabrielle is 58 years of age and Dennis is 57 years of age. 

In evaluating the financial condition of each spouse, this Coun considers and 

defines the income of both Gabrielle and Dennis to evaluate their income and earning 

capacity. With respect to income earned by the parties during the marriage, the 

increase in Dennis' annual income has been dramatic. For example, in 2003, the 

parties reported $826,179 in combined total income/adjusted gross income (with 

$826,902 in "wages, salaries, tips").59 Exhibit 16. From $826,179 in income in 2003, 

their combined income thereafter is summarized as follows: 

Year / TotaVAdjusted Gross Income Wages, salaries, tips Exhibit 

2004 
1 

$821,971 $819,175 15 
·-· 

:~:1-~---:.~_-_··---~-~$-2$-,:-:-::::--:~:-.---~--_ -__ _ 
+---·-I 

$2,693,810 I 14 
-· ··-· --·-

$793,804' 13 
·-· -

; 

2007 , $1,007,982 $993,828 12 
----; ___________ __,_ __ _ 

$1,066,662 ; 11 
-·-·-

$1,667,831 10 
-

$2,485,526 9 

-~:: 1- ·-. - ... ::::;:;~;. 
.... - -~ 

20!0 __ : _________ $2,484,867-_.,__l---
_}2001121_ l--- $15,4_~?,l 10 1 $1_~_,_5_12_,2_6_1 __ L ___ ~ 

I $21,s3s,200 i $21,401,381 i 7 - ·--+- ----------- - !----

2013 ! $7,746,799 1 $1,24s,4ss \ 6 

59It appears that Gabrielle's portion of the parties' combined income was a very small 
percentage, generalry less than five percent (5%). As a "Section 16" employee, Dennis' 
compensation is reported on a IO(k) form, which includes any transactions associated with 
stocks or stock options. Exhibits 91 through 98. Dennis' perquisites include private or 
personal ''plane" hours and some health care contributions. Also, costs associated with his 
business travel generally are covered by the company up to a cenain "good sense" point. 
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Year I Total/Adjusted Gross Income I Wages, salaries, tips Exhibit 
I 

2014 $14,976,489 $14,459,056 i 5 

201s60 I 
.. ---· --·----- - ....__ __ ------

i $10,132,746.52 i JJJJ i 

The record regarding the parties' 2015 income is incomplete and unclear. In 

this regard, Dennis' 2015 bonus was to be determined in March 2016 ( after the trial 

in this matter). According to Dennis, his projected income for the calendar year 2016 

will be a base salary of $700,000 to $800,000. He will learn of his 2016 bonus in 

March of 2017. 

As seen above, the panies' average annual adjusted gross income for the years 

2011 through 2014 is $14,935,899.50. Including 2010 as part of the analysis, the 

parties' average annual adjusted gross income over the five years (20 IO through 2014) 

is $12,445,693. Including Dennis' 2015 W-2 income, the average annual income for 

the five years from 2011 through 2015 is $13,975,268.90. Dennis testified that his 

average income from 2011 through 2015 was $13,000,000. 

It is undisputed that Dennis' income historically has dwarfed Gabrielle's income 

throughout their marriage. It also is undisputed that Gabrielle's career was secondary 

to Dennis' career pursuits as evidenced by the parties' multiple relocations throughout 

their marriage. The parties agreed that it was more beneficial to follow Dennis' career. 

Even so, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career necessarily suffered or that she was 

ever precluded from pursuing employment. 

60'Jbe 2015 income information is limited to Dennis' 2015 W-2 Wage and Tax 
Statement from Renal Healthcare, Inc. Exhibit JJJJ. Therein, Dennis' reported 2015 
"Medicare" wages of $10,132,746.52, with income taxes withheld of $3,798,481.09. 
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Gabrielle has worked as a nurse manager, nurse recruiter and a clinical nurse. 

Although her Certified Legal Nurse Consultant credential lapsed in approximately 

2012, she has worked at Dignity Health for approximately ten years. She works 24 

hours per week (or 48 hours over a two-week pay period). Throughout their marriage, 

there was not an expectation that Gabrielle would work more than her present part.

time employment. Gabrielle enjoys her current employment and, during the marriage, 

Dennis encouraged Gabrielle to remain with Dignity Health. 61 Gabrielle has not 

applied for any different employment since 2004. Gabrielle defined her income in her 

2016 FDF, wherein she represented that her average gross monthly income was 

$4,624.30. Gabrielle's 2016 FDF. After deductions, her net monthly income was 

$3,800. Id. 

In contrast with Gabrielle's income, defining Dennis' income for support 

purposes is complicated. A comparison of his various FDFs filed with the Court 

illustrates the wide range of income reported by Dennis. For example, Dennis 

represented average gross monthly income of $66,666.66 in his February 2015 FDF. 

His reported average gross monthly income increased to $600,310.40 in his May 

2015 FDF. Finally, Dennis represented average gross monthly income of $61,538.48 

in his February 2016 FDF. Dennis' income and benefits of employment with DaVita 

61 0uring the marriage, there was some consideration of Gabrielle attending law school 
(which went only so far as Gabrielle purchasing an LSAT study guide). Even had she done so, 
the "success" of her legal career would be speculative. 
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is summarized in the annual Proxy Statements he received from the United States 

Securities and Exchange Commission, which provide the following detailed summary:62 

Year Salary Bonus Stock Options Non-Equity All Other Total 
Awards Awards Incentive Plan Campen-

Compensation sation 

2008 472,414 150,000 2,353,580 750,000 l l.109 3,737,103 

2009 628,855 250,000 4,230,240 950,000 772 6,059,867 

2010 727,075 l 18,000 2,377,500 2,364,780 1,500,000 17,095 7,104,450 

2011 800,010 118,000 6,028,575 1,750,000 107,383 8,803,968 

2012 800,004 118,000 4,036,057 1,358,364 1,400,000 45,877 7,758,302 

2013 800,004 2,970,770 1,100,000 90,042 4,960,812 

2014 800,000 200,000 667,422 1,860,796 6,142,500 104,792 9,775,510 

Dennis' base salary has remained relatively constant from 2011 through 2014. 

His additional income is attributable to bonus income, stock awards, option awards, 

and othe-r incentive awards. This additional income is detennined by and at the 

discretion of the DaVita Compensation Committee and is not awarded until March 

of the foilowing year. Also, there appear to be fluctuations in awards from year-to

year. Dennis testified that the "days" of earning significant incentive based income 

"are over." 

Upon review of the record, this Court recognizes the fluctuating nature of 

Dennis' incentive compensation awards in contrast with the relative{y constant and 

consistent base salary and bonus income he has received for more than five years.63 

62Not reflected in the compensation summary above is Dennis' flight benefits with 
DaVita. Dennis' allocation of flight hours as one of his perquisites of employment ranged from 
zero in 2009 to a high of $106,611 in 2011. Exhibits 93 and 95. 

63From 2008 through 2014, Dennis received bonus income totaling $954,000, for an 
average annual bonus of $136,000. However, excluding 2013 (which was the only year in 
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Moreover, from 2003 through 2009, this Coun notes that the panies' combined 

income from "wages, salaries, tips" totaled $8,861,289, for an annual average 

combined income of $1,265,898.43. This Court also takes into consideration the fact 

that the highest income earned by Dennis came at a time that the marital relationship 

was broken and the parties had permanently separated. Without ascribing credit or 

blame, the delay in the parties divorcing has resulted in significant growth in the size 

of the overall marital estate. Although this Court does not accept Dennis' hypothetical 

proposition that the marital estate to be divided in 20 l O would have been $4 million 

had he prosecuted his Complaint for Divorce (Mar. 10, 2010), this Court does accept 

the argument that the amount Gabrielle will receive as part of the property division has 

increased significantly during the five plus years that the parties have been 

permanently separated. 

Recognizing that this is not a need based spousal support case, this Court 

similarly (as with Dennis' incentive compensation income) discounts the passive 

income that Gabrielle will earn from tI:ie property that she will receive as part of the 

property division. 64 Instead, this Court focuses on Dennis' base salary plus his average 

bonus income received from 2008 through 2012, and 2014 and Gabrielle's income 

from her employment. Thus, this Court finds that Dennis' average gross monthly 

which a "bonus" was not reported pursuant to SEC filings), the annual average bonus was 
$159,000. 

64Unlike S}rydler, supra, this is not a situation in which Gabrielle will need to deplete or 
rely on the principle amounts of her property award in the divorce for her support. Rather, 
Dennis testified that Gabrielle could earn at least four percent ( 4%) on the liquid amounts she 
will receive as part of this divorce. Gabrielle did not challenge Dennis' testimony or suggest 
any lower rate of return. 
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income for purposes of support is $80,000, with average net monthly income of 

$58,000 (after deducting federal income taxes and social security deductions). The 

resulting difference in the panies' average monthly net incomes is $54,200. 

(2) The nature and value of the respective property of each 
spouse and the award of property in the divorce to the spouse 
who would receive alimony. NRS 125.150(9)(b) and (j) 

Dennis proposes that he receive the majority of the non-liquid assets as part of 

the division of assets. This includes: (I) the residence in which Nadya and the 

children reside (the Oak Pass propeny); (2) the residence in which Dennis' parents 

reside (San Vicente propeny); and (3) the residence in which Dennis' brother's family 

reside (Canon Condo). Based on such a division, Dennis argued that Gabrielle would 

leave the marriage with approximately $18,000,000 in cash and $2,000,000 in real 

estate. Dennis added that Gabrielle should be able to earn a reasonable rate of return 

of at least 4%. As such, Dennis projected that Gabrielle could earn between $500,000 

and $800,000 in passive income if Gabrielle invests the liquid assets with a 

conventional investment house (or even with a bank).65 

According to Gabrielle's FDFs, she spends between $180,000 and $240,000per 

year. Her 2015 FDF (Exhibit XX) shows total monthly expenses of $15,255 per 

month, or $183,060 annually. Gabrielle acknowledged, however, that her expenses 
24 ! 

25 would likely be reduced slightly after the Lake Las Vegas residence was sold. Thus, 
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65In support of this argument, Dennis cites to the parties' 2014 U.S. Individual Income 
Tax Return wherein the parties reported $133,666 in interest income, $60,099 in taX-exempt 
interest income, $284,303 in ordinary dividends, and $96,223 in qualified dividends. Exhibit 
5. 
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Gabrielle does not "need" support to meet her expenses. Nevenheless, comparing the 

total income each party will earn based on the history of their earnings during the past 

five years (combined with the passive income Gabrielle likely will earn), the record 

supports a finding that Dennis will continue to earn more income annually than 

Gabrielle. 

(3) The contribution of each spouse to any property held by the 
spouses pursuant to NRS 123.030. NRS I25.I50(9)(c) 

This factor is not applicable in this case. 

(4) The duration of the parties' marriage. NRS 125.I50(9)(d) 

The parties married on July 20, l 991. Thus, they have been married for nearly 

25 years, which qualifies as a long-term marriage. As a result, Gabrielle has relied on 

the continued existence of their marriage for her support. However, it is not lost on 

this Court that the parties have not shared a harmonious marital relationship since 

approximately 2004. By no later than 20 I 0, the parties were permanently separated. 

Further, as discussed throughout this Decree, this Court has determined that their 

marriage was irretrievably broken in 2004. Finally, this divorce action was initiated 

in December 2013. At that time, the parties had been married for 22 years. 

(5) Standard of living during the marriage. NRS l 25. l 50(9)(f) 

The parties' standard ofliving is defined by the historical earnings of the parties 

previously discussed. Again, although not need based, Gabrielle relied on the existence 

of the parties' maniage to maintain the standard of living achieved as a result of 

Dennis' income capacity. Without objection, Gabrielle followed Dennis' career 
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( 6) The career before the marriage of the spouse receiving 
alimony. NRS 125. l50(9)(g) 

Both Gabrielle and Dennis had established a degree of success in their respective 

careers before their marriage. Although the parties followed Dennis' career throughout 

their marriage, it does not appear that Gabrielle's career materially suffered as a result 

of this mutual decision, or that she would be earning significantly more based on career 

subordination during the marriage. 

(7) The existence of specialized education or training or level of 
marketable skills attained by each spouse during marriage. 
NRS l25.150(9)(h) 

Although Dennis did not receive specialized education during the marriage, his 

career experiences laid the foundation for his role and position that he now enjoys at 

DaVita. Indeed, he acknowledged that his employment experience played a key role 

in "getting me to DaVita," and that his ability to remain with DaVita was something 

he "earned" through hard work and "getting results." At the same time, though to a 

lesser degree, Gabrielle remained employed throughout most of their marriage and 

benefitted from the job training she experienced at various places of employment and 

in various capacities. 

(8) The contribution of either spouse as a homemaker . NRS 
l2S. l 50(9)(i) 

This factor includes elements of career subordination, but it is not of significant 

import in this matter. Gabrielle testified that, as between the parties, she was 
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primarily responsible for care-taking duties of their various marital homes. Although 

the parties routinely employed house-cleaners, Gabrielle would cook and care for their 

home. However, this Court does not find that Gabrielle served as a homemaker in a 

traditional sense. At no time did it appear that she avoided or terminated employment 

for the purpose of taking care of the parties' home. Although Gabrielle's Brief cites 

multiple cases discussing the significance of the career sacrifices of homemakers, many 

of the citations involved full-time homemakers that remained at home to manage the 

home and raise children. Such is not the case in this matter. 

Weighing and balancing the foregoing factors, this Court finds that Dennis 

should pay spousal support to Gabrielle in the sum of $18,000 per month, for a period 

of 108 months, for a total of $1,944,000. Considering the length of the parties' 

separation, and recognizing that the support is not need based, this Court further 

concludes and finds that the support should be paid in a specified or lump sum 

amount so as to disentangle the patties. NRS I25.l50(l)(a) and (5). Accordingly, 

applying a 4% discount rate (the rate of return commonly referenced in the record) to 

the periodic monthly sum of $18,000 per month for a period of 108 months, results 

in a present value lump sum amount of $1,630,292. This amount should be 

effectuated by awarding Gabrielle the sum of $1,630,292 from the UBS Resource 

Management Account (account 12745) awarded to Dennis. 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, and Conclusions of Law, and good 

cause appearing therefor, 
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DISTRICT JUDGE 

'AIIAILY DIVISION. Of PT. a 
O.S VEG.O.S, NEVAOA89101 

It is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that an absolute 

DECREE OF DIVORCE is hereby GRANTED and the bonds of matrimony are hereby 

DISSOLVED and the parties are returned to the status of single, unmarried 

individuals, with Plaintiff henceforth known as GABRIELLE ROSE CIOFFI. 

It is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the assets and debts 

are divided pursuant to the Marital Balance Sheet attached hereto as Exhibit 1. In 

this regard, it is further ORDERED that the following assets are confirmed to GabrielJe 

as her sole and separate property: 

( I ) the residence and real property located at 21 Augusta Canyon Way, Las 

Vegas, Nevada; 

(2) the sum of $186,030 from the net sales proceeds realized from the sale 

of the Lake Las Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half ( ½) of any 

amount in excess of or below net sales proceeds of $570,502); 

(3) the following bank and financial accounts: 

(a) the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America checking account (ending 

0129); and 

(b) one-half of the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America joint checking 

account (ending 6446); 

(4) the following investments: 

(a) the UBS Strategic Advisor account (no. 12743); 

(b) the UBS Private Wealth Solutions account (no. 13134); 

(c) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 21076); 
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DISTRICT JUDGE 

'AMILY DIVISION, DEPT Q • 
,s VEGAS, NSVADA 89101 

(5) 

- -- ----- -~- -- -·-

(d) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 20329); 

(e) the Merrill Lynch CMA account (no. I0637); and 

(f) the Merrill Lynch CMA account ( 10093}; 

one-half ( ½) of the fractional community property interest in any 

incentive awards granted or awarded to Dennis associated with his 

employment prior to February 26, 2016, calculated based on the total 

time between the award or grant of the asset/award and the date on 

which said asset/award vests or matures, with the Coun retaining 

jurisdiction to "wait and see" whether post-divorce performance 

conditions should be considered as part of the division; 

(6} one-half of the net sales proceeds realized from the sale of the 2015 

Ferrari; 

(7) the golf cart; 

(8) the following retirement accounts: 

(a) the Fidelity Dignity Health retirement account; 

(b) the sum of $289,409 from the DaVita Executive retirement plan; 

(c) the Merrill Lynch IRA (11040); 

(d) one-half of the Teleflex defined benefit pension plan, with this 

Court retaining jurisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; 

(9) one-half ( ½) of all credit card/travel reward points accumulated during 

the parties' marriage; and 
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DISTRICT JUOGE 

'AMILV DIVISION, DEPT. Q 
'IS VEGAS, NEVADA B9101 

( I 0) all of Gabrielle's furnishings, jewelry, clothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is funher ORDERED that the following assets are confirmed to Dennis as his 

sole and separate property: 

( 1 ) the following real properties: 

(a) the sum of $384,472 from the net sales proceeds realized from the 

sale of the Lake Las Vegas residence (plus or minus one-half ( ½) 

of any amount in excess of or below net sales proceeds of 

$570,502); 

(b) the Oak Pass property; 

(c) the San Vicente propeny; 

(d) the Canon Condo; 

(e) the residence and real property located at 10776 Wilshire 

Boulevard; and 

(f) the nanny quarters located at 10776 Wilshire Boulevard; 

(2) the following bank and financial accounts: 

(a) one-half of the Merrill Lynch/Bank of America joint checking 

account (ending 6446); 

(b) the Wells Fargo checking account (ending 5397); 

(c) the Wens Fargo checking account (ending 8870); and 

(d) the Wells Fargo savings account (ending 6253); 
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DISTRICT JUOOE 

'AMILY D1Vt$t0N, DEPT. Q 
I\S IIEGAS, NEVADAB9101 

(3) the following investments: 

(a) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 12745); 

(b) the UBS Resource Management Account (account 18575); 

(c) the NEA investment; 

(d) the Radiology Partners investment; 

(e) the iChill investment; 

(f) any interest in the Pray for Ukraine/Winter movie; and 

(g) any interest in the Thomasina movie; 

(4) Dennis' interest in any incentive awards through his employment with 

DaVita, less Gabrielle's one-half ( ½) interest in the fractional corrununity 

property percentage in any such incentive awards granted or awarded to 

Dennis associated with his employment prior to February 26, 2016, 

calculated based on the total time between the award or grant of the 

asset/award and the date on which said asset/award vests or matures, 

with the Court retaining_ jurisdiction to "wait and see" whether post

divorce performance conditions should be considered as part of the 

division; 

(5) the following automobiles: 

(a) the 2015 Bentley 12 cyl.; 

(d) the 2015 Bentley 8 cyl.; and 

(c) one-half of the net sales proceeds realized from the sale of the 

2015 Ferrari; 
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DISTRICT JUDGE 

'Al,IILY DIVISION. DEP1. Q 
..S VEGAS. Nl,VADA.89101 

( 6} receivables due and owing from Kim Matthews, Bernie Kogod, Mitchell 

Kogod, and Sheldon Kogod; 

(7) the following retirement accounts: 

(a) the UBS Rollover IRA (46); 

(b) the sum of $13,427 from the DaVita Executive retirement plan; 

(c) the Chase Cigna Health Savings account; 

(d) one-half of the Teleflex defined benefit pension plan, with this 

Court retaining jurisdiction to enter a qualified order to effectuate 

the division thereof; and 

(e) the Voya DaVita retirement account; 

(8) the Principal life insurance policy; 

(9) the sapphire ring; 

(10) one-half(½) of all credit card/travel reward points accumulated during 

the parties' marriage; and 

(ll) all ofDennis' furnishings, jewelry, clothing, personal belongings and 

effects. 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle has the option of receiving as her assets 

the 2015 Bentley ( 12 cyl.) and the 2015 Bentley ( 8 cyl.) at the corresponding values 

she placed on the vehicles. It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle must make her 

election to receive these vehicles within 14 days of the entry of this Decree. It is 

further ORDERED that, if Gabrielle exercises this option, the Marital Balance Sheet 
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shall be modified to insert the corresponding values in Gabrielle's column of assets, 

with the totals recalculated to effectuate an equal division 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume, pay, and hold Gabrielle 

harmless from the outstanding amount owed on the UBS line of credit (which is 

treated as a community debt). 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle shall assume, pay and hold Dennis 

harmless from the following debts as her sole and separate responsibility: 

( l) the amount owed to Banana Republic (account ending 4713); 

(2) the amount owed to Discover (account ending 5161); 

(3) the amount owed to Merrill Lynch AMEX (account ending 9677); 

(4) the amount owed to Kohl's (account ending 557); 

(5) the amount owed to Nordstrom {account ending 992); 

( 6) the amount owed to nx: Rewards ( account ending 69 51 ) ; 

(7) the amount owed to LoveLoft Mastercard (account ending 5363) and 

(8) the amount owed to Saks (account ending 688). 

21 It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall assume, pay and hold Gabrielle 

22 harmless from the following debts as his sole and separate responsibility: 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

OISTIUCT JUDGE 

'AMILV DIVISION, DEPT_ Q 
"5 \IEG«S, NEVADA89101 

( 1) the amount owed to American Express Centurion ( account ending 3005); 

(2) the amount owed to American Express Optima (account ending 2003); 

(3) the amount owed to American Express Platinum (account ending 9008); 

(4) the amount owed to Mastercard Black Card (account ending 1588); and 

(5) the amount owed to Wells Fargo Visa (account ending 1032). 
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RYCE C. DUCKWOll11I 

DISTRICT JUOGE 

'AMILY OIIIISION, DEPT 0 
"6 VEGAS, NEVl\lll\89101 

It is further ORDERED that the parties shall equally share the costs associated 

with the preparation of any Qualified Domestic Relations Order(s) necessary to 

effectuate the division of retirement accounts set forth herein. 

It is further ORDERED that, as part of the division of assets, the sum and 

amount of $4,087,863 is attributed as an asset to Dennis in the Court's Exhibit I. 

It is further ORDERED that Gabrielle is awarded the sum and amount of 

$1,630,292 as a specified principal sum as and for spousal support, with said 

$1,630,292 pa.id from the UBS Resource Management Account (account 12745). 

It is further ORDERED that Dennis shall pay to Gabrielle the sum of $19,500 

within thirty ( 30) days of the entry of this Decree as and for sanctions associated with 

his violation of the JPI. 

?_~J 
DATED this Vv day of August, 20 I 6. 
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Cioffi-Kogod v. Kogod 
Marital Balance Sheet 

Property Value 

ASSETS Value Debt 

Q~H~Jt,I .. . .. · :t; 

Net 
Value 

Community 

Dennis Gabrielle 

1 Bank of America Checking (129) $65,200 $0 __ St!?.,200 $65,200 
2 Bank of America Ctiecking (6446) -~ $18,356 . $0 $18,356 $9,178 $9,178 

Separate 
Dennis Gabrielle 

- --·· ·- -·------. 

NOTES 

Exhibit 141 
Exhibit 142 

3WeiisFargoChecklng(5397) ______ , - $10,192 $0 . $10,192'"" $10,192. --- - . ExhibitMMMMM 
4 WellsFargo Checking (8870) -$429 $0 $429,- $429-· .. .. .. -· .. ---- Exhibit NNNNN 

5 Wells Fargo Savings (6253) · - $496 · $0 __ ____ $496 ·- · --·· · $496 ··-_· - ·· ---- ------ ------ ·--------- Exhibit MMMMM 

61,,B_lo_c_-k_ed_acco_-_-_un_t_.(Y_a_c_h..,tl _______ --_--_-·_·-·_···...,·-t---_-----1------t-------1--------1-----+-----Placed in UBS 45 per Anthem Report 
Subtotal $94,673 $0 $94,673 $20,295 $74,378 $0 $0 

7 UBS Strategic Advisor (12743) $6,_~~~.~9_4 _ $0 $6,033,694 __ $6,033,694 Exhibit JJJJJ 

B UBS Resource Mgt. Account (12745) $4,180,0~5 $0 ~._1_80,QS~ $4,~80,085 ____ ------·-- _ Exhibit KKKKK 
9 UBS Private Wealth Solulions(13134J $2,252,231 ___ . ~O _$2,2.~~.2_31 .. $~_.~52,?3_1 _________ ..... ___ Exhibit LU.LL 

10 UBS Resource Mgt. Account (21076) . $9,203,992 SO $9,203,992 ___ $9,203,992 -------~ ------···- Exhibit 11111 

11 UBS Resource Mg1. Account (18575) ____ $95,056 ______ $0 _____ $95,056 -·· _ $95,056 --~-- _____ Exhibit FFFFF 

12 UBS Resource Mgt. Account(20329) $1,232.!9~~- .. $0 $1,232,00_1~---------,1------- _______ $_1_.~~0~1 Exhibit 144; Stip. & Order (8/10/2016) 
13 Merrill Lynch CMA (10637) ______ -~<i~6,802 _ $0 $496,802 $496,802 Exhibit 143 
14 Merrill Lynch CMA (10093) $282,025 $0 --·-$2-8-2,025 ·---- $262,025 Exhibit 143 

Subtotal $23,775,946 $0 $23,775,946 $4,275,141 $18,268,744 $0 $1,232,061 

15 NEA Investment $979,388 $0 ___ $.c..9_7_9_,'---38_8-i-_$979,388 Dennis & Gabrlelle's Briefs 
16 Radiology Partners - . $150,000 . . .. $0 $15gp<>._O. $150,000 -- - - Anthem Report 17 
17 Id.ill -----·-· $150,000 · --- · · $0 $150,000 · -$150,000 -~~-~:·:- -- ------- ------- Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 

18 PrayforUkraine/WlnterMovle·_ $81,000 - . $0 $81,000 $81,000 Dennls&Gabrielle'sBrlefs 
19 Thomasina Movie - ..... -----~--$100,000 -- ··- -. $0 .$100:000 . .. $100:000 --·-· - ------ --- ------------··- Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 

Subtotal $1,460,388 $0 $1,460,388 $1,460,388 $0 $0 $0 

20 Business Loan (Kim Matthews) $25,000 $0 
21 Personal loan(Bernie Kogod) ·· · -· - $25,000 . · $0 
22 e.usiness"ioan (Mttcliei1 i<i>Qod)--- $11a,ooo ···-··· - so 
23 Personal toa11.(Sheldon Kogod) .. $25,000 o----- - -$0 

Subtotal $253,000 $0 

________ $25,000 $.2~!~ _________________ Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 
$25,000 $25,000 Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 

s11l(OOO ---- -'1-fs.ooo r---------+-----·--- -·-·----·- Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 
·--------·-···-· ----

$25,000 $25,000 
$253,000 $253,000 $0 $0 

Dennis & Gabrielle's Briefs 
$0 
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ASSETS Value Debt 
Net 

Value 

Property Value 
Community Seoarate 

Dennis Gabrielle Dennis Gabrielle NOTES 

24 3~y~~-~Jr_~ Monte, ~en~erson . _ ... -·· _$1,400,000 __ $829,498 _ '.'_571)!502 . $384,472 $186,030 _ __ _______ To be sold w/ proceeds diVided 
25 9716 Oak Pass Road, Beverly Hills $6,300,000 $0 $6,300,000 $6,300,000 - - - - ·-·-· - ··· -·---- - S11e Decree 

26 321 So. San Vicente Condo · · $680,000 · $0 $680,000 - $680,000 -· · · - Stipulated varue; net proceeds 
27 434 So. canon Condo $654,001 ---·-- ···-$0>- -· $654,001 $654)!01 -···- - -------- See 5/412016 hearing: Ex. wwww 
28 1.0776 Wifs-_!!i-_~i~~--- ····-· - $3,615,061 $0 $3,615,061 - - $3,615,061 -·· See Stipulation and Order (8/1012016) 
29 10776 Wilshire Blvd. (nanny) ----·$332~216 .._. ___ $0 ~--- $332,216 - $332,216 - - -- --·--- ·-- >-- ------ Closing Briefs; not ref. In Slip. 
30 21Augusta Canyor, Way____ --··f2~3-is,"cioo . - - . $0 . $2,37fooo ·-· - ---- ·- ·····----- - - ----------- - -s2:37f(OOO See Stipulation and Order (8110/2016) 

Subtotal $15,356,278 $829,498 $14,526,780 $8,350,689 $186,030 $3,615,061 $2,375,000 

31 2015 Bentley 12_cyl._______ ______ $255,000 $0 $255,000 $255,000 - -···------- -· ----- ----·------·--
32 2~1~~~1ey 8 cyl. (Nad~~·~_) . ___ $205,000 

33 2(2]~~~~-45~_ _ _ ------- ·-· _ $276,675 -----

$0 $205,000 _ __$205,000 

-- $_O _ .. $27~.6!~ $138,337 ····-- $138,337 -------- ____________ Sold & proceeds divided; E)(. CCCCCC 

$0 
Subtotal $736,675 $0 $736,675 $598,337 $138,337 $0 $0 

19iOP,Etlt;t'i~'/'·:t.;iiH1! 
34 Furniture (Dennis) +------- $0 
35 Furniture (Ga!>_~~L . ____ :~ ~==~- -~~:~~=~--~~--- _ __ -- ---·-·-so --- -·~-· -·-·-···--·,..... -- ·---~--1---------

--- -···--···----·---- --··---·- ·------
36 Storage Unit $0 
37 Sapphire Ring $14,000 $0,.. $14,CX50- $14,000 
38 Frequent Flier Miles . - --- --i- $0 ·---- --- -- ----- -- ----·---- Divide equally 

39~~~.!!______ . __ -~ __ ,_ :~ · ,.. ______________ --~~:_-=-:_: ______________ Divide equally 

Subtotal $14,000 $0 $14,000 $14,000 $0 $0 $0 

40 Principal_ ... _ -- $20,500 ------~ __ $20,500 . s20.~.oo EKhibit XXXXX 

Subtotal $20,500 $0 $20,500 $20,500 $0 $0 $0 
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ASSETS 

~E:rJREMB~~ - . 
•., 

c,,, .... ·., 

Value Debt 
Net 

Value 

Property Value 
Community Separate 

Dennis Gabrielle Dennis Gabrielle NOTES 

41 DaVita Mullen TBG $302,836 $0 $302,836 $13,427 $289,409 Exhibit Z.ZZZZ ··-· --·--··----- .. ·- ·--- .. ···------1-- ---------· ···--- ----·-····--·-·-·-·-
42~1~~~~~ensiCJn ($995/month) Defined benem plan: divide equally 
43 Fidelity Dignity Health $69,693 -----$0 ·-·- --$69:693 $69,693 - - '-- ···--·----- - See Closing Briefs 

44ChaseCignaHeallhSavings ... - . $1,882 ·--·~:~--- ___ $1,882. $1,88~~ . . .. ·- ------ _____ ExhibitAAAAAA 

45MerriilLynchTRA(11040) . $156,476 $0 $156,476 $156,476 ----·-- ------- Exhibit 143 

:~ ~=! ~~~~=!~=t~~::ntSavings !~~!:!~1 ·--~- ----~~~-~-~{f}~:::~~-1~~1=:~-~--:-~~~~:~~ - ::~::~ ~~~~~ 
Subtotal $1,031,156 $0 $1,031,156 $515,578 $515,578 $0 $0 

$4,087,863 
$4,087,863 

$0 $4,087,863 
$0 $4,087,863 

$4,087,863 
$4,087,863 $0 $0 $0 

!itftfi6-LA$$ETS?, ·•.• ·.j $46,830,4791 $829,4981 $46,000,9811 $19,595,7911 $19,183,067! $3,615,061! $3,607,061! 

See Decree 
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50 B_~_r:1_~_!1~ R.epublic Vis~ (i~13)_ -----l--·--····---· $308 

Net 
Value 

51 D)scover (5161) ---·-···--------- $2,435 _______ _ 
52 Kohl's (557) ____ __ _ _ _ ·- ____ _ $0 
53 Lov~Lott Mastercard (5363) -----· ----· . __ _ _ !~9 ···-··-- ____ _ 
54 Merrill Lynch AMEX (9677) $392 
55 Nordstrom (992) _ · _ .. _ .. --~ __ :~~- ·:·_ -- -------- - -- -$3fa -- · · ·· 
56 Nieman Marcus $0 -· .,. .. ..... __ .,. ----- ·-·-··------·--·-··- . --····-' ·---·-- --------
57 AMEX Centurion t~OOS) _ ___ ___ _ ___ _ $10,871 ----- --

$18,425 

Debt Value 
Separate 

Dennis Gabrielle Dennis Gabrielle NOTES 

------··---- -------·-t--
•••• -• • •• •c·••• 

$308 Exhib~ 133 

$_~.435 Exhibit 134 
$0 Exhbiit 136 

-----I 

$29 Exhibit 132 
$392 Exhibil 138 

~9 Exhibit 139 ------·---
$0 

58 AMEX Optima (2003)~------ -··----···-··· ~~----- ···----------
_ .... _ -- ----· ---- -- $10,871 

--+-------·-··---- --- $18,425 
$555 

Exhibit SSSSS 
Exhibit uuuuu 
Exhibit QQQQQ 

Exhibit wwwww 
Exhibit PPPPP 

59 AMEX Platinum (9008) 
60 Mastercard_B1ack_Card (1588)_ 
61 Wells_ Fargo VISA (1032) _____ _ 

63 Sak.s_(6BB) ----------·---····. 
64 TJX Rewards 6951 

Subtotal 

$555 
.. $20,194 

·--·-- ·---- ... $15,361 _ --··---t--
$289 

--··-·· ·--- ---
$620 

$89,798 $0 

I $482,5211 $412,723! 

+------1-------·-

--~20, 194 -------
---- $15,361 _ .... 

$289 Gabrielle's Brief 
·- - -· -------

$620 Gabrielle's Brief 
$0 $65,408 $4,392 

$Cl $65,406! $4,392! 

~ s1e,1aJ,068U $19,183,oefjj $3,549,855)1 $3,602,66911 

jj 
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1 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 2 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

4 6 l O South Ninth Street 

5 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 vs. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

____________ __;/ 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Electronically Filed 
08/23/2016 02:13:01 PM 

' 

~~.~ 
CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

13 

14 

15 

16 Notice is hereby given that Defendant Dennis Kogod, by and through his counsel Daniel Marks, 

17 Esq., and Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, hereby appeals to the Supreme 

18 Court of Nevada from the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of Divorce entered in this 

19 action the 22nd day of August, 2016. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 13 day 

3 of August, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a true 

4 and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF APPEAL by way ofNotice of Electronic Filing 

5 provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 8907 4 

t mployee of the ( 
L\ W OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 
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1 

2 
DANIEL 1'1ARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 

3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 

4 610 South Ninth Street 

5 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 VS. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Defendant. _____________ __;/ 

1. 

CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement: 

Dennis Kogod 

Electronically Filed 
08/23/2016 02:15:41 PM 

.. 
~j.~,.__ 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

18 2. Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment or order appealed from: 

19 

20 3. 

21 

22 

23 

24 4. 
25 

26 

27 

28 

District Court Judge Bryce C. Duckworth 

Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each appellant: 

Appellate: Dennis Kogod 

Counsel for Appellate: Daniel Marks, Esq., and Nicole Young, Esq., Law Office of Daniel Marks, 

610 South Ninth Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 8910 I. 

Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if known, for each 
respondent (if the name of a respondent's appellate counsel is unknown, indicate as much and 
provide the name and address of that respondent's trial counsel): 

Respondent: Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod 

Counsel for Respondent: Radford J. Smith, Esq., and Garima Varshney, Esq., of Radford J. Smith, 
Chartered, 2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206, Henderson, Nevada 89074 

1 
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1 

2 

3 

5. Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 4 is not 
licensed to practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court granted that 
attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of any district court order 
granting such permission): 

4 Each of the attorneys identified above in response to question 3 and 4 are licensed to practice law 

5 in Nevada. 

6 
6. 

7 

8 

9 7. 

10 

11 

12 
8. 

13 

14 

15 
9. 

16 

17 

18 10. 

19 

Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained counsel in the 
district court: 

Counsel for Appellant was retained. 

Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained counsel on appeal: 

Counsel for Appellant is retained. 

Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis, and the 
date of entry of the district court order granting such leave: 

Appellant was not granted leave to proceed informa pauperis. 

Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court ( e.g., date complaint, 
indictment, information, or petition was filed): 

Complaint date: December 13, 2013 

Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district court, 
including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief granted by the 
district court: 

20 This is a divorce action tried by the court. Appellant appeals from the Findings ofF act, Conclusions 

21 of Law and Decree of Divorce in which Plaintiff was awarded an unequal division of community property 

22 and was awarded spousal support even though the court ,found no need. 

23 ll. 

24 

25 

26 12. 

Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal to or original 
writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and Supreme Court 
docket number of the prior proceeding: 

This case has not been the subject of a prior appeal. 

Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation: 

27 This case does not involve child custody or visitation as there are no minor children at issue. 

28 I I II 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

13. If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of settlement: 

This case involves the possibility of settlement. 

DATED this ?..3 day of August, 201.6. 

OF DANIEL MARKS 

DA MARKS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the23_ 

3 day of August, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted 

4 a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing CASE APPEAL STATEMENT by way ofNotice of 

5 Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

4 
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Electronically Filed 
08/24/2016 11 :47:35 AM 

1 ' 
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 

~j.~ 

4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

9 Plaintiff, 

IO vs. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, 
Date of Hearing: 09 /21 / 16 
Time of Hearing: 9 : 00 a .m. 

Defendant 12 

13 

14 

15 

---~----------'/ 

MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF DECREE OF DIVORCE 
AND FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF 

COMES NOW the Defendant Dennis Kogod., by and through his counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and 

16 Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, and hereby submits his Motion to Stay 

17 Enforcement of Decree of Divorce and for Other Related Relief. The grounds for Defendant's motion are 

18 set forth in the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities. 

19 DATED this --:2--~ day of August, 2016. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 / // / 

28 // // 

N MARKS, ESQ. 
ad.a State Bar No. 002003 

NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendant 
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1 NOTICE OF MOTION 

2 TO: GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, Plaintiff; and 

3 TO: RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Attorney for Plaintiff: 

4 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned counsel will bring the above and foregoing Motion 

5 onforhearingonthe21st dayof September 

6 _a_.m. 

, 2016, at the hour of 9: 00 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

DATED this "'J-'i day of August, 2016. 

LAWO~S 

DL~.ESQ, 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas; Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

o'clock 

15 L 

16 On August 22, 2016, this Court issued its Findings ofFact, Conclusions of Law and Decree of 

17 Divorce (hereinafter "Decree"). In that Decree, this Court ordered an unequal division of community 

18 property based on a finding of waste in the amount of$4,087,863.00. This Court also awarded lump sum 

19 spousal support in the amount $1,630,292.00. Further, this Court ordered that Plaintiff Gabrielle Cioffi-

20 Kogod (hereinafter "Gabrielle") may elect, within fourteen ( 14) days of entry of the Decree, to receive 

21 the two (2) 2015 Bentleys on her side of the division and that Defendant Dennis Kogod (hereinafter 

22 "Dennis") must pay her $19,500.00 in sanctions vvithin thirty (30) of entry of the Decree. 

23 On August 23, 2016, Dennis filed his Notice of Appeal of the Decree with this Court. Dennis is 

24 now requesting that this Court issue a stay relating to the above described orders and allow alternate 

25 security. 

26 II I I 

27 / / // 

28 I II I 

2 
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1 II. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

2 A party must first request from the district court "a stay of the judgment or order of, or 

3 proceedings in, a district court pending appeal." NRAP 8(a)(l )(A). In determining whether to issue a 

4 stay in a case not involving child custody the following factors are considered: 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

whether the object of the appeal ... \\rill be defeated if the stay ... 
is denied; 
whether appellant ... will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the 
stay ... is denied; 
whether respondent ... will suffer irreparable or serious injury if 
the stay . . . is granted; and 
whether appellant ... is likely to prevail on the merits in the 
appeal. 

10 NRAP 8(c) (cited in list format). 

11 An appellant may also obtain a stay by posting a supersedeas bond, which "may be given at or 

12 after the time of the filing of the notice of appeal" and is effective once filed. NRCP 62(d). While 

13 Nevada used to follow the federal interpretation1 of this rule, the Nevada Supreme Court later found that 

14 approach was too rigid. Nelson v. Heer, 121 Nev. 832,835, 122 P.3d 1252 (2006). Nevada now uses a 

15 more flexible approach that focuses on "what security will maintain the status quo and protect the 

16 judgment creditor pending an appeal, not how 'unusual' the circumstances of a given case may be." Id. 

17 at 835-836. As such, when determining whether an alternate security is appropriate, this Court should 

18 consider: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

the complexity of the collection process; 
the amount of time required to obtain a judgment after it is 
affirmed on appeal; 
the degree of confidence that the district court has in the 
availability of funds to pay the judgment; 
whether the defendant's ability to pay the judgment is so plain that 
the cost of a bond would be a waste of money; and 
whether the defendant is in such a precarious financial situation 
that the requirement to post a bond would place other creditors of 
the defendant in an insecure position: · 

25 Id. at 836 (cited in list format). With regard to the second factor, the court should take the length of time 

26 

27 
1 

The federal interpretation states, "[a] district court, in its discretion, may provide for a bond in a lesser amount, or 
may permit security other than a bond, when unusual circumstances exist and so warrant." McCulloch v. Jeakins, 99 Nev. 

28 122, 123,659 P.2d 302 (1983) (emphasis omitted). 

3 
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I the case may be on appeal into consideration. Id. 

2 In this case, this Court should issue a stay of execution of judgment relating to the unequal 

3 division of property, the lump sum award of spousal support, Gabrielle's option to receive the Bentleys, 

4 and the payment of sanctions. Together, these awards total approximately $3,600,000.00, and this Court 

5 has even acknowledged that the legal issues relating to these awards are without much guidance from the 

6 Nevada Supreme Court. Because the amount of money at issue is so large, interest that may accumulate 

7 on that money while this case is on appeal could be astronomical. If this Court denies Dennis' request 

8 for a stay and he ultimately wins the appeal, Gabrielle may owe Dennis a large amount of interest that 

9 may not be feasible for her to pay. A stay is necessary to protect Dennis' rights. If the stay is not granted 

10 he could suffer irreparable or serious injury because Gabrielle could spend the money and/or make it 

11 difficult to collect the money if Dennis prevails on appeal. It is likely that Dennis could prevail on appeal 

12 because there is no case in Nevada that supports the unequal division that this Court awarded, and this 

13 Court did not follow established Nevada law when it awarded Gabrielle lump sum spousal support. In 

14 fact, this Court specifically found that Gabrielle had no need for such support. 

15 Gabrielle will not suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay is granted. She has more than 

16 enough money, through the other assets she is receiving in the Decree, to live however she pleases. 

17 Dennis is not requesting this Court to allow him to keep the money at issue. He is requesting a 

18 stay based on posting alternate security, in lieu of a supersedeas bond. This type of stay is not 

19 discretionary; it is permissible under the rules. NRCP 62(d). The money at issue already exists. Dennis 

20 proposes that this Court allow that money to be placed in a court-blocked account with UBS. In that 

21 account, the money will be able to accumulate interest, and once the appeal is completed, the money 

22 could then be released to the prevailing party. Further, the cost of the bond, in this case, would simply be 

23 a waste of money. This Court is well-aware of each parties financial condition and knows that each party 

24 has more than enough money to care for themselves even if the money at issue is placed in a blocked 

25 account. By placing the money in a blocked account, this Court will ensure that no matter who prevails 

26 on this appeal, that party will be able to collect without issue. Neither party would have to chase the 

27 other. 

28 As such, this Court should grant the stay and have the money in dispute placed in a blocked 
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1 account at UBS. 

2 III. CONCLUSION 

3 Based on the foregoing, this Court should grant a stay of execution of the Decree relating to the 

4 unequal division, lump sum spousal support, Gabrielle's option to take the Bentleys, and the sanctions 

5 Dennis was ordered to pay. To ensure that both parties' interests are protected, this Court may then allow 

6 alternate security, and order that the disputed money relating to the unequal division, lump sum spousal 

7 support, and award of sanctions be placed in a court-blocked account with UBS. No money need be 

8 placed in that account relating to the Bentleys because Gabrielle has already received her share of those 

9 cars in this Court's division of assets. 

10 DATEDthis~dayofAugust.2016. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DAN LMARKS,ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
r-.1ICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
6 l O South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the V·I 

3 day of August, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted 

4 a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF 

5 DECREE OF DIVORCE AND FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF by way of Notice of Electronic 

6 Filing provided by the court mandated E-fi!e & Serve system to the following: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Pkwy, Suite #206 
Henderson, NV 89074 

LMARKS 

6 
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1 

2 

DISTRICT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

3 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD, 
Plaintiff 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

4 

5 
-vs-

DENNIS KOGOD, 

CASE NO. 

DEPT. 

D-13-489442-D 

Q 

6 Defendant MOTION/OPPOSITION 
FEE INFORMATION SHEET 

7 
Notice: Motions and Oppositions field after entry of a final order issued pursuant to NRS 125, l 25B or 125C are subject to the reopen 

8 filing fee of $25, unless specifically excluded by "N~S 19.0312. Additionally, Motions and Oppositions filed in cases initiated by joint 

petition may be subject to an additional filing fee of $129 or $57 in accordance with Senate Bill 388 of the 2015 Legislative Session. 
9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Step I. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below 

• $25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $25 reopen fee. 
-OR-

0$0 The Motion/Opposition being filed v.'ith this form is not subject to the $25 reopen fee because: 
0 The Motion/Opposition is being file.cl before a Divorce/Custody Decree has been entered. 
0 The Motion/Opposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support established in a 

final order. · 

D The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new trial, and is being filed within 10 days after 
a final judgment or decree was entered. The final order was entered on ______ _ 

D Other Excluded Motion (must specify) __ 

Step 2. Select the $0, $129 or $57 filing fee in the box below. 

• $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the $57 fee because: 
• The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by a joint petition. 
D The party filing the Motion/Opposition previously paid a fee of$l29 or $57. 

-OR-
D $129 The Motion being filed with this form is subject to the $129 fee because it is a motion to modify, adjust 
or enforce a final order. 

-OR-
[J $57 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this fonn is subject to the $57 fee because it is an opposition to a 
motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion and the opposing party has already paid a fee of 
$129. 

Step 3. Add the filing fees from Step I and Step 2. 

The total filing fee for the motion/opposition I am filing with this form is: 
D SO • $25 D $57 0 $82 0 $129 D $154 

Party filing Motion/Opposition: Defendant Dennis Kogod Date: August 24, 2016 

Signature of Party or Preparer: ~ 

7 
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Electronically Filed 
08/29/2016 04:18:16 PM 

' 
1 LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. 
~~.~~ 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

3 Nevada State Bar No. 012659 
610 South Ninth Street 

4 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536: FAX (702) 386-6812 

5 Attorneys for Defendant 

6 

7 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

8 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD Case No. 
Dept. No. 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

9 Plaintiff, 

10 vs. 

11 DENNIS KOGOD, 

12 Defendant. ___________ / 
13 

14 NOTICE OF FILING COST BOND FOR APPEAL 

15 TO: CITY OF MESQUITE: 

16 YOU AND EACH OF YOU WILL TAKE NOTICE that a Cost Bond for Appeal in the amount 

17 of $500.00 was filed with the Clark County District Court a copy of which jg attached hereto. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DATED this 29th day of August, 2016. 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

DA~~~-/ 
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 012659 
610 South Ninth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536: FAX (702) 386-6812 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ELECTRONIC MEANS 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 29th 

3 day of August, 2016, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically 

4 transmitted a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF FILING COST BOND 

5 FOR APPEAL by way of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve 

6 system, to the e-mail address on file for: 

7 RADFORD J. SMITH., ESQ. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Email: rsmith@radfordsmith.com 

2 
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Electronically Filed 
08/30/2016 10:45:42 AM 

.. 
1 ~j-~ 
2 DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. CLERK OF THE COURT 

Nevada State Bar No. 002003 
3 NICOLE M. YOUNG, ESQ. 

Nevada State Bar No. 12659 
4 610 South Ninth Street 

5 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-0536; FAX: (702) 386-6812 

6 Attorneys for Defendant 

7 DISTRICT COURT 

8 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI-KOGOD 

10 Plaintiff, 

11 vs. 

12 DENNIS KOGOD, 

Defendant. 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

Case No. 
Dept. No. 

______________ / 

D-13-489442-D 
Q 

13 

14 

15 

16 

ERR.\.TA TO NOTICE OF FILING COST BOND FOR APPEAL 

COMES NOW the Defendant Dennis Kogod, by and through his counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and 

17 Nicole M. Young, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, and hereby submits his Errata to Notice of 

18 Filling Cost Bond for Appeal, as follows: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Receipt from District Court Clerk in the amount of $500. 

DATEDthis 30 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS, and that on the 

3 '0 0 day of August, 2016, I did serve by way of Electronic Filing the above and foregoing ERRATA 

4 TO NOTICE OF FILING COST BOND FOR APPEAL, addressed as follows: 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Garima Varshney, Esq. 
Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorney for Defendant 

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS 

2 
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OFFICIAL RECEIPT 
District Court Clerk of the Court 200 Lewis Ave, 3rd Floor Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Payor 
Daniel Marks 

I Description 

On Behalf Of Kogod, Dennis L 
D-13-489442-D 
Gabrielle Rose Cioffi-Kogod, Plaintiff vs. Dennis L Kogod, Defendant. 
Regislryffrust Account-- FM Registry 

Notice of Appeal filed 8/23/16 

Trust Deposit 
SUBTOTAL 

08/29/2016 
02:16 PM 

Cashier 
Station AIKO 

Receipt No. 

2016-83325-CCCLK 

Transaction Date 
08/29/2016 

Amount Paid ! 

500.00 
500.00 

PAYMENTTOTAL~I ____ 5_0_0._00_,I 

Check (Ref#17917) Tendered 
Total Tendered 

Change 

Audit 
35594785 

500.00 
500.00 

0.00 

OFFICIAL RECEIPT 
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1 MOT 

Electronically Filed 
09/13/2016 02:36:53 PM 

.. 
~j.~ 

RADFORD J. SMITH; CHARTERED 
2 RADFORD J. SMITH. ESQ; 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

Nevada Bar No. 002791 
3 GARIMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 

Nevada :S~r No. 011878 
4 

· 2470 St. Ro~ Parkway, Suite 206 
5 Henderson, NV 89074 

Telephone: (702) 990~6448. 
6 Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 

rsmith@radfordsmith.com 
1 Attorneys Pl~intiff 

g 

9 GABRIELLE CIOFFI - KOGOD,. 

10 Plaintiff. 
11. v. 

12 
• Dfil..'NIS KOGOD. 

13 
Defendant. 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVA.DA. 

CASE NO.: D-13-489442-D 
DEPTNO.: Q 

FA..\1IL Y DMSION 

14 NOTICE: Pli'RSUA,11ff TO EDCR 5.25(h) YOU ARE REQUIRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THIS 
MOTION WITH THE. CLERK OF THE COURT AND TQ. PROVIDE THE UNDERSIGNED WITH A COPY OF 

15 I YOUR R. ESPONSE WITHIN T. EN (10) DAYS OF YOIJR RECEIPT OF THIS MOTION., . FAJLVRE T.O· FIL.E ;\ 
WRITTEN RESPONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT WITHJN TEN (lfl) DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF 

16 · 1 TH1S MOTION MAY RESu:t._; T IN THE REQUESTED RELIEF BEING: GRANTED BY THE COUJlT WITHOUT 
HEARING PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED HEARING DATE •. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

MOTION FOR ATTOR1\1EY'S FEES ~~D COSTS 

DATEOFHEARING: 10/12/2016 J 
TIME OF HEARING: 1 o: o o am 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, GABRIELLE CIOFFI~ KOGOD ("Gabrielle"), by and through her 

21 attorneys~ Radford J. Smith, :£$q. imd Oarima Varsmiey, Esq., ofltadford J. Smith, Chartered, and moves 

22 
,.,,=="'7'=·· .t ~G<lUJ:i,~e· full~,AI:d~ .. ... =·: '% ..... .. . ·.· .. :: .... :: ..... 'I• ..... -:·., · .·: .. •./""···· · ···: ... ,_ ,-,..,. ··""" ····'······"*· ···· . ..::•. ·· .~+. : 

23 
1. Directing Def~nliant Dennis Kog;od CDennis') ta pay all or some reasonable portion of 

24 I 
the attorney's fees incurred by Gabrielle in the prosecution of this action; 

2s I 
I 

~6 

1 
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1 2, Directing Dennis to pay a.U or -some reasopa.ble portfo:Il of the expert fees incun-e<i by . 

2 I _Gabrielle in this action. with the finding that the costs incurred. were reasonable, and that there is good 
I 3 •. cause to enter an order for an amount greater than the .staiutory limitation; 

4 

5 

6 

7 

g 

For such other and furth~ relief :as the Court find:s proper in the premises. 

This motion is made and based µpon the points and authorities and affidavits attached hereto, and 

upon all such argtlinent as may be made· by cotmSel at the time of the hearing of this matter; 

. Dated this l~- day of Sep(ember, 2016, 

10 
. ~RDJ. SMITH:,ESQ, 
Nevada State Bar No. 2791 

11 IGARIMA.VARSHNEY, ESQ. 
1Nevada S:Utte Bar No. 01187~ 

12 2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson., Nevada 89074 

1a Attorney for Plaintiff 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

21 

22 
·-- ··.·.· .. _._.::_x_:..:_.,.-..... _ .. , ..... _ .... ··.······ ...... _ .. ·- ····---··-···.· · ····.-~ .......... -·· .. , ...... , •.. , ...... ,G ..... 87 ................. ,· ............. _-_- ... ."." .. ··~ ~~~-·-· ' .... lo.. ~. ,. ••·• •• • ••• :==.::::·:······· .. -.. ~ ..-..-... «~~--·_ "'' 

··-·-··:·::·:·:-:·:·;:;·;:";·:;·:·:·;::;·:·:·:·?····· 

24 

25 I 

i 
26 I 
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1 

NOTICE OF MOTION 
2 

I . 

3 
I TO: DE1'i"NIS KOOOD, Defendant; and,. 

4 
TO: DANIEL MARKS, ESQ., Attorney for Defendant 

5 PLEASE TAKE. NOTICE that the undersigned will bring the foregoing MOTIONS on for hearing 

.. 12th October ' 10 00 
6 before the above~entitled Court on the __ day of ____ __.. 201_6_ at ~eff of : . am 

7 ..,.....m or as soon thereafter as counsel ma:y be heard. v /I 
& Dated this 12 day of September, 2016. 

9 ~~~J{SMITH. C~lpIBD 

1D ./ i l ..--,----... ~- . 
11 

12 

RM)F(l@ J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 2791 
GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. ·Ol 1878 

13 2470 St. Rose P.arkwi1y~ Suite 206 
Henderson. Nevada 89074 

14 Attorney for Plainiijf 

15 

I. SUMMARY OF ISSUES I 

Gabrielle moves to recover all or a reasonable portion of the fees and cos.ts she has incutted in I 
l.6 

DI . 
I . • . 

18 I prosecuting t,i.us Ct\$e. Gabrielle~s fees and costs in:cu:o:ed through her attorneys Radford L Smi~ 

I 
19 1 Chartered updated through August 31, 2016 are $418~511.04. (See Ko.god Bill History attached hereto as 

20 E~hibit ''l"). The c:osts she incurred fur Anthem forensics is $151,300.00 (See Updated Summary and 

21 Billings of Anthem Fotensics attached hereto as Exhibit "2"). and the cost.s sbe paid for Mark Hennan 

_,,=,,,-,=~: . ~.£J>,t~~tt~J!!lii11ti~f:J¥~i~~u~1J&~t~Y~-- .... . ... ,.~, . . = 2. .. .., ~-

23 . j------------
1 

i4. j 1 Gabrielle presented evidence at: trial of the fees. and eo:sts she incurred in the case through Exhibits 

25 
admitted into evidence. See, Decree at page 3, footnote 6. The Court heid t.11at that the propriety of an 
aW<Jrd of fees and costs (as evidenced in the attorney's fees billing and expert cost billings identified in. 

26 that footnote) may be addressed by post~ruijudiYato1ypa~ filed with the court. This motion is provided.. 
based upon that order. 

3 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

There were three primary contested issues in: the case: l) community waste;2 2) alimony;. and, 3) 

the valuation of the residences acquire-d by Dennis. All of the assets that wen: in is:nie were acquired by 

Dennis without Gabrielle's, knowledge or consent; all of the "wa&ie" in issue was money expenckd by 

Dennis without GabrieUe;s knowledge or consent. The bulk of the work that was do1'1e in the case was 

nece$S3l"Y to perfomt a valuation of those a:ssets, and an acc:ol.ll1ti:ng of Dennis' s s:peIJ.<ling, The acti<,m 

was made substantially more difficUlt because of Den.nis's failure to per:fonn an accou.1.ting of his 
7 

I spending, and his failure to comply with court rules or orders. 
8 

9 
In its Findings of Fact, Conclusions. of Law and Deer~ of Divorce (hereinafter ''Decree"), the 

10 
Court: has indicated a reluctance to enter an award of fees to either party because neither patty· filed an 

offer to allow entry of judgment pursuant to NRS 125.141. As discussed below, this case presented 11 

12 complicated and :u,n«;ertain issues of fact and law. Neither party could have offered a solu.i..ion through 

13 , N'RS 125.141 to the alimony is~ and the properly and wa,ste issues: mvolved millions of dollars, 
! 

14 I Neither counsel could provide any level of certainty to their clients. Picking a number for settlement 
I 

15 ·. could have be~ millions of dollars off the Court's decision,. @d, each party was confident enough in their 

16 

17 

18 

19. 

20 

i1 

22 

position to forego. that possibility. 

Mo~ver, and eqll1illy important, the parties could not he aware of the value of those issues until 

each expert had finishe.d their reports, and had been subject to dep<>sition. Due to scheduling issues that 

had nothing to do with Gabrielle, her counsel or her experts, she was unable to complete the last expert 

deposition, RichardTeicbr)er, CPA,until Fehru~ 16, 2016., six days before the commencement of trial, 

The majority of the fees Gabrielle incurred were due to the unusual circumstances undedying this . 

~"'"''"'=-";·:· ••. • casefriiWeie ibis siiiip. iv a:: inait~ of'•d. 1vidi.·:T'.itg·•~-01 .. · ;."'p'i.ii1esTasseis,: orJ·ust an alimori~ clairri;;ilie:parti~.: >:.·. 23 J J 

24 would have expended a fraction of the fees and costs the coininw:rity ultimately incurred. It is Dennis's 

15 

2 The moniker "community waste,. is used here a:; a fonn of shorthand to represent the complica~d issue .ofa '"compelling 
reason" for an unequal division of property carefully analyzed in great detail in the. Decree. 

4 
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1 

2 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 I 
11 

c<,:>ncei,.4nent arid. fraud over mapy y~ th~t reS1,1lted in the fees @d. costs beiil:g many multiples of those 

typically expended in a divorce case. 

Even if one were to ignore Dennis's role in causing the in.crease of fees in this case;. a strai$ht 

~alysis of the \ipplicab1e faciors justifies an aW<).fd of fees to Gabrielle. She was charged a fair rate· for 

services, her counsel performed competent work, counsel and Anthem performed a massive amount of 

work necessary to- prepare the· presentation, Dennis's income massively exceeds Gabrielle's, and 

Gabrielle prevailed. 

II. GABRIELLE'S MOTION IS TlMELY 

Gabrielle's motion presents a claim for attorney's fees after judgment, entered August 22, 2016, 

set forth in the Court's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Decree of Divorce. NRCP 54(2) smtes 

12 · in relevant part, 

13 J 

i 
14 I 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

(A) Claim to Be by Motion. A claim for attorney foes. must be made by motion. The: 
district court may decide the motion despite the eX1stence of a pending appeal from tbe 
\ll14erl~g final judgment.. 

{B) Timing and Contents of the Motion. Unless a statute provides otherwise, the 
motion must be filed no later than 20 days after notice of entry of judgment is served; 
specify the judgment and the statute, rule, or ot'ler ground$ entitling the movant to tbe 
award; state the amount sought or provide a. fair estimate of it; and be supported by 
counsel.'s affidavit swearing that the fees were actually an:d necessarily incurred and were:: 
reasonable, documentation concerning the amount·· of foes. claimed, and points and _ 
authorities addressing appropriate factors to be considered by the court in deciding the 
motion. The time for filing the motion may not be eh,i:ended by the court after it has 
txpired. . 

EDCR S . .06 states in relevant part; 

.-·······:-·-:,··:··:·;,:::·-·:,/::::•.::: 

23 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (b) of this rule, notwithstandfog any 
22 :.Z;';;.:.;.;:'":;e~~~1i1:t~1~;~4;~t}l~!~~~t~o!~~~i::,&i;~~~~it1f¥t!;1;;~;;;:.;, ... ;.:····'~~ ... ~~-,~ 
24 

25 

26 

paper, other than process, and the notice or paper is electronically served upen the party, 
fr..ree (3) calendar days must. be added to the prescribed period. 

.5 
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1 The, Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order (''Ordef') \.Va$ serve4 by 

2 · August 22~ 2016. Based on the foregoing, this tequestis timely filed to address Katie's request for fees 

3 

4 

5 

6 

and co~ under NRCP 54. 

Ill. FACTORS IN CONSIDERING AN AWARD OF FEES 

The Court wrote a detailed and thoughtful 114 page Decree after trial. Gabrielle will not belabor 

the· facts or .findings set forth in that decision. Gabrielle seeks an award of attorney's fees and costs, from 1 
1 I 

8 

9 

10 

. Dennis based µpon his bad faith violations of the: rules of court (his specific misrepresentationi; to tbe 

Court about Ms, Steiner, and his blatant and continuous violation of the Joint Preliminary Injunction), a:s 

the prevailing party,. and under the criteria set forth in Miller v. Wilfong, 121 Nev; 619, 119 P.3d 727 

11 . (2005). including the disparity tn the parties' incomes, 

12 1 The Court has continuingjurisdiction in a post-trial matter to award attorney's fees under NRS 

n I l2S.1S0(3). Love v.. Love, 114 Nev. 572, 5:& l, 959 P.2d 523, 529 (1998). 
I 

14 · EDCR 7 .:60(b) states in pertinent part: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

(b) The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be beard, impose upon an attorney 
or a party any and all sanctions which may, under d1e facts of the case, be reasonable, 
including the imposition of fines, costs or artorney~s fees when an attorney or a party 
without just caus~; · 

(3) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs unreasonably and 
vexatiously. 

(S)Fails or~fuses to comply wfth anyorderoiajlldge Qfthe court. 

NRS 1&.0.10 and NRCP 37(b)(4} permit the enlty of fees and sanctions for a parties' bad faith claims or 

discovery failure~. 
... - .... ? •........• ·- .... _ ................... _____ ---- .,.,,,.,,,,,,,,_,,_;-., . ·- ....... :.., . . . -~""'-...... - -- ..• .,.,.,,- -=-· , , " 1n Millet v>wt(fo,1g)tlie @ouri heiil. ilial' ·· ·· · ··· ·· ·· ··· · · ··· · ··· ··· · · ·· · · · · ····· ··· ·· ··· ······ ·· ········· · · · ·· ······ 

24 

25 

L\\i1hile it is within the trial couit's discretion to determine the reasonable amount of 
a,ttomey foes under a $tat11te or nde, in exercising that <liscredon, the CQU.rt must evaluate 
the factors set forth in Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank. Under Brunzell~ V'.1len 
ccn.trts determine the appropriate fee to aw-ard in civil cases, they must consider various 
factors, including the qualities of the advocate, the character and difficulty of the work 
performed, the work actp.ally perfonned by tht attorney, im!i the result obtained. We, take 

6 
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1 

2 

3 

4• 

this opportunity to clarify our jurisprudence in :fcnn:ily l~w cases to n;qui~e trial qourts to 
evaluate the Brunzell factor.; when deciding attorney fee &:vvards. Additionally, in Wright 
v. Osbur11, this court stated that family law trial courts must also consider the disparity in 
income of the parties when awardmg fees; Therefore, parties seeki:Qg attorney f~ in 
family law eases must support their fee request with affidavits or other evidence that 
meets. the factors in Brunzell. and WrighJ. 

5 : Miller v, Wilfong; 121 Nev~ 619. 623-24, 119 P.3d 727; 730·(2005) 

6 

7 

s• 

IV. APPLICATION OF FACTORS TO THE FINDINGS AND DECREE 

A. Tbe Brunzel/ Factors 

1. Quality of the Adv.ocate: This factor addres~ thf:; ability~ training, education. experience, 

9 : professional standing and skill of the attorney of the litigant seeking fees. ,4.rguably,, this factor primarily 

10 

11 

12 

addresses the hourly rates of the attomey(s) that worked on the case; an experienced lawyer with good 

standing an~ skill can demand a higher rate than less experienced coum;eL Radford J, .Smith, Esq. is AN 

rated with Mattindale Hubbell, .and is a board certified Nevada fiunily Jaw specialist Mr. Sn,jth'srate of 
13 

I
i $45'0 per hour is reasonable based on his qualifications and the level of experience. Mr. Smith·s 

14 

· associate, Ms. Varshney's rates .of$350 per hour are also reasonable based on her qualiiic~tions. she-year 
15 

:1.6 

11 

18 

experience in family law matters, and quality of work performed in this matter. The attorneys have 

litigated almost every aspect of Nevada family law during the course of their respective careers. 

2. The Character of the Work to be Done -_ its difficulty~ its intri~cy; its importance, time 

19 d skill required, the responsibility imposed and the prominence and character ofthe parties where they 

20 ect the importance of the litigation. Bere,. tile case presented u,n1,1sual qµestions Qf fm:t and law. and 

21 quired extensive work by Gabrieile and her counsel to prepare and present evidence at trial:. 

="''"''=·=~~. ~=· ·~·-.. ,,ln 11$ p~~.!ht.;,,9_g~,J~.£~~m,¾,e~ !~~tt~x . .E~,.P.!..lh~ l,\'()T~. tC1.i~~~~o/-?~-~Q;~~Ji&,,att;,~ .. ~Iart!)'.~~-- -..--~ 
·,i ,:::',.,, .. ,'if' ' :,:·, ,-r:· ·: "'>,\ ,,. ''. ., ... <· , .. ,,, , ... ,, 

analy.te the 1nassive amount of data necessary to present a cogent report fell upon Gabrielle., .her counsel, 

24 

25 

26 

I 
I· 

and her experts. Gabrielle was required to analyze the data, including her spending data over years of 

en,tries to determine whether the spendjng was known to her: Gabrielle's counsel~ when faced with the 

volume of the evidence, worked to&ether with Anthem Forensics to develop a reasonable metric to 

7 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

9 

I 
.analyze the data as ~community waste." It was that 1nethod (developed after exploring many other ideas 

based upon the court definitiollS of "waste" un<Jer Nevada litw) that ccnmsel and Anthem identified for the 

uncategorized spending section of Anthem's report tliat the Court discussed and: adopted in its findings, 

Gabrielle was required to do a mountain of work that was not tyPical in a rtortnal divorce. c~--e~ 

Gabrielle took a series of depositions ajl addressing various 11Spects of th~ "waste" analysis. The Court 

has read the depositions Gabrielle noticed and too~ ~nd she swm.uts that all of the depositiollS advanced 

or clarified the scope of issues of waste. The depositions allowed her counsel and experts to determine 

those expenditures that became the analysis of pote11tial waste contain~ in Anthem's reports. Indeed, a 
. I 

10 1 representative of Anthem Forensics was present at nearly all of the depositions, -and the review of those 

11 I transcripts reveal the methodology of parsing that was a significant part ofthe work done. 

12 In its Decree, the Court indicated a willingness to co1:1sider causing Depnis to pay so.me or a.U of 

13 the fees lll¢,lll"f00 by Gabrielle fot the services of Anthem Forensics. Gabrielle submits that the bulk <>fall 
I 

14 I of the fees incinTed by her in this case were related to gathering the information tmderlying the Anthem • 
L . 

l5 •· reports, an.4 for that reason, those fees should be held .in the sa.."lle light as tli:e work performed by · 

16, Anthem. 

17 ., 
.). The Work Actually P-etformed by the Lawyer - the skill, time and attention given to the• 

18 

19 

20 

2l 

. work. Gabrielle l"~· supported this motion \\-,ith a billing history of fees: and cost she incurred with 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered (Exhibit "F' attached hereto}· 

4. The l?.esl!H - whether the attorney was su~cessful and vvfiat be11efitS: were derived. Here, 

Gabrielle prevailed. Dennis's position reg· arding waste was. that Gabrielle· shollld rc:;ceive nothing in· 
22 • 

='''""""""";: ieiiiibursement for/~,iste hec-ause.hii sp' endin~_o:; •:even. on secret girlfriendsiand children he fathered witl~. . . ... :ii''· ~ 

24 . anotl:ter while married to Gabriel1e1 wa.s not sufficiently material to justify a reimbursement for the waste, 

25 The Court found that Gabrielle had proved over $4,000.,000 of conununity waste. Dennis argued that 

26 

8 
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1 

2 

3 

4.' 

5 

6 

7 

Gabrielle was not entitled alimony, but the Court awarded her over $1,600,000 in alimony. The Court 

adopted the appraisal number neai:est the expert report of Mark Herman. 

B, EXPERT COSTS 

In Frazier v. Drake, 131 Nev. Adv. Rep. 64,357 P.3d365. (Nev. App. 201S), the·court addressed 

the factor:s thi;: court must analyze to justify an a.Vv-ard of expert costs exa:eding thl:l $1500 limit in NRS 

18.005.3 The Court held that for a11 award of expert. fees in excess' of $1500 to be proper, the tees 

awarded must not only be reasonable, but the circumstances surrounding each expert's testimony niust be 
8 

9 

10 

ofsuch necessity as to require the li:i.rger fee~ 

Based Upon the massive amount of work that was necessitated in this ease by Dennis's actions, 

11 I and his failure to provide his own accounting. Anthem~s fees charged to Gabrielle are reasonable. 
- I 
12 Moreover, Anthem's reports were necessary to the analysis of the j.ssue of';coinmunity ·waste;"' the work 

13 performed the basis for the bulk of the Court's analysis of the issue. 

14 Also, the work of Mr; Herman was also reasonable for an expert with his qualifications, and his 

lS opinion was necessary to the arudysis of the value of the ')llost valu1lbie tangible as~ of the parties, the 

16 Beverly Hills home on Oak Pass Road. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 I 
25 

26 

L 

Gal,rieUe requests that the Court find that the costs of the expert Gabrielle presented at trial 

should be borne by Dennis. 

II, 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff, Gabrielle Cioffi-Kogod respectfoUy requests this Court enter 

3 lt is unclear ,..vbether NRS 18.005 applies to divorce actions orjudgments. The list of actions 
encompassed by that statute are identified in NRS 

9 
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I 
1 l. Directing Defelldant Dennis J(ogod ("Dennisj to pay ~ll or sol!le reasonable portion of . . . 

2 the attorney's fees incurred by Gabrielle in: the prosecution o.fthis action; 

2. Directing Dennis m pay all or some reasonable portion of the expert fees: incurred by 

4 
Gabrielle in this action, with the findill.g that the costs incµrred were reasonable, and that there is g9od 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ca1.1se to enter an order for an amount greater than the statutory limitation. 

3. For such other and further relief as the Court finds propei' in the premises 

Dated this I ;2.. day-0fSeptembe1,; 201 ~. 

RADFORD J.,,SMITH, CHARTERED 
;1 / ( 

/ ii l . : 
11 .. i--' -~ 
12 . RADFORfii.-sMmI, ESQ. 

I Nevadi:State Bar No. 2791 · 
13 1 GAR.IMA V ARSHNEY, ESQ. 

14 
Nevada State Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway. Suite 2-01$ 
Henderson. Nevada 89074 

15 · Artorney for Plqintiff 

16 · 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
:z::.::;:» ... ::::::. .............. ::: .......... , ... :;:; ............ , ...... _ ........... ·-- ··-··· ......................... ,. .... -.·. . .......... ········ --·· ........................ !!½. ·"···~~.,~~~~~~~~· ..... -~~ - -~~~~-.... ~~~~ .. , ... -~ ..... :·: .:. 

24 

2.5 

26 I 
I 
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1 

2 COUNTY OF CLARK 

DECLAIL\TION OF RAOFORO J". SMITH, ESO. 

} 

3 STATE OF NEV ADA 
) ss: 
} 

4 

5 

6 

7 

.8 

g· 

10 

I 
I 

RADFORD J. SMITH. ESQ .• declares as follows: 

l. lam counsel for PlafutiffOabrieHe Kogpd i11 the above-entitled matter. 

2. I have personal knowledge of the· facts contained in tlrl$ Declaration, and, 1 am competent 

to testify thereto . 

3. 

4. 

I submittms declaration in Sµppo11 of Ms. Kogod's Motion for Attomey;s Fees and Co$. 

Toe Motion contains a series of assertions that I know to be true .from m:y personal 

11 I knowledge, or are supported by the documents referenced in the Motion. 

12 

! 
13 I 

14 

1S 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

I 

I STATE THE FOREGOING ONJ)E~_,P.~AL1,Y OF PER.JURY. 

(. lrfv:: 
{Y~ • RAD~RD J SMITH, ESQ. 

Date; .J cit ,";);. r µ;6 

•==--.. N1. -. -·.··.-.·-·-·.·-·-··-·--.·.·-·.-······.-. ·.-... -.-··.«·.-_ ........ , ....... _ .. •0,_..; ....... _._ ... :;,s,:y.::;. _ .. , .. , ....... _., ................................... , ............ _ .... -. --·····"·· ...................... ~--~~.~:--~ .. - ·-·-··· .·····.·.·· .......................... ." ·· .. ::: .... . 

24 

25 · 

26 

11 
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··• I 
ii 

Radford J. Smith; Chartered 
24 70 St. Rose P.arkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Hhst:ory aiJI S/12/:2016 

bat@ _______ $ta..!f...._lf.,e: __ OescJ,!l!tlo~--=~-.-.,-~--------------------;:D:::U=#:;.;Q::::·,_,ty,..___ ______ ...;A:;.;. :.:rn.!.i:..:.o::. .. :::Ll~n~.t 
GabrJ.eUe Kogod · · JfJ Client l'slo, 
KogQd v .. l<qgpd , •. ,• Mt!i!tter No. D13-489442-0 (seale 
11/12/2014 RJS } :, Conference with C.!labrielle Cloffi~ Kogod 

:-::. :: 
11118/2.014 .JH )T Preparatlon.QfAsso,qlation ofCpt1nsel 

11/24/2014 ·RR.·JJ! ·:· ..• • .•. • •.• _·:_]:_ •• ::, M.eeting with client 
12101/2014 ..,. 1 R.eview Answer and Counterolalm 
1210112014 .R.JS ,:.-"l Exchange ern~lls wlih client 

~ ;~;;~;~~: _':G~~v;s : .. :._:•:.:_ •... :···.:······:._ •..• :f+.··.····.:1·· :::::~:~f~:;,.~~:~:~::.;:t::~~::~ FDF 12/11/2014 Preparation of Ex P~_rte Reql,!e~t f~r O~taH~ FPF 

121121:2.014 R.JS Prep~rJ:10pt In to DetaUed Flnancl.al cilsotos1..1re Form; F'hone 

12112120·14 

12/12/20'14 

12/18/2014 

12/1~/2014 

12/24/2014 

1 2/24/;?Ci 14 
12/24/2014 

·12/3012014 
12/'31/2914 

1195/2010 

11oe1201.s 

1/14/2010 

1/16/2015 

1/20/2016 

1/20/201$ 

1/2''1/2015 

1/21/2015 
"112;;J/2015 

1/26/2015 

1/26/20'16 

.JH 
R.JS 

R.JS 

R.J$ 

R . .JS 
,Jt-i 
R..JS 
R.JS 
R.J$ 
RJ$ 

RJS 
RJS 
GV 

R.JS 

GV 

.conferen9e ,wl~h cJlent re; 11;1,,2 requlrE!'mE;tnJ;s 

1 ...• :

1 
.•. • ... •.:ti'·; .. ; ~;:::::•~:~;~~:~==~:~o0

~::tl File 
Prepapa\lcm. of P~ren,ptory· Challenge 

Revrew N.otloe of 1·$.2 Oase Mant!ilgerrient Con·fereno.e; Revl.ew 

•-•· :1 of file 
:,T Review Notic.e of Department Reassignment Jt" Preplsl!r<s!I Notice of Entry of Order Seatlri~ File 

•. :_f,_ •.• ;J;_,.. ::e:.::::a:1a~:t~;.a:;;,~;~~ ::::;.r:::nt; EmaO to clfent 
E~ohang-e emaOis With 911.ent 

·_:t Review Notice of Gase Management o,,der 
t Col"l'ference with J. Leauanae re, work as expert; Phone 

• .. ·•.:·····.~.!, conferen.c;e wlt:h S, Sold8!t!!!l•"'I 
, Review ert'oa·II from oilent; Er't'H!ill to client 

····+ t \l 
~t ·r :.:. :, 

"I 
ii I 

Review em,all fr'OIT! cl!ent 
E:,,tehange emi;lUS with cllent 

l=tevi:ew Pis.closures from oJle.nt 
Pr-ej:)araticn for meeting with .client; Meeting-with cllerit; Review 
Qf Docqments _provl<:1.eo by cl.lent 
Compiled 11st o.f incomlnlli .disclosures 
P·hone ci;,nferenci!! wt.th Hal Pe.Becker 

Pre.par.a lnterrogatorieu;; Prepare Request for Produ~iio(1 ¢f 
0(".!eum0nts; F'hone ca.JI with Mt. De Beeker 
Bepln .research on experts for appraisals and memorandum for 

Page No. 1 

2,1 

0.3 
0;2 

0,3 

0,2 

0.:2 

o.s 
q,:,a 
O.:,:i 

0,1 

0.2 
0.2 

o.~ 
0.3 
0 .. 2 

0,.2 
.o•.1 
0,3 

0.,2 
0.:;I 

0.2 
o.a 

0.3 
{).1 

0.1 

1.6 

3 

·J.6 

o.·1 
2 

0.2 

$94(;;.QO 

$30.00 

$90.00 

$135.00 

$$0.00 

$90.00 

.$24.0aOO 

$20.0P 
$90.QO 
$45;00 

.$20,00 

$90.00 

$30,QQ 
.$30.00 
$90.00 

$90.00 

$45.00 

•~o,o.o 
$90.00 

$135.00 
$9•0.00 

$.36Q.O.O 

$13!:$.00 

$45.00 

$30,00 

$376.00 

$1,350.0Q 

$376.00 
$45.00 

$600,00 

$80.00 
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! 
·:! 
i ,1 Radford J, Smith, Charterec~ 

; :; 2470 St. Rose Parkw~y #-20~ 

1;1/1~~-aaj,.22 .. op. 11·.5$ Gstva(L __ :,, •. :_ •• ,:•-·,::,:,_._i::,.,:_: '-=e=--c..,o""ue-=e-=;:"'~,..r..._ip..,··"'tl:.;:9,:;.:n'""·---H-e_. _"_d_· ·e_. -rs_~_-· --~-~-:~_•a_d_:_._:07 4 _______ . 

.,_ -~ Prepare. ·a Mert1orandum re community waste. Issue; L,egal 
J r,el!llearch 

1/29/2016 

1/2!:,1/2015 

1(2Q/2Q1.5 

1/30/2015 

1/30/2015 

1/~0/2015 

1 /3.0/201- 6 

2/02/2015 

2/0.2/2016 

2/03/2.015 

2fC>~/2015 

2/03/2916 

2/04/2015 

2/04/2015 

2/05/2016 

2/06/.201 ~ 
2/0612015 
2/06/201 S 

2/11/2016 

.2/12/2015 

2/12/2015 

2/1~/2016 

2/"13/2016 
2113/20·16 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

~:1V 
R.JS 

RJS 

~,JS 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 

RJS 

RJS 

R . .JS 

RJS 

RJS 
GV 
RJS 

R.JS 

GV 

+t :Begin research on varl.ous apprals;;Us Iii the case and prepating 

,,,,·.,,,.,.,.I.•:·:l:,,j,· !~:f ~::f!~to~~!Y!='~r~ ~i;:::iment; Email to client re~ 

'. Conference ·with .J. Leauanae; Review of file i'.e: Discovery; 
Leg1!1! ~esearet, ; Prlilff o~tUne of com_pJex lltlgatJ:on plan 

:i,+ Rev-.lew· emai.ls frorn .client; Ernall, to client; Review and revision 
:. j of Metmo <:>n W:&1ste Issues: Me~flng w!th H111l Detiecker 
Lt Cqntlnue preparation Q"f cor:npiex Divorce Lltfgation .Plar,; 

i,·_ .• , •. • ••. Ti'j' Exchangl!' ernafls w.ltf"! olit!tf"lt 
Prep~re oompren1:1nslve Memorandum re: Discovery of .Hidden 

· ., Assets and ettaphment -c;>f Fo.re.ign ec;:pqunt \f Prepare Ll~t. of .E:><:pert Witnec131s_es 
., ·t !=mall from ol.lent 

)4- Leg.al .research re: -offshore .bank aoco.unt(!I 

._.,_1,,•.,+,,'l ~=~~:;e~=:~t~:;e~~~.:::pearanee at Case Management 
. Conference.; R.ev1ew emall :r,·c;m-.1 c:;:Uent; · · 

· 1" R\Svlew cH!:ltrlt'IB Oetatled FPF ) + Rev.lew e.tnalls from c.llent; .Preparation Of draft l.nte.rrogiiltOrles 

.,,,,_·,_ .. _.:•:,,'·,,,_·._T_ .• ',,,_,'

11
,· Prepate and s.eN.e Amended Request fc,r Productlr;m of ·poc:;u.m:erit$ and Amended Request for l·ntertogatorl.es per· Mr. 

Smith's l.nstructlr,:m~ 

"·T .S:><:change eniliil.lls. wl'th client "Fte:: Toc;lay"s Proceeding.a" <+ Review .of ems.II fl"Qr'n client end enclos.ed tiaSi: retljri"i i:J Review Pl.alntlff".s initial Produc,·,tJc;,r, und.er EQGR 11::J,2 
<.T Review ,of draft Flnanciel ·D.iecloeur-e Form 

UT l~evlew 0~1,a,nctant'• lnlli~I 1.e.2 $uppleme.n:t 

\ i 
::: :i 
;·. ~ 

., •• f 

Review Order of court re: Case Managenient Conference 

Review witness list filed by Opposl.ng C-ounael 

R·eviei.vv email from J. Jlmm.en;,.on's office; Resppnd to emall: 
.R·e:view ema.11 from client 
R·eview Of Dennis KOgod's draft Fliianol.Eil O'l:!at:fosure Form, 
compare to financial Information in flle 
,Pr.epe1tation of Phalr"itlff's Initial 1e.2 01·soloeur:e 
R.evlew NRCP 16,2 Dlsoloeures; PrE!Pa.re Prqpe.;,~~d Community 

Dur:/Qty 

2 

() •. 2, 

0.3 
2,.1 

2.6 

1.2 

3.8 

0.5 

.0 .• 1 

3 

0.3 
1.5 

0.2 
1.2 
O,!S 

0.4 

o.a 
·1.$ 

o.~ 
0 .• 2 

9;2 

<l.1 
0,3 

0,·2 

't.4 

~ 

Date: 

Amoµnt 

:SE$0Q.OQ 

$80,00 

$135.00 

$945,00 

1111,170,QO 

$360.00 

.$1,710.00 

$1.50.00 

$~.O;CJO 
$1,35(:).00 

$135.00 
$.8.75~00 

11160.00 

$540,QQ 

$180.QO 

$180.000 

$aao.oQ 
$ei'.?'5.oo· 

$90.00 

$90.00 

!j;l;}0,00 

$30.00 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$830.00 

$~00,09 
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Date 
2{13/2015 

2/16/2015 

2/15/2015 

.2/151201 5 

2/17/2015 

211s120,o 

2/18(2015 

2/18/2015 

2/19/20'[5 

2/'.1!;1/2Q15 
212012.015 

2/20./2015 

2/:.1::J/201 5 
212~/2015 

.2/23/2015 

2/23/2015 

2/2.41201q 

2/25/201 o 
2/25/2016 

2/25/2015 

.2/26/2.015 

.2/2612015 

2/27/2015 
2/27/2015 

2127/2015 

Staff 

R,JS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

ov 

~v 

i;i!V 

~v 
R.JS 

R~S 
GV 

R .• JS 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 
GV 

R-,S 

GV 
GV 

·:, 

..... J 

Radford J. Smith, ~hartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #2.06 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History BIii Date; Q/1:?12016 

·ttE .. Oeso.rlf)tio.n . . .. . . ·-·-··. ----· -··-· . _____ Dur/Q.~· _ty_. ______ A __ .~,n--"9_u~!"l=t 
:.•.••.:.] prr,,pfa;!r~y T:;>lstrlt:iutlon based IJ.PQn do.,:;,qrr,$nts provided by client 

f. Review production .,;,f Documenta by .J. Jimmerson; M.ei-.10 to 

.. 1.· •. • •. ;···*·;I ::v,ew of emal!s from client ''OnE! More" and attached webelte J lnfo.rmatlon and Youtube video 
• .. T RevJew Q1' er.na.lll!ll from client with Photo and "Lpve Story• 
j ! poster ·· 

·,T Review clocumen,:s prpducecf PY Opposing :Party as NR¢P < ··1 1 s,.2 D.iscloour,es; Review .Opposing P.arty's oatalled FDF.: 
/::1 f~e13,a.areh on various real properties ld$.ntifled by Mr. Ko.god.: 

:·.,::.··:··:·.·'··: .•. ··.·.J·:·.··.: .. ·.',i, !;ErnaO ·exc;:t,anges wfth Mr. Mar,;: Herman (r,u;il est~te !l*ppraJser) re(farding. appraisal of propertle.s In Beverly Hills area · · 

Review, organize; Defen.dant's lnlt.lal 11$,2 Disclosure re; 

'.,·.·.· .. ··.·.] ... , .authe.nticlty and propriety Of dlsclo.sur:es 
t Exchange emails ·Vlfl:U1 Mr. Marc Herman 

• •. • •. •·.: .. T.,,., Email exchanges with Opposing Co,.ir1sel re; NRCP 1~.2 J .01sc1osutes · 

:. t Revision of tireft Interrogatories ,and Req1-1est for F'roduotlon of • · l Doe.uments. · \T E.mail from .Jqe Leauanae 

•.· .. ,.·.· ..... ::.:· .•. t.• .... ~l!.. :,~;~:~:E.i;~;~l;~:~~r;~;isure Form: Phone call with 
• Begin preparation. of Memorandum for Hal De Becke.rand 

.irevislc;:m.s to Cornpl.e:>< D.lvo.r.ce Li.tl.gafl9n Ph,i.n 
:i·r ·em!llll ·to and from o!lent 

:.·,: .• \.,., •. : •. Tl: •. :, .. · .Email: fro·m eUent; .Email to Mr. Herman 
Review emalls from cllent and eitt.acnrnents; Emails to client 

····T Review ·of cc::>ntra·ct from A.nthe;un Forl:lnsl.os 
::r :t 1:m.;.rll to Anthe,-n FOrE!!nslcs;. e.rnall from client 

i .. ,.:,·: .• '•. Tl.:::,.· Review e.mall from client 
Conference with olles'lt; Finalize Flnanclaf DlsclQsure Fonn li\nc;I 

J 'l i'He; Etegln prepe1ration of discovery strate.gy In the case 

".T Conference with ell.ant 

!JT Prepare IE:ttter for Mr, t-'ferman and Anthem Foren~lGs 
•••T Review various emaHs from ollent } + A.~vlew Iott.er iand ~oouments fr.Pm Gres;i :smith re: Tru.st 

•...•.•. +t:., · F(evlew muitlpie ernali$ -fronl cll.ent; Phaniet call from cllent 
. Etnail from Opposir1.9 Counsel; Eman to cllet"lt 

j 
i 
J 
J 

::: :! 
::, :i ·:, l 
::• :, . ·J 

Page No. 3 

1.5 •$675.00 

$270.00 

0.2 $90,00 

·1.3 $390.00 

r $1,75.0.00 

0.2 $60.QO 
0.2 $60,00 

0.3 $.135.00 

0.1 $;30.00 
0.2. $t!i0,00 
·1.s $540.00 

0.4 $1.20:.00 

0.1 $30.00 
0:,3 $.90.00 
o,i;;; $27.Q,PQ 
0.1 .$46.00 
0.2 .$60.00 

0.·1 ~45,00 

3 •. ~ $98Q.OQ 

1.1;) $85$.0.p 
Cl,2 $60.00 

1 $300.00 
0.1 $46.00 
o:s :$270.00 
0.1 $30.00 

08621 



Dlitte. . _ 
:~/'2.7/2016 
2/27/2015 

3/Q~/2015 

3/02/2015 

~/02/:2016 
3/04/2015 

3/09/2015 

3/09/2015 

a11·01201s 

3/"i.1/2015 

3/11/20115 

3/12/2015 

.3/1.2/201 5 

3/1·2/2015 

3{13/2015 

3/.13/2015 

3/1·(;;/2016 

;3/1!3/2015 

3/16/2015 

3/17/2016 

3/17/20115 

3/17/2015 

:3/'.I 7/:tO 1 5 

3/17/2015 

3/16/2016 

3{19/2015 

3/19/201.5 
3/2~/201!!? 
3124/2015 

3/26/2015 

3/26/2015 

Staff 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

c;IV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 
R.JS 
GV 

GV 
RJS 

GV 

KFS 
.R.JS 
.KFS 

KF"S 
GV 

GV 
GV 

R.JS 

KFS 
sv 
GV 
GV 

Radf9rd .J. Smith, ·Chartered 
~470 St, ROS'9 Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History aau Date: 911.21201 e 

Doscru;,tfon ----·-···-------...,...,_---.....,..,.....,-,---~~--o=-=·u:.::.:rlc..:Q=w,"-· ·-··-·-- . Amount 

.f~eview .letter from Mr, Gregory ·Smith 

Review Oppostn~ Party's Detsilled FDF 
Review .pt'op.osed witness 11st fron, client:. PrJ!!lpare outline of 
.aqdftional wltne$ses 
EmaJls from and to cltent 
Emafl fron:t Opposing Counsel 

~mall ·fro.m and to Anthem. ~.or.e,u-1.,a;lcs; Ema.Ii exchanges with 
clie.nt 
Exchange ernaiJs with c:.Uent 
·Revtew various ema.lls and attaohtnents frorr, client 

Emails from client; Begin draft ·C!:Jf List of VVltnesses; Prepare 
LJst of Expert VV!tneF.1$eS 
·E.mall to and from Mr .. Leauanae 

.Review eii"lail and Biography from ollent 
'Research onllne for V611rJ0q.i; witnesses; .F>repare a .dra·ft List .of 
witnesses · 

·Phone call frqrn "'1r. Merman; !=me1ll from M.r. Herman 

G,;:,nfen:1,nee with .cli<!!nt 
Review ema:11.s from e.iler1t; Resea.r.ch on .att6rney In Callfornla; 
Meet with a;:lient 
·Revise draft of complex Divorce Litigation Plan 
Prepare initial draft of Comp1ex Divorce Litlgatl.on Pl.an 
Prepa..-·e :Subpoen.a Ouoes Teoum for \/Vella F.iargo Bani..;., \,JS$ 
Investments, Jne, Miohelle Gravely, and Bank o.f Am&rl<::l!!I 

Preparation of Oeirtiflcate of Service for Notlc;:e of Qep9sJtJori 

Preparation and Appe:arance at: c;;ise Manage.ml!!!nt Conterenc.e 

F'rl;!paratlon c;if CE!lrtlfh;::1;11.tfi! of Servlo.e for Notloe o:r beposltloh 
Pr1:1paration of· Certificate of Service for Notice of Deposl.tlon 
Conference with client; Attend ce,rse Man:agernent Con.ferenQe; 
R.ev.rew dooumer,ts produoed by Opposln.g Counsel 
Emails from ,and to .client 

Pl")one call with Mr, Dani.el J.affe 
·Review emell and a.oreernent frorn .Jaffe and ·Clemens 
Prepem11d;ion of Cer:ttfic•te of servJc::e to Mlchelle· Gt'avle.Y., P&y.D., 
Re·vlew dJsoovery produced by Opposing Party 

Phone call with ·Wells. Fargo re .Subpoe;tn.l!!I 

'Erna.IT frc,rn Mr .. .Jl;lffe re:· Retainer; Emalf to cll.ent 

0.1 $30,00 

0,2 $6Q.Op 
0,4 $1$0.00 

0,3 $90,00 
Ci. 'i $30;00 

0..6 $180.00 

.0.5 ·$·160.0Q 

1 $~00.00 
1.2 $.3€5Q.QO 

o·,2 $80.00 
2.$ $1,125.00 
2.2 $660.00 

0.2 $60.00 

2.2 $990.00 

'l $$00.00 

1.3 l&t!i,85,00 
1.9 $57C>.00 
2.2 $660.00 

0,1 $10.QO 

1.1 ~496.00 

0.1 $'10a00 
(), 'I $10.00 
·2 •. 2 $600.00 

0,2 $60,QO 

0'.3 $90.00 

0.2. $~0.00 
0,1 $1.0.C)O 
0.2 11160.QO 
Q,2 SEiO,oo 
0.2 $60.00 
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'! ) l Radford J. Smith, ·Chartered 
24 70 St. R.ose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Dam ~-=-on ·--,-,---=--H--,.,..is_t_o_ry __ a~=i~ll~-----------=D.:..·=U..,r;.;.I~, Da<•~:::::m 
3/27/2015 GV .. I Phone call from Wells Fargo Bank 0.1 $30.00 

3/29/201.5 Fl.JS. •.r, •. 1.. Review em"il fro.m ollent 
$/~11201 5 R.J.s • ."If Review email from client re.: exi:,endftUres; e:mell to client 

::::::: ~.: .. ;s:. ..:.· .. ::·.;, .. !;
1

;,.· ~g~~~~~~::::~::::::~:::~• ee• Dleoove~ 
4/Q.3/2015' ,,..., " ~11,1v1ew Defendants' 2nd Supplemental Respor,se ·to .Req.uest 

for Production of Documents· 
4/0€1/2015 

4/07/2011;> 

4/Q~/20115 

4/0.8/2,015 

4/08/2015 

4/08/2:015 
.4/09/20,15 

4/·10/2015 

4/13/201!5 

4/13/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/13/2015 

4/1;3/2011:i 

4/14/2016 
4/14/20,'15 

4/15/2015 

4/18/20'1!:f 

4/'17'/.201. 5 

4M7/201~ 
4/17/~0·l 5 

R.JS 

R:JS 

GV 

KFS 

R.JS 

GV 
GV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

KF.S 

Fit.JS 
R.IS 

GV 

GV 
R-,JS 

GV 

.. :•,r .~eview of Cro.s·r.i Depoe1ttlon o-r custociian of Re.cords of We.Its 

• •• ·• •• • ••. ).;; Fargo. B of A, t.JBS i='inancll!ll 
"t. Review .&ubpoena for Sank .of Amerlcei, UBS and We.Us i='ar~o 

•·•·.J Ema.II from and to cH.ent 
• . Preparation of Plaintiff's. 3rd 1 S.2 ~upplementsll Disolos!,lre \f Reyi.E;1w draft Co1'l'1pl1;1x Civil Llt.igatlon Plem; P.reparo o.utllne o-r > , Changes to Plan;· View .public recol'd report of Dennis Kogo<;:I } 1 encl c;omp;;ire r,;,,oords to l"roduotion 

/1,' Revise Complex Divorce L.ltlgatio1'1 Plan 

f"T R~vlse and file c:lient·s List of Witnesses 

if ~~::::0;,;::1~::;~:~:=~ to continue Case Management 

J ~~§tt~~~~~:::~:::::.:::o~e 
>:,J Ph,pne conft!Bre.nce with client: 

\ .. ·• .. •.:~···!· ~:~::~:::~~& ;~~:a~::".:e .• Ema II from and to Opposing ,Counsel; Phone ,;;all wlih Mr. 
]: J .liotffe'S, pf-flee; Pho:n.e. can With cllen.t 

::-! Phone call with Mr . .Jaff,;:,'s offlc;;:fil 

<t 
:-r. 
+ ('! 

t ., 
,j 

:1 ., 
i 

•.•• ii 

Confereno~ wlih c;l!'li!nt . 
_R:evi:~w of ~m~II frc;un ol!ent - Re; Kogod 2014 !'ncome Tax Prep 
Review of email from client "Re: KoQod 2014 l.noame Tax Prep" 
and Preps.re emall to client, 

Review Motion: Email to J. Jimn,eriaon 
·Revl.~w 1:=x Parte Raqu1aE1t f'ot· OST on .Motion .for Protective 
Orqer 

5 

o.·1 $45 .. o.o 
0;2 $eo . .po 
0.2 $90.00 
2.2 $660.00 

2 $200.00 
0.4 $180,00 

0.6 $270.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0 .. 1 $30,00 

2.~3 $233.00 

2 .. 5 $1,125.00 

4._3 $1,2S:I0.00 

0.2 $60.00 
0.1 $30.00 

0.,5 ,1so.oo 

0.7 $'2"10 .. 00 

1 $1Q0.00 

0.2 $90.00 
0.3 $135.00 
0,.5 $225,0Q 
0.2 $60.00 

0.2 $6Q.PO 

2.5 $'1,12.5.00 
0.1 $45..00 
0.1 $45.00 

0.2 $90.00 
0.1 $30 .. 00 
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!l 
Ith, Chartered 
Parkway #206 
.evada 89074 

History Bill Date: 91121201a 

-~ Staff 
4/17/2015 

·------==~-""'"',......~~O~e~•=·=c=r=i.p~t=io~-n-.,,,_ ____ ~~~------------------"-D""'-u'"-'-'rlccCltlL..__ __ ~.--Am_~_!!! 

4./;'?.0/20 ., $ .JH 

.4/21/2015 R..J.S 

4/2.1 /201 't:i R.JS 

4/21/2015 GV 

4/21/2015 GV 

4/2;'!/2015 R.JS 

4/21/2015 R.JS 

4/22/2015 R..1($ 

4/22/2010 GV 

4/:..>,2f20'.15 R.JS 
4/2S/2015 RJS 

4/Z::S/201 5 GV 
4/24/2015 RJS 

4/24/2016 R.JS 
4124/201$ R.JS 

4/24/2015 GV 

4/2712015 GV 
4/:?."1/201.$ ~.J$ 
4128/201,5 ·R.JS 

4/28/2015 GV 

4/;29/;2!)1? ~v 

4/130/2015 KFS 

4/30/2015 KFS 

4/30/2015 R.JS 

!,;/()1/2015 KF$ 

1:510112015 KF'S 

.P.rep.,aratlon of'Noti.ce of Entry o·f Order 

····17 R.evi.ew of emails from client; emails to client 

:

:,_•··-··:.·,.• •. J•.,.'jj Outline anq Prepare Opposition to Discovery Motion; Ptione 
confel'enee with Mlchae.l Flaxman 

• •. ••,_.',,r•'::i Pu.bllc i:-e,cc:,r:d search on Nadine Kfevsky'e varloufll nam49s; 
1 Emal.J to .J.affe .and Cl.emens 

;c:•,r :Emal.I to Mr. Barthol .. Yacht app~fs1Ei!l 

;·.·······.·.·.1._',:

1 

~~;:,~~~,:er,;,nqe wlt.h $. Po!.s10Ut re: Motlo.n; Emal.I to Mr. 
-f C'onferenc.e with .J. Leauan1;1.e 1;1.nd otient re: st;atus of 

·•· j evaluation; Review of discovery !lent received rn case. 

J •.•• ··_•·.··::.:'::'_J:_···, .. ·j·. E.rpall to• .Shaha.na Pol1:1eUI "R.E: Kc,god - Discovery .Motion'' 
T: Exchange emafl.$ with ·Opposing Counsel; Prepare dppositlon 

to- Motion ·fqr Pn:,1te·c;tlve Order 

''T Erru~II to J .. JlmmerlilQrt 

nq_: Re.view of email from ,J. Allen (Anthe.m Forensics) "RE: 2014 

• .. · •... ·:;'··• .. _•: ... '.:;"t"_·:_·i; :::::::~i:~}de:r;~~r~;::7nngs~::::~f..a: Dlsoovery hearing 

1 Ex.cheu:1ge eroalls with. .Jenny Allen 
Emai.1 tc:, client; Review e,mal! from ¢!lent 

iJ Review the Oefendant'& Complex Divorce Litigation Plan: Smail 

l 
to c;:llo~n·t; l,i:mall from .Cla.r,k E:Jart.hol I ' Phone call wl.th Cheryl W.llsc;m, E:11q., Attornei,y for .Or. G.ri!!vel.y 

, Review letter from Cheryl WI.Ison re: or. -Grevety 
•.. l_.1_·_

1 
Phone conference with .1 .. .Jim.mer.son pursu.,nt to Et;>CR .2.34 

1 Prepare First $upplemont. List c;>f E~pert Wltr1esse,s 
:\T ~xch.-nge ,:,malls with .Jenny .et Anthe.n, t=.or-enslcs; Phone Cali ) j wif,h .JennYi .Prepare- Su.bpoenas fo~ Oenl~a I-LO, Systems 8 

!:•:_:···.·····T·,1,. 6~96':,:;;~~s=l~~;Ms~'!~tc?~~~e/::~ ~':~~cation f.or the Issuance 
'l Preparation of· draft of Plaintiff's Response .to Defendant's 1st 

.. ,i lnterrogatorl-el!I · 
\"f Preparation C>'.fdraft at Plaintiff's Response to .Oeferidant's 1st 
"c 'i' Rec:iyest f.pf .Proc::futj_lon of Ooc!,Jments 
/t R..ev1ew Plaintiff's RepJ,Y t,;:, Qppps.ltlon: L.egal t"'t,e,sear,:,h 

•..•... ·.1 Prepare Certl,flcate of .Service 1o.r Mo.e LLO 

• Prepare CerUtlc&Jte of Servipe for $yst~ms $ Fight Cl.ub 

:1 
i 

} i 

•·•• 1 

Page No. e 

0 .. 2 $20,00 
.0.4 l!l180,00 
0,3 $135.00 

0,$ $160.QO 

0,3 $'1>0,PO 
0.3 $135.00 

2.8 $1,2'50.00 

0,1 $45.0Q 

2 $600.00 

0.1 $45.00 
0.,2 $.90 .• 00 

0.4 .$12.0.;00 

0.2 $90.00 

0,2 $90,00 
0.2 $i;>O,OO 
0..7 $210.0.0 

d.2 $60.00 
0.1 lj;45 •. 00· 
.0,2· $Sl0 •. 00 

0.$ $1t;O.OO 
2.S $780.00 

1 .. a $130.00 

1.4 $140.00 

1.1 $4915.Q,O 

0.1 $10;00 

0.1 $10.00 
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•·•·:1 

··•·• i ~, Radford J. Stnlth.;- Ch;;artered 
24 70 St, Rose Parkwety #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History 8111 

Date Staff 
5/0'1/:2016 

•.••. 1. /E p ...... -r'""t'•on ==----~-==-===--+>-=-.....o:::.:::r.,,.=:<.::e.> ... ,-.--·~---------------------
!f f;i/01/2015 GV 

6/011.2015 R.JS 

5/01/2.015 KFS 

5/01/2015 .K.FS 

5/01/2.015 R.JS 

5101/201.5 K.FS 

5/01/201f;i K.FS 

$/01/2015 GV 

5/04./2015 R,JS 

5/0412.015 GV 

5/04/201~ R.JS 

5/05/201~ GV 

5/05/2015 R,JS 

5/05/2015 GV 
5/Qq/201$ GV 

5/08/2015 GV 

5/06/;.?015 KFS 
5/07/2.015 .GV 
5/0712015 RJS 

5/06/2015 av 
5/06/2015 GV 

5/08/2015 GV 

s1oa1201s GV 
5/1112016 GV 

5111/2015 GV 

5/1,2/2015 ~.JS 

5/1212015 R,J$ 

/'. ;: 

:ir 
Jt )T 
It ;+ 
Jf 
if 

It 
!l 
+ 
~f 
!l 

Ema.ii to Joe. l~aauanai:, 

Pn;tpar.e1;Jon ~nc! .APPe&11.rance at He.!liliring 
Prepar.iatlon of Certlfloate of Service for Applicatio.n to Conduct 
Depo.s.ftjc;,n OyJ of $t$te of System 8 Fight. Club 

Prep·aratlQn of Certificate of Service for Applicatlori to Conduct 
DeposlUon Out .of State of Moe LLC · 

Review.Anthem Forens.lcia' anal_ysis of bennl$ Ko9od's FDF 

Preparation of Certificate of Service for Applioatlo,, to Conduct 
Depo~itlon Out o.f $:t~te of PenlkEI 
l=>re,pare Certificate or Service· for Danika LLC 

Prepare Order for C.ommlsishi>n t<;J Take Dep<;> - Denika L'-,0, 
$ystems a F=lght Club LLd, and MC>.E LLC; Exchange emails 
with Anthem F<,>rl!!ln&!os; Emiaill to Opposing Ooun.sel 
Attend .Qontlnved Case .ocmferenoe; Review c:>f Prop.osed 
Dls.covery Order 

Em0au exchanges with client: Review the video c,f bennis 
Kdgod 

Review of 4!!1mail from cUent e1.nd (!llttaeh.ment: em.ail to .client 
Prepa~ Respon.eu, to Plaintiff's First Set of liitertogatorl.es: 
e~alf to Oppqslng Counsel 
Review of e,mall from client. to Anthem '~M.eet1ng'!; Email to 
ci~~ . 

em~.11 t1;1 f}m:;I from ,t..\nthem, Forensics 
Prepare Cor:n.mlssi.on to· Ta.ke Deposltloh .of Systems a .Fight 
Club., MOE! LLC t;1pd Q,en.ikf!, LLC 
Email fn;~m and. to Opposln,;a Counse.l 
Preparation Of Pl.alntlff's 5th 1 s.2 a.uppleme1i1; 

Emails from client; Phone ~n 'frorn .A.mh\9m F'orenslps 

Review e.rna.!I from cll~nt; email to oll•nt 
!$.mail el<ohange$ with ollent 

Exehange .varlows em.alls with oltent: snialls ·rrom client 

Review Mr. Kqgod's Polltloa.1 Contribuflc;,ns for 2012; Emal! tp 
Anthem .Forerislctl 

Prepare Second, Request for Produo:::tlon of Ooourn•nts 
Phone call with Mr. F1e1yer; EmaO :to .Mr. Fa.yer 

Re.view Brl-ef re .Jotnt Theri;apy .Sessic;,n~; Emal.I to client 
Lei;i~I R.eset;1rc1, re; dlsclosure ot joi.nt th.erapy ses.sions 
Review Briel' re Motion for Pr6teotlve Order 

Page No.. 7 

D.ate: 8/12/2016 

.. o u rfSU!. Amount 

·0 .. 1 $30.00 
1 $.450.00 

0 .• 1 $10,00 

0 .. 1 $10 .. 00 

.0.2 $90.00 
0,1 $10,00 

0,1 $1•0.00 

2.1 $1:!30.00 

1 .. 2 $540.00 

0.5 $150.00 

0.3 $13-S,Oc;> 

~ . .2 $660,00 

0 $0.00 

0 .. 2 $EJO.OO 
1 $~00.0Q 

0.·1 .$30.00 

'),5 $150,()0 

o.s .$90.00 

•0.·1 $45.00 

0.2 $80.QO 

1 $300.00 

0.2 $60.00 

o ... $ $150.00 
•Q •. ES $1BO .• OO 

0.2 $60.00 

1 $450.00 
·0.,1 $41:;;,QQ 
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Radford .J. Smith." Chartered 
2470 St. Rose P-arkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada S9074 

History Bill 

Qme . ·. ··--·-- staJf -~_'._We ·-=O..,e:.a::s,.,c,..r...,t""p .. t,..t..,o...,.n..,___,.,_.,.---~--------
511212.015 .GV ?1 Rev,ew Nqtlce <>f S,;,ttlement Conference; Phone oi;i.11 frorn 

5/1312015 

5/13/201.5 

5/14/2015 

5/14/2015 

5/1.5/2016 
511812015 

5{1.612.01 5 

.5/1.9/20'15 

5/10/2015 

6/20/2015 

.5/21./2015 

6/26/2015 

5/27/2016 

5/27/2015 

5/27/2.01.S 

·5/28/2016 

5/28/2015 
5/28/20'15 

5/29/2011;:i 

5/2.9/2.015 
5/29/2015 

6/01/2015 

GV 

R,JS 

GV 

R.JS 

KFS 

C'JV 

R..JS 

GV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

OV 

GV 

RJS 

.GV 

GV 

GV 
R.lS 

GV 

·, ,., Frisco Fayer 

\{ E:man exchenge.s wlth Mr. Fewer 

.

:, .. •.· .. : ... • ... •.· .. •.:.;',.!!·. ~~:;~/~fi!,!/;,;,e;;~~;r7s!o0
~ oi,:~:~:~ 1~~~;ommunlty; Bei;1lr1 

T: Phon~ ci,,ill with ·Mr. ,laffe's offlcie: E:.xohange ernalls with Mr. 
.• Jaffe'.s .office an.d Opposing Cour)sel: Exchange, email$ with· 

::. 'i client; Rev.few Vldeto titled "L·lfe of Sheldon Kogod'1 
._ •.• _f_'

1
. Pre:pare Supplement tc, .Oppof!111:lon tc:;, Motion ·for Pro~e¢1ve 

Order ::il Research; Prepared memo Re; Joint Attorney COe11t Prlvlle_QE!il 

:_:_ +_
1
; .Preparatlqn of f'laintlff'r. RespQns.e to Oefendant',s ·1st ~equest 

for Production of Documents · 

}{ t=inallze CHsqc:;,ve_ry Resp1=1nses;: Exchan.g!!i! phone CEilllS and 

l_·· ....... ·.i_• ...... • •... ·.!_~··/• .. !;,:',:;· 5;71;::i,.,: JOmm•~on 1: Emal.I to· Mt. Jimmerson; Phone call from Mr. Fl.soo 
Eniall ft'om Mr, Frlso.o; Phone carr ·with. Antt:i,,un F'orenslcs 

ErT1al!s :Eolni;I pf-)c,me c::aUs with ollent; Begin c;tr~ft of $.Ub.po.en,._ for 
.. j Pat MUrphy.sr'ld'Notlce.of Inspection Oak Pass home 
/+., Prepare Subpoena and N9tlce of t;)epo.sltlon of Nady.a 
•: 'l ·Ktiaps_ails, Mhohell Kt,god, Sheldon Koi;ted, Dana Kogod and ; l ME,llr_~h!i!I Kc;>god; RevJsE;!I _a,.nd flru11ll7,e s-..1:>poena for Patricia 

1 .. i,,:.,_ .. t_! ~:~:.:~r .. ~~.;;;;•::.".~a':'~:;::•<>tlon of San "'"""°'' Ceno.n 

·l •Ex-change Etma!1"1· with An:f;hem Foren!5.~QS 

·.·•.•."t_i_ E:;x,;::hange multlpli;i ~malls with Anthem Foni.nslos: Phone call 
, with Anthem Forensics; Begin prepa_ration of Motion to 

::. :j continue Trial; Exchange various emans with Mr'. Jlm_meraon 
l anc::l Mr; i:rl$0<;:1; ~mall Mr Meirk Hern,a.n re Appraisals:; Review 
] UBS statements provided .by Mr, Kqgod; Send e_n,!;!11 to 

•. l.Tt:.. ~~7,~':~.°.,~;.;,::;:~h missing statements fist 

Prepare Notice of Deposition - Dennis Kog.oq 

: .. · .•..•.•.. r.,;

1

. :;i;.::nS:1e lett111r to Opposing Counsel n1t:. $ale of share$ by 

~ Start draft. of Motlol'I to Continue Trlal 

"T R·eview err,all from clle_nt Jt P.repi;,ire l'or St:;at.us Check Hearing; Meet with client and 

( :i 
··· 1 

···• 1 

Page No.. a 

Our/Qty 
0.3 

0.4 

1.6 

1 •. 13 

1 

3 .• ~ 
2.4 

2 .. 5 

0.1 
0.2 

0.5 
0.2 
2.1 

4.5 

0,2 

0.2 

3.5.· 

0 .. 1 

0.6 

0.4 

1.1 

Q.1 

3.1 

Oate: 

A,mo1,1n1:-
$90.00 

$120.00 

'l>720.00 

$460.00 

$4!.50.00 

$87t$.OO 

$240.00 

$7.50,00 

8145.00 
$60.00 

$150,00 

$1;10,00 

$630.00 

$1,350.00 

$!1}0.00 

sao.o.o 
$·1,050 .. 00 

$41;i,OO 

$180.00 
$.120.00 

$330,00 

$4,5,()0 

$930,00 
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Rac;lford .J. Smith, ...::hart.ered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #40.6 
Hehderson, Nevada B9074 

History 8111 
,:::1 

p;;1~ ···~ __ §$Nf __ ,,_Y-.;+~1"'e=._5D~•=·-=s..,c=r--'i-P-t=1~9~"-----,-----
E;;/01 /2016 i .•. f.'.1 e·xper:t;. Attend Hearing. 

t;;/01/2015 
6/01(2015 

8101/2016 

6/01/2015 
6/01/2(>15 

6/0'112015 

6/01/20.15 

6/02/201.5 

6/02,/201.5 

8/03/2015 

6/04/201.5 

6/04/2Q·t5 

6/04/2015 
.8/05/201.5 

6/0S/;2Q15 

6/05/2015 

6/0Bl2Q15 

e'l/06/2()15 

6108/2015 

6./08/2016 

KF"S 
R..JS 

R.JS 

GV 
av 

RJS· 

R.JS 

.GV 

GV 

R..JS 

GV 

QV 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 

GV 

R.JS 

GV 

T Prepare letter to Wells Fargo re paesword 

:.+.' Preparation for H•,i;,rlng; fl\ppeari;rn~f.' ~t .1"'.E1>arln~; Co.nflll'renc.e 
· J with clle.nt .and ,J, Llaauanae }f Review d<;>-cument'!il from Wells Fargo 

; .• ,.,•.·.;',,:i.•, ... ·.·.·.·~

1

1

+::·t:.I' Sf {f f ~!~!f ~i~::::::::: •=m M,. 
Review Amended Det!lllled ·FDF for Dei:inls Kogod 

.s:egin draft of 2rrnt Reciueat for Interrogatories 

'·1 ~xchangEi> .mult_iple pt,onll' cal.le with oilent, wx,:>erts· end 

.,,,,···,··,.· .... •.• •. ·+:.•.!! ~:;!~jr~~ ~;~,::~~dule depoi;iltlons and Inspections; email to 
Stief review of Defendant's 4'1:'1 1 6 .. 2 Supp:l~ment 

T Emi!l.l'ls from client; ~n,alh~ ·to Anthem Forensics 
•·:+ .Prepl;'Jr"' Aroen:ded Notlce.s of D,e~ositions for Ma.roha Kogod, 
':• J ·Patricia Mµrphy anc;I Natjya Khapsells; Mu1,lple emeill 
.. ·1 exeha.nges With client, .Jaffe and Clemens and Opposim;i 
,:: : ,cour,$<el.; Conduc;f re.siearch on .Jennifer Crute St.sitter; Prepare 
:•, l Subpo.ena Duces Teo1.1m and No.tic~ of t;,epositlon for .Jennifer 
:'.:, j steiner; Review letter from Opposing Counsel re: Sah:11 of Stq,;::k 

Review letter frqm . .J •. .Jlrnn,ereo11 

Extem:;led telephone ccmferenc;e with opposln~· counsel, 
Pr$p,1;u·e Su1;>poJ!llnc;1 tor Jennlfer Steine!', Eix.chahge .emails With 
Mr. ··Frisco re Service of v.lalrloµs subpoenas; e~change eimall$ 
with ciient; Phorte cell fro.in Ml'. Fr.tsco re Service -01' M.s; . 
. steiner in Sa.n~ aarl:lar!li!I; Research on .servicia and deposition 
'in ·Santa B.arbare; Exot1ange m1,11,1;1pl.e ·em.all$ wltt, oHetnt re 
Various dates; Phone call from Opposing Coun&1el; Exchange 
m1.1itiple em•alls with Oppo~lng Counsel; P;repara AiY1er\ded 

··· I Notice of l,ispectton of Osik P&1ss Home 
}1 P'repare letter to .J, .Jimmerson 

Cl"
1 

PhQne con·ferenoe With client re: discovery Issues; meniQ to 
file 

·4- .i=ln . ..i:Uze Plaintiff's 3rd Request for Production of Documeiits; 
:•, :i FlnaHze Request. for ln'lll!'rrogsitorh,s 

\f Phone conference wi(h ~nm Jfmrnersor,; !,..etter to .Jim 
:': ! Jimmerson; Second phone conference with Mr·. Jimi,1erson 

111 ~~~~::" t~n, OP::::::oun•:, P~p-,e lotto, ~, OpPQSI~ 

! i. ::: :i 

DJ-rr/Qty 

Q.1 
2~8 

0·.7 
.o·.2 
OS! 

0.3 
o·,:;i 
0.2 
2.2 

0,.2 

o·.a 
3.2 

0.2 ., 
3,2, 

0.3 
1.1 

o,.s 

1.1 

0•,4 

bate: 9/12/2016 

$10.0Ci 

$1,260;00 

$315.00 

$6.0.00 

$6(1,()c;i 

$1.:;ll;i.QO 
$135.¢0 

$6.0.00 

l&68.0,.00 

$90.00 

.$90.00 

$980.0Q 

$90.00 

$45.0.00 

111960,00 

$13.5.00-

!!149~.oo 

$150.00 

$48/;S.00 

$120.0.0 
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Date Staff 
6/09/2016 
6/0~1_201~ RJS 
E!/10/2011:,; GV 

·6/11'/2015 R.JS 

6/12/2C!15 R.Ji:;; 

6/12/2015 RJS 
a/151201 s R.JS 
6/15/2015 GV 

6/1512015 GV 

6/15l2C!15 R,.JS 

6/15/2016 R...1$ 

E?/15/2015 R...1$ 

6/15/2015 KFS 
6/15/201:5 R.JS 

6/1~1'2015 GV 

6/1$/2015 GV 

,6/1,6/2015 RJS 

6117.1201 f;j R:.)$ 

6/17/2015 GV 

6/1712015 .GV 

E,/18/2015 GV 
6/16/201.5 R.J.S 

6/16/2016 GV 

a11s120.1s GJV 

Phone. caU frorn yacht .appraiser; Emnll to Opposing counsel 

Review letter fr':orn J. Jlmmersqn 

Review Notices of DeposJtf.ons 
$def Review of D.efll!!ndl!int's .Sth ·1 e.2 Supplement 
R.eview Mini.ites .from .5/1 /1.6 Hearing· 

Revi<;tw varlou~ em~Us fr9m 91ient re: Ooo1..1ment~ provldep !:>Y 
De.n·nts Kogod to Denise Gentile; email. to Anthem Forensics, 

Prepare letter for Opposing C<,>unsel re: Ol~cc;,y!,!ry pa.st ch.ie 

.Rev!ew OE;'fendant's J\llotlpn to Stay SubpoE1na for Jennifer 
Stelher; Lega.1 ReE1earch · · 

Review Pl~.lntl.f:f'.s E;xperts Appreis~I of the. Y•cht 
Revtew .letter from ~r. J.lmmerson 

Preparation .of Pl.aintlff's 6th ·1 B,2 Supplemente.i Diaclosure, 

R:evlew email frorn olier,t; EITIEII! t.o cllent 

£;:xohar:,ge m1.,dtlp~e emails with Qpposlng Oow,ae.1 re; 
rn.specUon of 1;he Boat; Exchange ~m"!lls with Appraisl!tr: 
Exchange e.ma.lls with ollstit; Ph.one caU from cll'ent; Phone 
c;:~11 from Opposing Co1.1nsel.; 1$xc;:t,ange emails with Marco 
Herman re: AppralsE1I of l:'lorTies 
Exchange ,multiple phone calls and emails with ¢!lent; "evlew 
v:arioUs .emails provided by ell.ant;. Exoha.oge ema.lls with 
Qp•posh,g Counsel;·E·mall ftorn the boat appraiser; Email 
exchang~s with .Jo:a Leauanat11; Review Motion for Protl:!lctive 
Order fll.ed by OJ'.)poslng Counsel; Review Defe.ndant's att, 
NROP 1·f1_2 bis,closures · · 

:B.rief Review Defendant's Response to Plal.ntlff'.s 2nd Request. 
fi;,r Product.Ion .of Dooun,ents 
.Review· Defsnde,nt'.s 6th 1a.2 supplement 
Prepare Client~& t-HPAA 

Exchar1ge multiple emE!illl> VII.Ith Qpposlng Cou.ns!!ll 
Phone o.itU with Nadya's attorney; .Ema II to ,Nadya's .a.ttor.ney 

Review Defendant's Witness List; Review of file 

exchange multiple emails ·with client, Anthe,,·, Forensics, 
Frisco Fayer l!lnc;t Opposln~ counsel; Prepare .subpoena 
Duces. Tecum for Dr. Gravi!IIIY and Dr. Allen 
Email from Qppostng Coµnsel; .Review 1s1nslgne(I Oen.fl<:!\!! Trust; 
Phone .call with .Jenny.from .Anthem Forensic;$; Exohli;lnge 
ernaH~ with . ..l.enny; Re.view IYlotlo.n. for Sttw· and Protective 
,Order; Start draft of Opposition to Motlqn for f;!~y; Emails. from 

10 

Dur/Qty 

0.1 

0.3 
0 .. 1 

0.2 
0.:1· 

0/1 
d.5 

o.~. 
6 .. 5 

0 .. 1 
0 .. 1 

1.7 

0 

3.2 

3.2 

0 .. 1 

0 .. 1· 

0,2 

o.e 
0.2 
0.2 
2.q 

3,'Z 

Date: 9./12,/2016 

$46,00 

$90,QO 

$45.dO 
$90.00 

$45.00 

$45,00 

$150.00 

$~0.00 

$22.6 .. 00 

$45.00 

$45.,00 

$17P.OO 
$0,00 

$960.00 

$980.00 

~45,00 

$45.00 

$60.0Q 

$240.00 

$60.00 

$:90.00 

$7$0.()Q 

$$$0,00 
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.P..tff.!!ll Staff 
6/1.9(:2015 

6/19/20·15 GV 

ES1~1201s R.J$ 

1$/22/2015 GV 

6/2:2/201.~ GV 

6/22/2015 GV 

S/2.3/2 o 1 5 GV 

6/23/2015 R.JS 

8.l.2~/2015 J.H 

6/23/2015 RJS 
6/23/201'.5 (:IV 

6/23/2015 GV 

f.il/;;?.3/2015 GV 

6/23/2015. .GV 

~/24/2015 GV 

6/24/2015 GV 

6/24f2.0'15 GV 

6/24,/2015 GIV 

6/24/2015 R.J$ 

6/2$/201S R.)S 

6/26/2015 GV 

6/25/2015 GV 

8/28/2()~!;r GV 

6/.26/2015 GV 

Radford J. Smith, Chart;E;ireq 
24 70 $t. Rose ParkWay #206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

tiist;ory Sill Date:. .9/1 21201 e 

Descrlp.tfon 
Frisc:c:> Fayer; email to client 

. __________________ _...pl![IQ;!:Y _____ _.::.A~rn:_;c;.. ~o~u~·~"'=-=t 

Email from Nadya's attorney; Emall to cll<9nt 
Telephone conferenoe with Experts ( Anthem Forer,slos) 

Email exchanges with .Opp.:,,si.ng 0.::>1'tnsel; R~vll!.'W Ex !='arte· 
i=tequesit for ·OST; RevhaW OST; Email .e~changes and phone 
ca)ls With client; Ph1:111e call from Clark Barthol'$ Offfce 

Ernall :rrorn and to Nady·a's counsel . 
Meet with .Jenny ·fr:'om Ant.hem Forensics .re Declaration for 
QpposltlPn 

EXchahge numerous,·e.meil!s be~een c::oun$-el and qllent re; 
Depos;ltrons; Prepare Amended Notice of Deposition .and 
S1.1bp.oena for Pat .Allen, Dar:il!il Kogod, Michele C:iravely and 
Mai'sha Kogod; Instructions to Mr . .Jaff'!f'.s office ret: Service on 
P.at Allen;. Exchange phone calls With oltent; .Exchartge emails 
with NadyE1's attorney to schedule her depos.ltlon · 

.~evi.ew Orch;i,r Short.er11ng Time 
Preparattc,n 0f Motloh Fee Sheet 

Review· arid revision of Opposition 
Exchange eml,illl!;I, and phone ·c.alls with Jennifer Allen; Finalize 
.and tile Opposltio.n to Motion for Stay 

Review Order Shortening TJme; Exct,ange e.mafls with the 
Court $nd Opposlni;, Counsel re: Hea.rln9 D.rate 

Exchange ·emails with Opposing Counsel arJd Mr. Barthol r9: 
ISoat ins.peotlon . . 

.Review c;f Em all f.rom Gar'lrna. Varstiney to Ms .. Ma.rtlne.2; RE: 
{<pgo~ ad.,. Qlol'tl~Kogod 

Ernail fr:orr, ~nd to Mr. Fa.yer te: Service on Pat Allen 
E·mail to and f.rorn. Oppo~lng Cou.nsel 

R;evievv .letter from Gherv1 ·WUs,on; Start draft of respone.e 
Exohan.ge emails with Nadya's attorney;· Prep.are Amended 
Subpoena 1S1n<;l Notio"1· c;f c;>eposttlon of Nady1,1 t<napll!alls 
Rerv!e.w l~tter frqm C. WIison, ESQ 

Revi.ew .Defendant's 7th 10.2 Disclosure 
Prepare Amended S9bp9enae ·for Sheldon Kogod and P!llt.r101:.1 
Murphy: Email exchanges with OJ:>poslhg counsel; Emails to 
and frqrn Anthe.m Forenslo.1,1; ·Small& to ¢Ui!int 
Begin dr~·rt. of Mo,1on for .L!iitave to Amen.d CornpJal.nt 

Prop;;ire fo.r OJeoove,y Hearing; Appear at hearing; Meet With 
cllenl 

Phone ~!I to .attorney .In Utah; Ph.o.ne call and email with court 

Pa"e No. ·11 

0.1 

o .. a 
1 .. 8 

o.~ 
0 .. 2 

,.a 

0 .. 1 
0.3 

Z.1 
2 .. 8 

1 

0.4 

0.1 

Q.1 

0.1 
0 . .4 

1.5 

0 .• 1 

-0.1· 

1.5 

1.6 

2 

1.6 

ljl30.00 

$13$.00 
$640 .. 00 

$60,00 
$60.00 

$640.00 

$45.!)0 

$30.00 
$945.00 

$B40.00 

.$300.00 

$120.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$120,.c;!O 

$450.00 

$45.00 
$45,00 

$450.00 

$480.00 

$!1;100,00 

$.4so..o·o 

08629 



.Dat(L_ __ ~----- Staff 
6/26/2015 

8126(2015 R.JS 

6/26/2015 GV 

6/26/2015 GV 

6/26/2015 R.JS 

6/26/2015 R.JS 

6/29/2015 GV 

6/29/2016 ft.JS 

6/.29/2015 GV 

6/:?..9i201.5 '3V 

8/30/2015 RJS 

1$/30/2015 GY 

8/$0/2015 ov 
6/30/2015 .GV 

6/30/2015 R.JS 

710·112015 GV 

7/01_/2015 GV 

7/01/_;/!01 ,e;- R,J'.S 

7/0'.112015 R..J~ 
7/01/:2015 R.JS 

Radford .J. Smith.; .Chartered 
.2470 St. Rose Parkweiy #206 

Henderson_, Nevada 89074 

His.tQry BUI ·oate: .9/12/2016 

C)escrlptl.on ---··-·---·--------------------0-·;.;:u;;.r=-l~.;ll..____ Amoupt 
repor:ter In Utati;: Prepare amended Su.bpoe,,a- Du~es ·Tecum ------'--'--''"'--, 
and N.otice of Deposi.tion of .J~n-nifer .Steiner; Prepare 
Acceptance of Service; Email to Opposing Counsel 

Review emali from .client. 
En'lall to arid from Cl.arl"t Barthol; Email .e,cohange"!I ·with 
Opp.oslng Coutlsel · · 

e.n,all to Nadya Kt,apElalis' at_t91'.nE1y 

Preparation an_'¢f Appe.aranc;e et He.arlng With Discovery 
Commissioner 

Review _le1:ter from $, Sandler 

Prepare l;lreft of Stipulation and O.rder to place monies in trust: 
Ex¢har1ge multiple ·-email-$ wl:th ,:.Ji,ant 

Prepare strategy -for discovery of information from, Dennis 
Kog-od; L.egal Research re adc;litipn of fraµd cll;llm 

Phone call to Private Investigator re; Service on Nadya 
Kh-apsali$; emaH to private, lrwestlgator; Review le_tter from 
Nadya's counsel; Prepare Second Amended Notice of 
C:,eposftJ9n anq Notlo$ of Deposition; Em·al.1 to Mr. J.imr'r1erson 
and Nadya's Co1.111sel; Exohan_g_e m,..ltlple ema_ll!!i3 with ol(ent 
arid Anthern F'orenaloss 
Exch.artge erruillls with Mr. Barthol; Reyl.ew the boat ~ppraclsal; 
Emel.I to Client 

Review emails from oliertt; Emails to cllent; Review 
cc::,rrespond~npe fro_m Qpposlnq Counsel 
Exch,e;1nge ,,,u1up1e eml!ills With oi:;si:,oelng-Counsel and client 
r~; S·E!le. of q9at: l;h~le Qf s~oc!<; Pu.rchase- of cpndominh.,rn; 
12:><ch.ange e.mail.s with Opposing Counsel re; lnspec,,"1:lon of c;>ak 
F>ess Hom.e: Phone oa.11 with Mr. Marc Herman 

Ema-Us t.o arid from Anth.em Forensics 

Email from and- to Jacot, Gqnter, Esq. re: D0mestle1atlcm pf 
$ubpoenia.Duc:es Tecum and Notice of Deposition of .Jenn\fe.r 
Crute -$telner In U.tah; Email frpm and to Court Reporter In 
U~h -

Rev!IEl\/\1' Denil,;a Membll!rshlp· Purchase Agreement 
Email to Mr. Jimrtiersan re: -Status of Acceptance .of Service of· 
M-s-. Steiner's deposition 
ErnaU tQ Opposln~J- -001.rnsel re; -Deposltl.on of Mltch•JJ Kogod 
Review A.rn-.ru::ie~ Notlo_e of oepo;sltlon of .Banana J~epubHc 

Phone .c-onference with G,, Kogod (extended} 
RaVleW pro.posed Stipulation and Order; _Pt,o;:,ne conference with 
J, ..• JJn-imerson.: Ph.one conference with .J. Alll!th· at .Anthem 
Forems1~, ,Revl~w qt" subpo!19.na to O"!!!Vit lnq. 

Page No, 12 

0.1 $46.00 
0.3 $9.0.00 

0.,1 IJl30.00 
1.5 $675.00 

-0,1 "$45,-00 

3 $900.00 

.2.2 $990.00 

1.2 $380.00 

0-3 $90.00 

o_._$ $22$.QO 

~--2 $~$0,00 

o.~ -$90.00 
Q.1 $30.00 

0.2 :iiao.oo 
0.1 $~0,0(! 

0.1 $~0.00 
0.1· $,45,00 

o.e $270,00 
1.2 $&40.00 
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7/01/2.0'15 

7/01/2015 

7/01/2015 

7/01/201!5 
7/02/2015 

7/0:2./2016 

7/02/2015 

7/02/201.5 

7/02/2015 

7/02/2015 

7/06/2016 

7/06/2015 

7/0$/2015 

7/06/2015 

7/07/2016 

7/07/201.5 

'7/Q7/20'.1 ~ 

7/06/2015 

GV 

RJS 

GV 
RJS 

GV 

R.JS 

R...JS 
GV 

R.J.S 
R.JS 

GV 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

<.;JV 

GV 

R_evlew t;>e_fendarit's 8th -·18.2 Suppl.,.me:,nt 

Em!i!H from Oppo$ing Co1..11,sel; Pr&pare Amended Subpoena 
arid Notice of .Deposition of Mltc::hell Kc;>go~; .Emal! to Oa11l.e,I 
Jaffe 
.Confere1"'1oe wtth .J. L,;,a1..1anae and J-. Allen; R,eivlew of 
QOmmw:nleatiot'is between counsel; Phone c;onf-e-rence with 
Michael Flaxn:n;:i_n · · 

e:i<ctiange emall.s wtth .Jacob Gunter re, St•bpo.ena to .1ennlfer 
St~inei:-
Er:mail to· .Jenny Allen; ConferEHlCS- with Mr. Smith and· Anthem 
Forenslos re: Fraud lsisue and prep'l!lrl.-,g for .th.e Deposition of 
Pat.Allen ·· · · · 

Exchange errislls with client; Revise 11n(;;I serve $µt,pqem.&1 
Duces ·t"eicum ·for DaVita; Revise Subpoena for Mitchel! Kogi;,d; 
Exchange em,aUs wlth -.Jaffe and Clemens re $ervJee of 
S.ubpoena on Mitchell Kogoq 1o1nd DaVita 
Excharige rnultlple ern.ails with Opposing Counsel re: 
Outl!'ltandlnQ Issues .and .other related matters 
Er-nail to Joe artq Jenny from .Ahtherti Forensics 

Excha11ge multiple em.alls with Opposing Counl!Jel, c;ilient, 
eo.uneel for _Ms. Khsps·alls; .Review documents provided by 
Opposlna Coun~el; E_xonange emaUi,, with -D•nlel Jaffa'$ office 
tegardi-ng schedulln" Nadya's depo,sltt9n and &'!'~\l_ng 

Page.No. 13 

Oateii_: !11/121201e 

01.11"./0ty Amount 

2,2 -$~eid.OO 

.o.a $90 .. 00 

0:2 $9.0 .. 00 

1.5 $41,;0.QO 
(),2 $90,0d 
0.7 $210.00 

0.2 $190.,:00 

o., $45.0() 

3.$ $1,060.00 

0-~ $226.00 

O .• a {1;135 .. 00 
o._s $240,00 

1.2 $640:0.0 

0.4 $120.00 

-1, $~QO.QQ 

1.2: $36·0.00 

1.5 $450.00 

o .• -:.? $60,QO 

;2.!;) $870.00 
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.Q_f,'l_te __ St_aff 
7f08?2Q15 

7109/2015 KFS 

7/09/2015 GV 

7/09):?01 /iS GV 

7/09/2015 GV 

7/10/20'15 ,Jf-1 

?/10/2015 ,JI-I 

7/1 Q/.2015 JH 

7/10/2015 GV 

't/10/2015 Jl-i 

7/10/2015 . .JH 

7/1.0/2015 GV 
7/1~/.20'1$ RJ$ 

7/13/2015 GV 

7/')~/2015 :GV 

7/14/2016 GV 

7/14/2016 CG 
7/15/2015 R.JS 

7/'.f€i/2Q15 GV 
'7/i!S/2015 R. . .J$ 

·7/17/2015 RJS 

7/19/.2015 R..JS 
7~Q/2Q19 ~v 

7121/201.5 R.JS 

7/21/2015 GV 

7122/2015 KFS 

Radford ,J. Smith, Jhartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #20S 

Henderson.,. Nevada ·89074 

History BIii Date: 8/1:Z/2016 

De.sc:rl·ption ____ . --···-...... ~9!)( ·-
cc;>nff!!1"enc!!t r,oo.m!li;: .Phon,;;,pall wfth Jaffe 1;1nd Otemen:5! 

Prepare ,Affidavit of Service of ,Jennifer Crute einc;l Nadya o.$ 
Khaps.aHs 

.Qontinue work on IVlotJon for L.eave to Amend Oomptetnt 0 . .2 
E;.xc;hang!=! emails wm, Opposln~ Co.uhsel and client o.a 
Em.all and phone call WJ.th Marc Herman Q,4 

Pl'.'E!pa,atlon of Proof of Se.rvlc,a, f<;>r s1;u1ldi;>n Kogod o.:a· 
prepa.rs11tlon of Proof .of Service for a Fight o.a 
Preparation.of Prod1' cf Se.Nice of Dana Kogod o •. 3 

Exchange emails With Opposing Counsel; Exchange em.ails O.!;i 
w.1.th ,Jaffe and Cl.amens 
Preparation of Proof of Servlc.e. ori Patricia Murphy o,a 

Preparation of Pro,;,f" of .Service for Oenika L!-.C Q.;3' 

Exchange email$ with client 

EmiaiJ to M .. Flaxman; Emails to ·!!Ind from client 

Exchange emails With Opposing Counsel; e:xch~nge emails 
wJth ol'lent; ·Ema II to Anthem Foremsios; Continue riaviaW of 
cller.1t's variOUl!I· emails for IVlotlon 'l'or ~&1Vfiil to Amem:f Complaint 

!=;mall. exchanges ·with ME1rc H!i:!rm.e.n 

Prepare Case :Status.; Exohang.e e.malls with Opposing 
Qoum:u,il, client and Anthe.m Forenslc;.s; Phone c•II with 
Anthem Forensics; F'hori<!;I conferenoe,wl~h Qpposjng Counsel, 
Phohe ca1r with office of .Jaffe and .Clemens 
Prepare dl$Covery file 

Phone co:;,nf~ren99 wit.1-:i D. Marks an'-' .J, ,.IJmmere.on 
:Erru;llf from .Jaffe an<;! Ch;,mens reg·ardln~ Subpoena to DaVlt&if 

R.evlse Status. of Caae 
Revle\lv of lneome ·Tax, 2014 .support 

.Prepare 9utl!ne J'9r 0PPO$ltlon to $t&ly 
~maO to Opp.oslng Counsel; EtmaU to and fJ"Otn Anthem 
Forensics; email 1c:? IVlf;l. WHsop; Pt-:io.ne c:all wtt.ti Mr, D.ranfel 
Mar.:ks 
R~vlew ·of flle; :Preparation and Appeararu:;e at $tl!iltus ct:te.~ 
Prepare for $tat'-'!11 Check Hearing; Meet with ¢1lent .and ,Jenny 
Allei'i; Attend Statue Check Heartng; Prepare Stfpul.atlon ·and 
On;:ter re: $3, 1 M.UJlo.n and .Sale gf Ya,;,t,t; Email to C)ppc:i111ng 
Counsel; EmaH to Sharon sandier re: Nl!\tjya :Khapsalls' 
depo:sltfon 
Preparation ·Of Plaintiff's 8th 1 a.2 .supplemental Disclosure 

Page No. 14 

0.2 

0.2 

2 .. 1$ 

0;1 

2.a 

,2· 

o.a 
0.1 
01.,a 
0.2 
0.:2 
1 .. 3 

1.5 
3.1 

2' 

$30.00 

$60.00 

$240.00 

$120,QO 

$ao.oo 
$30.Q.O 

$30,00 

$1:s·o.oo 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$60.00 

1$9Q.OO 

$780.QO 

$30,00 

$840,0(> 

$~00.00 

$3eo.oo 
lj.30.00 

$810,QO 

$8Q,OO 

$90.QO 

$390 •. 00 

$67$ .. 0() 

$930.00 

$200.00 
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I 

: I 
l 

Radford . .J •. Smith; Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Hender.son, Nevada 89074 

History Bill > I 
~
711

a.~~.f.t,!_
00 
.. _

11
._
55

_. __ _;S=ta=ff~.~~:,,i'.·.•.-,;,,,;',.··:!+',.•.,,:.··~/E~-,_~o~.~e~s~c~rlu..P~t~•~o~n.,_ ____ _ 
.o..c. ... GV , E><ctlang.e emails with client; Email to Marc Herman; Email to 

Qppe>slng Counsel · · · 
if ~xc11·a11ge multiple etnails With Opr;>os.ln.g Counsel's offl.ae; 
!,' J E.miail from Neu;jya Khapselis's ooun$eil: Prepare Th.lrd 
· ·, .Amended SOT and NOD of Nadya Kh"'psalls; Prepare 
(, 11 A.ccepta.nce of Service; email to Nadya Khapsalis'is oouhsel 

ii+ :~a~~!:1
:~dQt:u;;~~~$m1an' . . 

!jit Re\ilew of email from cllent - RE: A .eouple o·f quf;ltstle>nfll;· emE!I.! 
:, J io c;li.ent 

't Email to client 
/,+ Review of email from M, Herrnan.;, Email t9 clieqt : .. , 
· ·T Review email from client; Erru;ill to client ) t .Small from Oan Jatre's office t.e: LA Courity Lawsuits search 

i',•···.,,.·.•:_l::·,,·.-.rT!•,, •. :;;,. :::,:~e;~
1

e~:i::~:.s ath 1e.2 supplement Left :mess·age and .errtail to and fi".om .Ja.oob Gunter re: 
$4bpoena to l!'>telm;ir 
~m.ail exohanges with :attorney for Nadya Khap!llalls t ~:=~~r~ and to Opposing Qounsel; Emafl to A<nthE;l!IT) 

,,·t Review Order·nom Hearirig on 7/123(16 

'·:·····+:· En1.aH to Opp.osjng Oc;,,4,nsel re: St,fp1,.1latif;m s;i.ncl Order re.: Yacht 
.e.ind Condo 

: Review Dermis' discovery r.E!lsponse\S: .Err,aU tc::t ¢11.ent + Rev1ew lc;,,ttEil!.r :from DaVh;e 
::t I Phon.-,- call from -Jenn.y .Allen; Ernalla ·frc:;n,· '1enny Alle.n 

",·1. smalls from iartd to ollent; Emails fro.m and to Opposing 
::; Ooi.tnseJ :it ~:.:~!~~;" Op,:,oslng Counsel; Email .to ollent and Anthem 

"'f Revl"'w Motion for .Protective Orderc; Review Discovery 

II'.-+ ;~7.:;;;,, Jenny Allen;. Phoi'.le call with olle.nt; Eftiall to 
I Oppo.slng Counr;Jel; Review Motlo.n for Prote.otlve;, Ori:t.er; Erru;iil 

. I to NadyS's oo.unsel · · 
•.:+ R.evlew en1alhi frQrn client; Emalia to cll.en·t 

712312.016 GV 

7/23/2015 GV 
7123/2015 RJS 

7/2$/2015 R.JS 

7/23i2015 R.JS 

7/23/2015 RJS 

7/24/201.5 GV 

7/24/2015 R.JS 

1/27/2015 GV 

7/27/2016 GV 

7/28/2015 GV 

7/26/2016 RJS 

7/.30/2015 GV 

7/30/2015 GV 

7/30/2015 GV 

7130/2015 GV 
7/31/2015 GV 

8/03/2015 ~v 

8/04/2015 RJS. 

B/04/2015 GV 

0105/2015 Ft.JS 

(f Review Errata;, to Motl<:;,11 

)·f Review A,nth~m F1:>re.ne,Jos Poc1.,1ment l"iteqyo~t 

•·•· •I /' 

6/0.6/2016 R.JS 

8/05/2015 R.JS 

Page No.. ·15 

) I 
::; l 

0.5 

1.8 

0.2 
0.2 

o·,1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.3 

O·A 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 
0.2 

g,_3 

,0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

o·.a 

Q.3 

·1.2 

0.4 

0,1 

0.2 

.Date: 9/12/20113 

$15Q.oo 

$60,Q.0 

$90,0Q 

$415.00 

$9Q.OO 

$13:5,00 

$90.ClO 

$180.00 

$30.00 

·$3.Q.OO 

$60 .. 00 

$1~5.l)O 

$60.00 

$90.00 
$30.00 

$120.00 

$120.00 

$9.0.00 

$1~5.00 

$38.0.00 

$180,0Q 

$4$.00 

$80.00 

08633 



ill 
···. :! 

J 
J 
l 
l 

Rad'f'qrd .J. Sii1ith,·Chlirtered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway ~206 
Henderson, Nevada .89074· 

Hhi~tory 8111 

,.,o"'.""a'-'t=e~~-,----S"". '-.;t"'a'="ff~-.,,...•• 't.!s_._Qest,.!jp..!fsLl;L.... ___________________ ·---- Our/~ 
8/0512015 RJ;s \1 Review· and e1xecut1.on of"•Stlpuiatlon and Orde.r re: ,:;roperty 0.2 

S./Ot;;/:0:015 

1$/06/?.0'15 

8/07/2015 

8/10/2015 

8/10/2015 

8/11/2015 

8/11../2015 

8/12/201S 

Bl12l:20•1:S 

8/1:2/2015 

8/1:Z/2015 

8/1412..015 

B/14/2016 

a1141,:ao15 
8/14/2015 

6/14/20115 

8(171.2015 

a11s1201.s: 

8/18/201!5 

6/19/;.?015 

S/1W:0:016 

GV 
R.JS 
GV 

C3V 
GV 

.JH 
GV 

JH 

R .• IS 

GV 

GV 

QV 

GV 

GV 
GV 

R..:JS 

FWS 
GV 

RJS 

GV 

RjS 

::, 'l transfers 

}t; ~m;i!US 1:rom an~ to Ar,them Forensics 

\f; Review of Plalotiff's 9th 1 e.2 .Supplement 
\-t E.mail :from .. lenny re Payrnll!nt.s to lrnmedlate Family; 
::. ·1 l=>:change emails. with Opposlhg counsel; E.xchang.e e,malls 
.... , wi:th ollen~ 

lt1 
•1 

'lj 
\~ 

Il ····· 1 
i! I 
.: 1 

.... I 

Review Appraisals for Oak Pass, arid Cohdc:imlnlume. 

Exchahg.e multiple emails with Opposlng Oouriisel, the offh::e qf· 
Dian Jaffe, couns-el' for Nad)ta Khapsalls., client arid Anthem 
Forensics to resc;hedule d.epo:sltlPnEI .of Pat Murphy, Sheldon 
Kogod, oana KogOd, Marsha Kogod, IVlitohell Kog.od and 
Dennis J<ogod; Exchanr.1e emails with Utah counsel re: 
Amenc;led Deposltlc:>n of Jennifer steiner; Pn!tPElrE! Amende,::t 
Notices of Depositions; Prepare AoOE!Pteince of ·Service. re: 
$te1ne.r ano tc;:hapsalls 
.Prepare Stlpulatlon and Order to Vacate Hearing 
Email exc;hanges witl-:I Qpposlng Ooun$el l!il,nd cll.ent; lSmaJI 
exchEOis:;;-es with Office -of .Jaffe· and Clertien$ 

Preparath:,n of Notice of' en,ry i;;,f O.rdfil:r 

.EmliliJ.S tc:;, D. Marks; EmaHs to Clfent 
·Prepare Third• Request fbr lntern::,ge1torle$ and Pourth Request 
for Pr,;;,<;h,u:,tiQ.n of O·ooµments 
l=;?(change. em1!1Us wlt.h clie:h.t; Em!!IU tt> Oppoaing Counsel; 
e:maU rEig.ardlng the boat · 
,L.ett~r to Qpposlng Counsel; E;xahange emails Witt, oitent; 
Exchange emails with Qppo.elng Go.un•el 
·Review rnu(tfp!e• ~mails from Jaffe· fltnd Clemens 

E.meiil fron, 1i1.nd to .DaVita 
.E:ic:chan.ge em•all.s with Opposing .Counsel re.: Trar,sfer·of·funds 
frpm s;;;tl11t of .boat 
Phone oon1'erence with D. Marks; Memo to file 

Phone .oonfereno.e With D .. Marke 

E;mall to .Jl:!ICOI;) Gunter; Phone cal.I with OaVlta re: Narrowing 
the Subpoena; Email from and to .Jenny Allen 
Revlew of subpoena .requests; Preparation for conferenc.e; 
.P.hone- i:::onfere.noe With DaVita offlcl.als re.; Discovery 
P.n·one c1=11J and emalits from .Jenny.Allen; Ptioi"le call with ,cllent 
r~: M~r Deposition 
Revlew Jetter from .J. Swerdlow to 0 . .Jaffe,. Exchange emails 
with client; t..egal resea:rch re h.iri.s.dlctlon for (;lisoovery m.otion 

Page No. 18 

0.4 

0.2 
Q,7 

0.$ 

4 .. 3 

0.2. 
0.2 

o.~ 
0.3 
1.IS 

0.,3 

1 

•0.4· 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 
·0,3 

0.7 

1.2 

0 .. 5 

·1.:1 

Oate: .9/12/2016 

Amount 
:1300,00 

~120.00 
$90.00 

$210.00 

ljli,10,'0Q 

$1,280.00 

$:20.00 
$eo .. oo 

,$30 .. 00 

$135.00 

$480,00 

\'Ji;90.00 

$300.00 

$120"00 

$E!O,OO 

$150.00 

$2.2..5.QO 

$13f?.00 
:,1>210.00 

$540.00 

•··150.00 

$495 .• 0·0 
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Radford .J. srr,lth, Chartered 
2470 St. Ro~e Parkway #206 

Henderspn, Nevac;la 89074 

History Bill 9/12/2016 

Date Stan 
8/19/2015 

j I 
=.,=..------'=="'--"'1-11,,.1_,,e=--=D'"'e"'.""s_.c"'r'"'l""p""'tl.on ----·····-·----------~~------------'O=-=u,,."-'rl:..;Cl:::,.,t:.2Yc....... ____ _ Amount 

$90.00 

$30,00 

$~0.00 

8/1S/2015 R..JS 

8/;20/~0115 GV 
6/21./2015 R.JS 
·812"1./2015 KFS 

8/21/20'.15 GV 

6/26/2015 GV 

8(2.6/2015 KFS 

8/26/20'15 GV 

!;l/27/Z0'.1·!5 GV 
.e/2'11201 s GV 

8/28/2015 Ft.IS 

6/28/2015 GV 

8/31/2016 GV 

8/31/2.015 R.JS 

8/31/.2015 R.J$ 
9/01/2015 GV 

9/01/2015 QV 

9/01/2015 R.JS 

9/02/2015 GV 

9/0212015 R..JS 

9/02/2015 R..J,$ 

9/03/2015 GV 

''l" Exch"'nQ!al em~.!ls with c;,H~nt 
J:i!f .l::meill to Ufah o.ounsel re: Steiner's deposition 

' T Exchsmge emails with client if Prepar'!ltlc:,n .of Pl~lnt,ff's 10.th 16. .. 2 S1;1pple.rnente1I Pi111clos.ure 

"t l=:m;;,111· from Jacob Gunter; 13.malls frol"f'.1 and to cllent; Phone 
) :,j call from Nlcol.e Young 1 ;Z:ti,;,~;:~~;::;g$s regarding service of subpoenas front Jaffe 

1 Pr"5lpare thr!!te cover sheets :einc.:I t'Ue Prpofe .ot Service fo.r 
: 'ii ~t~:::nas to Stie!don Kogoq., ly'lars_h~ Kogq~ ~nd Patriqla 

Email exchanges with Oppc,sing C:o',!n~etl; Revl1;1e tt,e 
deposltlof'I of' Sheldon Koi;,od, Emafl. exchanges wlt.h .Joe and 
Je.nny 

f>repara draft Motion for Leave to Arnehd complalht 
EmarJ ax.chan1,1es -With Opposing Co1.rnsel 

Meeting with Jenny Allen re PeposiUons 

l\llee\ing with J,enny Allen and clle,-.t ·to go over deposition 01' 
Nadya KhapsaJls and Patricia Murphy; Ema.II tQ and frc:,,m 
Shau,,a. net Service on Mitchell Kogod; Phohe call with Sheiuha 
·Exchi.O·i'ge emails re ·servlo.e ,of Process.; e.rnaJls to Opposing 
-Counsel; Emeils to and trom elient: Phone call "lll(ith Opposing 
Courrs.el: Email 1;q Qpposlng Qouni,u;il re: Ph_c;,ne call 

!;:man excnang.;is with D' .. Mar~s, 
Review -email (rom G. Vars.hney to D. Marks 
Prepare Subpoena Ouces Tecu.m for Btelner',s Deposition ln 
$anta :aarl:>ara: lnstrqctlons to Caiit'o.rn.ia oOUhs:el to se.rve
steiner in. Santa Barbara; Ac,fvlse I.Jtah counsel. to also s<;,rve 
Steiner Kogod.; Exchalige emails with ·opposing Counsel re; 
Service on· SteJner · · 

ConUn.ue work on Motion for Leave to Arnehd Complaint 

Exchange .emails with Q. Mark.is 

/T E;><qt)ange m!-lltlPlo ~m.alls With Opposlog Counsel re: 
·! Depositions and .other case relate,d issue~; E~cha.ng.e :emEl!il!!! 

••• j with .lenn.y Allen;. Phone cail with Jenny All.en; Email 
·· · e.Xvhange~ wl~h Oa.r:> "'affie;t's office · · •,t Review letter from 0. ME!'rks; t=man to 0. IV!ar!s:• T !:;;,~ii exochange!ll with Ollent; Ema.I.I e.xchanges with Jenny 

!i'1 Prept;1re Nc;;,tes on JVlptlon to Compel for D~Vlt.a's R.$oords 

::, :1 

JI 
P,.ag!sll No. 1.7 

••• J 
:: l 
.:. i 

0.2 
0,1 

0.2 
1-4 
0.,5 

.0.2 

0.4 

0.4 

1 .. a 
0.·1 

2.5 
2.5 

~,2 

0.2 

0 

1.5 

1,8 

Q,2 
4;3 

.0,3. 

0.3 

2.2 

$140.QO 

$160.00 

~40.00 

-$1.2.0.0Q 

$540.00 
$30,00 

$1,12.5.00 
$7so·.oo· 

$.960.00 

$90.00 

so.i;io 
$450 .. Q~ 

$540,00· 

$90.QO 
$1,200 .. 00· 

$1·:se.oo 
$135.00 

$680.00 
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J;;'IJ!IJ:,~ 
9/0:3/2015 
9/03-/2015 

9/Q3/2Q1«;; 

$/04/2015 

9/04/2015 

~/0~/.ZQ1Q 

lf;l/013/2015 

9/0$1/201·£; 

.9/1,0/20"1 5 
9/10/:2015 

9/10/2016 

9/10/2.()15 

~110120·15 
9/11/201.5 

9/1112015 

9/1.2/201.5 

·9./14/201.5 

9114/2015 

91'14/.Z015 

9/14/2015 

9/15/2015 

9/15/20·16 

9/15/2016 

Q/15/2016 

staff 

GV 

GV 
GV 

GV 

KFS 

Rt.JS 

R.J$ 

RJS 

.R . .JS 
R.JS 

R,JS 
KFS 
RJS 

R.JS 

RJS 

RJS 

R.JS 
·R .• J.S 

R.JS 

RJS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

<'.3V 

:.:i 

••·. l :1 

l1l 
ItE Description 

Radford .J. Smith; ·Charte.red 
2470 St .. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

~xchange multJple phpne calls with .Jenny Allen re: Preparing 
.for the •Deposltloh Of Nadya Khapsalle;.; Ernall to Nadya's 
co.um;el.; F.':mal.1 to Dan .Jaffe re:. Deed;· Ernall from Opr:,oslhg 
Counsel 

Em"'il to cl.lent .re: Setting C>ther Deposlttons 
Review documents from DaVita re: Response to S1.,1bpoena 

F'rep~l'e Fourth ~et c;,'f lnlerr:ogatories; l='lfl;h Request for 
Production of Documents; Exchange emails wit.h .Jenny Allen; 
Exctuang<3 emails with Oan . .Jaffe's office 
Organ·ize rnulttple lnoomlnO 1 a.2 Dlsolosure proqucticm$ in~o 
discrete digltal folders of Individual eussets, and accounts 

f•tevlew emaJI l!lhd attachment frori'l .Jertny Allen .te: Pr.oposed 
·quel!l<tic;,ns 
qonferen,:;:e with client end J. Aller,; Preparation and 
A,ppear·anqe at Status •QheQ~ 
ContlriuE!cl prepJilrEttlcm for Deposition of N. Khap$alis 

:Meeting with client .and .J. Allen 

Travel to Califernla; Conference with D!i!!n .Jaffe 

Review of lnte~poµseal ·rra.n•fer Deed 
Prj':!lp1;mation o:t P.lalntifr.s 1 ·1 th 16 .. 2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Review etnai.l from .Shauna l_evlne 

Conc:t:uct Deposifion of Nadya Kt,apsaliis: oonfen~n.Qe. with 
client · 

Travel time fro1n .Califor,,1.,. 

.fl.E!lvlew e.m.fi\jl fron, .J. Allen to Court ~eporter: 

R:<!lview emails from cHe.nt; Review· email. from .J .. Allen 

RievieW letter frorn .J. B.alley ( P. Murphy's attorney) 

:Review email from Lorna ~lff; R.evJew Qf qocl.!m~nta; from 
DaVita• 
Review discovery requests from opposing par1;y 

:Prep'!91ratlon fo.r Deposition o( P. 1Vh.1rphy 
:Review Mo.ti.on for Order to ·Show· c·ause; ReVh!'tW of ftle 

E:xoh:ani.i.e multiple emails With client and Opp.osing C0unsel; 
Review discove.ry reqt..1ests propounded by br:,pc)slng. Party: 
em.all to ollerit; Review Motion for Or"df,'r t9 .She>w c.-...use; Begin 
draft o·r Oppc,si~ic:,n; Re'\flew erm,1lls reQ!iil'.dir,g s.erv!ooeo; Ernall to 
.Jennifer Steiner; Email ·tci• Utah C,;;,.una>C\111; .Prepare Stlp1.1latlon 
a·nd Order re: Depositions; Exchange. emails with Opposing 
Cot,.1n$ek g:mall to .Oppo$h1Q Counsel re: DaVita doeu.r-nents; 
Emai.l ·exchanQes With .Joe and .J.enny 

Peig'3 No. 1.e 

Date: 9112/2016 

Ou.r/Qty Amount ·---,----
1.6 $480.00 

0 .. 2 ·$80.00 

o· •. 2 $8Q.O.Q 

3 .. 3 $990.00 

$,9 $5!,10.00 

o .. 3 $1.,5.00 

1·,s $8~0,00 

2 ..•. 4 $'1.<:>80.00 ,.s $6"16,00 
3.$ $1,710.00 

0.1 $45.00 

·1 •• 5 :$160.00 
0,2 $90.QO 
.9.5 $4,275.00 

1 .. s $.67$.00 

·o $.0.00 

0.3 $135,00 

0.1 $4ts.Q0 

0 $0.00 

0,3 $1~5.00 

1.8 $810.00 

OA $180.00 

5.2 $1,.5t;;d,OO 
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Date 
-9h512016 
9/'1.51201.5 

9/15/2015 

$/'lq/2015 

9/1$/2015 

9/1El/:.t015 

S/1St:Z015 

9/17/:2015 

9/17/2015 

9/17/2015 

9/17/2015 

$i/18/2015 

9/18/2015 

.9/18/2016 

9/1.a.12011;.1 

9/21/2()1,5 

8/21/2015 

$/2.2/2(>15 

!;J/2~/201!5 
9/23/2016 
9/23/20t5 

$/23/201/5 
9/231'20··1.;5 

9/2.4/201 5 

9/24/2015 

Staff 

RJS 

RJS 
R.JS 
R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

1$,V 

RJ.S 

R.J.S 
GV 
($V 

RJS 

R.JS 
R,JS 

GV 

RJS 
GV 

1$,V 

R.lS 

GV 

KFS 
R,JS 

KFS 

KFS 

flt 
it 
•.••• , 
:: .. ::1 

i\} 
n rr 
····t 
•••·T ••T 
••• I ••• 1 ,, .i :r 
If 
:t 
:·, :r 

•.•• I •••. t 
::- :~ 

·' .; 

Description 

Radford J. Smith, Chartered 
:24 70 $1; •. Rose Parkway #20.6 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

·--~-------------
E:Xch;angq emails with cttent; Exchar1ge ernalls with L .. Riff; 
Exchange emails with J .. Leauan\9e · 

~evlevv !.li'tt~r from D .. Me.rt~$ 
Meeting with .J. Allen and G. Kogod 

Oep.o.sltlcn of P. Murphy and. pc.,~t D~posltlon oorrferfii!OO!lit Witt! 
¢!lent 
Exchange multiple emalls. wlt.h client; Review of Pisoovery 
R.esppnses frpm D. Ktr1!;1.0d 
Exchange emafls with Dari .Jaffe.'s c,fflc;:6!', exch~nge emE;llls with 
Opposing Counee.1 and cl.lent 
Revise the Stipulation and Order per Opposing Co1;1nsel's 
r-eqt..j~st; e:malls to anc;I from Opposin~ Counsel: Email to and 
f.r.on1 Dan ..J,aff,;,'s qffic;,e · 

Review .Oefe.nqant'Si!· Reisiponse to 4th Reejue.st for· Production of 
O.ooum.ents 

R,evlew e.rr:ualll[!I from ol!e,mt: .Ematl to' olle.nt 
E.ml!\il from .Jaco.b :Gunter 
Ema If :from Ms. Steiner; Meet With client; Review discovery In. 
the case: Exc.ilang~ em1o10s with Jenny Allen: Erm!llls to and 
from Dan ~laffe',s office 

Mei;rHng with clie.n.t tc;, go over .discovery .requests 
·Review emails from client 
Review email from .client "Not-OultewTtle-New-Y9rk-Tln1es.
ae~tseller-Llst•· 

Eml!311 to Opposl.ng Co.unael; Email from client; Phone C;llll with 
Jenqy AUen; Ern;all frqm Jenny Alien . 
R,evle.w em.alll!!I fro.m .olJe.nt 

Er'nail exohanges IN.Ith OppQslng Counsel 1;1nd c:;lie11t; Emia.11 
from .Jenny Allen·; ErneH tt:> Dan Jaffe'& office 
Em.ail to client r.e, List Of Witnesses 

Revh;iw ·emal! fr;om ..), AIJen: .Em;;all to .,J, Allen 

BegJn pr~p~rtng fort.he OE1poelt1ons of Dana Kogod., Mitchell 
Kogod, .Sheldon Kogod and Ml'z!rsh•. Kogod~ ~<;hang!;!! !:'malls 
wltt:i J¢noy· .Allt,m; Emails from OppoalMg Counsel 
Prepare Plaintiff's 12~h 16.2 Supplernental OJsc:)0$1,.rre 
Review emails from client 
Prepare dr'a~ of Plaintiff'~ Response ~Q .:and R1;1q1,1ai;;t fo~ 
Production of .D.oc.uments 
P·re·pare draft of Plaintiff'Ei Response to Second ·Set of 
tn1:errogatorles 

Dur/Qt;y 

0.7 

0 .. 2 

1 

~ 

1.4 

1 

0,3 

9:,1 
2.,:.-. 

1.5 
o;~, 
0.1 

Q.$ 

0.:12 
0.4 

0,1 
0 .. 3 

2.2 

2 
0.2 

0..4 

0,4 

Date: 8/1 :2/201$ 

Amo1.1nt 

$90,QO 

$450.00 
$1.,350.00· 

$630.00 

$300.00· 

$.240 ... oo 

$90.00 

$13~,0Q 

$;30.00 
$660.00 

$875.0q 

$90.00 
$45.00 

$9.0.0.0 

$9Q.OO 

$120.00 

sao.oo 
.$1.36.00 

$660,00 

,$200.00 

$$0.00· 

$40.00 

$40.00 
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Date 
9/24/201·5 

~taff 
Q/24/2015 GV 

9/24120·15 R.JS 

9/24./2015 GV 
9/25/:it01~ c;;v 
9/25/2015 R.JS 

9/2.512015 GV 
.9/25/2015 .JH 
9/26/201.f;'> R.,J~ 

fl/26/2015 RJS 

9/;i?7/2C.l'i5 R.J$ 

9/28/2015 QV 

.9/26./2015 GV 

9/29/2015 GV 

9/30/2015 RJS 

9130/20·1·5 R,JS, 

9/30/20.15 R.JS 

9/~0/2015 GV 

1 0/0·1./201 5 GV 

10/01/2015 R.JS 

'I 0/02/2016 RJ.S 

10/02/2015 f\.J$ 
10/02/2016 GV 

10/02/2()15 R.JS 

10/02./2015 GV 

Radford . .J. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. RO.$$ P.arKWay #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Histc,.ry BUI 

De;scrlptlon 

Prepare for the Deposit.loris of Dana, Mitchell, Stleldon ~n<;t 
Marsh.a; Meet with client; Prepare Ph11intlf'fs Secon<:I 
S1.1.pplemental Lls:t Qf W.ltneesee; Exchange .emalhs with .Jr.,nny; 
Phone oall with thn court Re~">orter 

Conference wlth client 
EmaJI fr.r;,m Oppol;lllng OOLU"ISE!J 

small to Joe .and Jenny 
Tr.avel to Callfornl.!ll; Preparation for DepoelUons Qf Sheldon 
Kogod anQ Marsha Kogod.; Condu<..-t Depositions 

Em.ail to Opposing Counsel 

Preparation of Notice of entry ,;>f Orc::ter 
·P.rep,2~Fatlon f\l>r san.d oor,duct Deposition of ·Mltche.11 Kos;1oci .and 
Dar,ci: K:ogod, Travel tc:;, Lae Vega~ 

Phon1a conference With J.ennlfer GIibert 

Review ernaus from client 
Email from UBS.; Email from client 

Erna·11 to Jenny AUen .re; Expense.a for dlsc,;>very r.e<::1uests to 
Dennis Kogod 

Email fron, cl.ient 
Prepare Stipulation and Order re; Continuance oi' J •. $.telner 
Deposition 

Revjevv Client's Reai;,onaes .to 2nd Request for PrP!=luoOo.n of 
Documents and Interrogatories 

Exchange emalls .with ~•. Gllber1:; EmaUs wJttJ .J. Allen; Email.s 
with .JaJ!fe and .Jaffe; Phone conference with .J, Gilbert 

Em.all ,exchanges with. Dari .Jafj'e's c;,ffioe aric,t J,;;icob G4.nter .re:: 
Oe.posltion of M,s. Steiniar 
Prepare .letter tor Opposing Counsel rei DaVita Document 
Oerl:iQienc;lea; EmaU exchanges With CliEtnt, Jehr1y Alle.n, 
.Jennifer Gilbert anc;I Oppgslng Counsel; ~m1;1il to .Jaff1;1 f.lnc::l 
Clemens 
f"ho·ne confer..,rice vvlth .J,enn¼f"'9r Gl.lp,;,rt 

Rev,~ .Amenc::Je<::l 4 nc::J lnte1·:rogatorle=, from Defendant 

Review letter frorn O. Marks; Ema II to client 
Review letter' from. Oppoer.\ng Coune;el re: o..,p<;isl\lons; e.maJ! tq 
cl!ent 
Review Defendant's 3rd Request for Pr:oductlon of Documents; 
R:evJew 3.rc;I RE!tquest for ,nterrogatorte,s 

Email fr<:>m an~ to Jenny AU.;,n 

,Page ·NO. 2.0 

t>ur/Qty 

3.~ 

5 

0 .. 1 

0,2 

5 • .8 

j:) .• 1 
0.3 
6 .. ,5 

0.3 

0.2: 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 
0.2. 

0.2 

0.5 

0 .. $ 

2.9 

Q.3 
0.2 

0.,.2. 
0.1 

0;3 

0 .. 1 

$/1.Z/2016 

Amo.unt 

$1,080..00 

$2,250.00 

$30.00 

$C59.00 
$2.,6'!0.00 

$3Q.OO 
$30.00 

$2,925,00 

$1·35,00 

$99.QO 
$30,00 

$30.00 

$30.00 

$90,00 

$90.00 

$225.00 

$90.00 

se7o.oo 

·$135.00 
$90,0.0 

$90,00 

$~0.00 

$136.00 

$30.00 
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Date 
10/02/2015 

1:0/0.5/2016 

10/05/2015 

10/05/2015 

10/05/2015 

1 0_/05/201 6 

10/0$/2015 

10/06/20115 

10/06/2015 

10/06/2.015 

10/06/2015 

10/0.7/2015 

10/07/2015 

10107/201$ 

10/08/2015 

1.0/08/2016 
Hli08/2Q1 $ 

10/08/2015 

·1 0/08/2015 

10/08/2015 

10/0i;a/2015 

10/09/2015 

1 0/09/20·1 5 

10109/2015 
10,oa,201 s 

10/0$/2015 

10/09/2.01 .5 

10/09/2015 

fl 
i :j 

Radford .J. Smith. Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

L ii f/j History Bill Date: .9112/21:)1" 

""-'-''-----'·';-1,Z.t; __ ,_Qu~,,;.rlr.ttlon . . _________ Qu_r_/_Q.,.t-y'--_____ ..;..A..;;..m"" .. "". o.;;;...:a~.;;.;n"" . .:c.t· 

}1j" ContJnue w9rk on Oppos{Uon tc;, MQtl<>n fc;ir an Order to $how 1 .2 $3.60.00 
Staff 
GV 

RJS 
RJS 

GV 

GV 
R.JS 

RJ$ 

.RJS 

GV 

.JH 

GV 

R.JS 

R,JS 

GV 

R.IS 

GV 
R.JS 
RJS 

R..JS 
RJS 
KFS 

GV 

R.JS 

R..IS 
R,.JS 

R.JS 
KFS 
RJS 

/ ::1 Oa·use; Exdhange emails With Opposl1"1g Counsel 

ff Review a,rnE!II form ..I. GIibert; Em.all to J. (3(lber:t i:1 Review and revise Opposition to .·Motio.n. for order to Show 
· ·, .cause; Prep.eratlon of Go.unterrnotlon 

:.,.··.·:· •.. •_t,.:·:;i.. Ption,:a call with Opposing CovnseJ; Prepare Opposition to 
Motion -for ordE11r" to Show Cause · 

,,r Email t0· 1\/1$. <3Hbert 
4 

:11 

)1 

Ji 
Jt : l \ ;j 
ii 

ill 

~ 

?repa-ratlQn of Emall to !Olient; Phorle conference With olleht 
Revie.w em.alls -fr.oni .cl.lent 

Revise Opposition to IVlotlon for Order to Show C;;ius.e.: Review 
.Of file 

Prepare Stipulation and Order ,·e Depos_it,lons an,;f TriE!I 

Prepl?lr!!;ltJon of 1\11¢fon Fee Sheet for Oppo$.itlon to Mo.tlo.n· for 
Order- to Show cause 
Fln~Hz:e and file th!!! Qppoosition to Motion for C.":>rder to Show 
c·aus.e, · 
R.eview Defenda.nt'l!l 4t'1 Request for Production of C>ooumems 
Review IEl>tter from o. Marks 
Prepare lett.er for :Marsha Kogod, Sholdoh ·Kogod .ahd Lance 
Spiege); !:man E;!!Xchange$ with Jenny AH'51n; l:maH to and from 
.Dan .Jaffe's offlse; Em.an exqhanges ·wnh Oppo$lng Cc,1;1n~el 

~.eview email from .J .. Gll~ert; Email to .:.I. °'111:!ert 
~.meifl exctui!!lnges· with dppos.tng Oounsei and client 
.R.ev'l.ew letters from D. Marks, Prepare email response 

Prepare draft Supplemental 11'1\errc,gatqrle~ ~nc:i Req1..1'!9st for 
Pro·duc::tlon of Docu.ments 

Review .em.alls from client; Em.all to oll'i!nt 

L.:e-gal Re.s.earph ,re: fn;iud 

Prepa.re dr!cl~ of Phalntlff's 5 th Set of Interrogatories to 
Defendant 
Pf:lonE!! calJ .ani:i emqil from Jenny Allen re: Documents for 
.Motioh -to Order to Show C~use 

P.r.ep111r:e dra.ft Motion for Order tQ Show Oi!o!USe 

Prepare Proposed Amended Complaint 
Revie-w emails fro,.,, dlle-nt; Email$. to cl.Je·nt 

Contm.ued preparation of Mo.tion to Arnend Con1plalnt 
.Prei;>ar.e Plaihtlff's 13th ·18.2 SuppJement 

RevlQw emaa.lls frc;,rn .J. Al_le,n re; Denn·!~' Sl!<Penses; .Emalls 'to . .J .• 

Pa~e No, ·21 

0 . .2 
1.9 

3 

·0.1 
0.5 

0,2 
0.3 

0,8 

0.2 

0..4 

0.2 
0.1 

3.a 

0.4 
Q.6 
1.1 

0,7 

3.a 
0.5-

0 .. 2 

1.5 
1 .. a 
0.3 

0,,9· 

1-4 
0.3 

$90.00 

$856.00 

$900.00 

$30.00 

$2:;l6..00 

$90.00 
$135.00 

$240.00 
$20.00 

$120.00 

$90.00 

.$45,,00 

$'!,140.00 

~1-eo.oo 
$120 .. 00 

$2"7().00 

$496.00 

$315.0Q 

.$1,710.00 

$f;IO,OO 

$60,Q.Q 

$676.00 

$810,,00 
$135,().() 

$405.0Q 

$140.00 
$136.00 
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I 
J 

Radford ..,J .• $h"lith; ·Ch~.Mered 
24 70 st. Rese Parkway #.206 
Hendersoh. Nevada 69.074 

History Bill oate: 91121201 .6 

Date St:@ff 
'l 0/08/201 o 

f,/E ___ ,Pct!JJ.tcin"'t"-'lo=-..n,__ ______________ _ -,---,-----=~-...,•·•• •j Allen 
·---·---= DUrl9!l£,... ---_,..._,,_A __ ._m __ · .o_...·:u ... n.....,'t 

10/12/2.016 KFS 

10/1.2/2015 GV 

10/1.2/201 5 R.~IS 

10/12/:;?015 R.JS 

10/12/2015 R.JS 
10/1.2/2016 R.J.S 

10/'13/~015 R.JS 
10/13/;l015 GV 

1.0/1,3/2015 GV 
'.10/13/2015 GV 

1 0113/20 1 Ei .R,JS 

10!1.3/2016 GV 

1011:3/2015 RJS 

10/1-3/2015 RJS 

10/14/2015 RJS 
10/14/2016 GV 

10/14/2016 RJS 

10/'.f.4/2Q16 GV 
1¢114/2015 RJS 
1011512015 GV 
101·1 .. 5/2015 GV 

10/15/2015 R.JS 

10/1.6/2.016 R.JS 

10/1-8/2015 RJS 

10/18/201 S RJS 
10/16/2.015 GV 

Preplllre Certificate of Service -for Motion for Leave 

Review emails frr;:1m client; ReVl:!!le th'!' Arnenc;led Complaint; 
E:xohange .. emalis With client; Emalf.s to Opp·osing Counsel re: 
01_11,c:overy; Pr11:t.pnre Der.:laratlon of client; Begin preparing 
Plaintiff'.s Fifth Request for PrQcluction Qf Documents 

Phqne conferern::e wftf'l Dan Matks 
Revtc;,w emails l'rom. cHerlt, E:.mails to, client 
Revise Motion to Amend Complaint 

Ex:cheinge ema.i!s with .J, GllbE,irt "RS: .Ste.Iner !,'.:leP9sltl.on'' 
Review letter from 0 .. M1;1rks re; Oil!!lc;over:y 
Flminze and $.erve Pl.alntiff!e 5th Request .for Producth:;,n of 
Oo•cl.!mll!l!nts. 
6egtn preparln9 questions for Dennis Kogod•s depo.sitfon 

Reseatch on Subp•oena for Netfl!xi Pr.epa,·e Subpoena D1.1ces 
·r-eoum and Notl.ce of· Deposltlc:m fr.>r Net111x 
Review cuent's Response to 3isd Interrogatories; Revle'\/1,' file 

)+, Phone call with Jenny.Allen; Em~ll 1;o !51P9 from .Jenny Alle.n 

··:··[·:···:· •. ··!+··.• •. :,·. Review emai.1 :and s¢hedl..!119S from J. Allen: .Emel) to J. Allen 
" Review R·eply in Support of Motion for· an Order to Show Cause 

Review etnall from o. Marke office; Email to D .. Marks 

Ht Prepare Plaintiff's E!,th Reque . .i for Produ¢Jon and !:'!th R-..que-st 
·• ·j for 1.nte.rr<>ga:torl&S 
:C,r Pre'iparatlon .and Appearance at Hearing on Motion for Order to 

·····: ... ;· .. ··..1.+··.',·: !ri:~ O~use!! eind Statue Check; Ccmference with client and J .• 
,r Me.et wl.tM client; Att.end Status Check Hearll1~ 

?t 

:. l 
! 

Exehang& emails with olleiit 
Emall to o.pposrn.g Counsel 
Prepli!l·re for Deposition of Donnli, KogoC! (Review of e.malls 
between the parties') · 
Co.nferenc'1!1 with Jenny Alltitn; PrE;>paration .for Oeposltlon of 
Dennis Kogod 
Rev(ew .em·a.ll frorn O. Marks office; Email to D. Mark!il office 

Review emal.ls t:,·arn client wt.ti, oorrespondenoe betweem 
par.ties 

Review Notice 9f Deposltlqr, for Gabrlell111' Cloffi - KogQd 
Prepare Third ,.O,,mended Notice of OE!IPIOsltlon .of Oenni~ Kogc;,p;. 
Review emails ·between the patties to prepare ·for deposition 

F'age No, 

0.'3 

1,9 

0.4 

0,3. 

0.4 

6.2 
0,2 

0 . .3-

1 

0,'7 

p.2 
Q,$ 
0 .. 8 

0.3· 

c;,.2,. 
1,5 

1.:5 

0 .. 2 
0,'1 

5~.5 

4 .. 1 

0.2 
·0.3 

O.i 
2 

$30.00 

$Q7Q.Ci0 

$180.00 

$135,00 
$180.oo 

$90.00 

$S0 •. 00 
$90.QO 

$:;JOQ.00 

$.!10.00 

$.eo .. oo 
$90.0Q 

$36,0.00 

$1'35,00 

$90.00 

$4.130.00 

$(:f75.Ci0 

$450.00 

tf;$1;).00 
$30,QQ 

$1,6.50.00 

$1,045 .. 00 

$80.00 

$135 .. 00 

$45.00 
$E;!OO.OO 

08640 
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Radford J. Smitt,,··Chartered 
2470 St. Rose P•rkway #20.6 

Her,derson, Nevada 89074 

His1;Qcy Sill 

.,,D=a,.,t.,.e....,,__,~~~-~S=ta=f~f_,.,.,.:,..:: ·;,-~~/=E~~Q!!..~C11Pl!...~. ~----------------------------·· 

~g~~:~~g~: R.JS tr 
10/19/2015 

10/1 ~/2015 

10/1:9(:2015 

10/20/2015 

1 012012()1 5 

10/20/20"15 

1.0/21/20'15 
10/21/20'16 

1()/21/2015 

10121/20'15 

10/22/2015 

10/2212015 

10122/2015 

10/2$/2015 

1.0123/2.015 

GV 

GV 

R.JS 

KFS 

GV 

KFS 

KFS 
R.JS 
R,JS 

GV 

KFS 

R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 
KFS 

If 
Lt 
\i 
* ti 

jJ 
n 

•· •e . I 

Review .qu.estians arlshig from eml!!lll ,;!t>(Ohar,g~s; Revle.w em;;1ihll 
jnpreparatlon fol" Dennis Kogod Deposition 

ReVise Responses 'to .Second lriterrogatqrie~ an~ $ecc;,n!d 
Reqµest for Production Of boouments; .Email to oUent 
Prepare for meeting with ollen.t; Review ·ernells provideQ by 
01!1:amt; .Review .t,;,,)!(t mesui!ages provided by cUent: Email multiple 
.emai.l:s with client and o·pposing .CoJJns!lllf; .l?.ma.U. W.lth ,Jenny 
Al.len•: Phone .call ft6rh Opposing Counsel; Prep(ire .Stipulation 
•and Order .re: Pennis' Deposition; Emall exchanges with 
Opposing Cqunfjrel · 

C:onfierer,ca !rlV!th (Jlient.; R.evlew email8 from client with 
-co.rre.sponqenee t;,eivveen partie.s 
F'rEilparatjon ,;:,f Plalnt.lff'!!!I 14th 1$.2 -Supplemental Dlsciosute 
Rcev'ls.e the lnter.roQato.-ies; Review nurnetous emails from client 
re: Emails 1=1nd text mess•ge~ b<!!ltw.een ·the partla$: continlre 
·work on pre1:uarlrig for depos'ltlon of Dennis Kogo<;:1; PrePc!l.re 
letter for :1 ... anoe· Spte.gel re: Wells Fargo and .Bank of America· 
ac:001..1.nts; Erm:11il to ~nc! :rn:)m Oppo~lng counsel; l:m.au to end 
fr0m, client; .Meet with client; Emails to ·and from .Jenny Allen;, 
Emall ~o M•s. G.ayle Nath.em :re; Oepositton Of .JennJfer Stelner 

Preparation of draft. for Pl.alrttlff's Response to Defenc:lan·rs 2rrd 
~.eques:i: 1'9r D0c;:1Jment!!!! 
Preparatic:ln of· Plaintiff's• 1.5th 16 .. 2 Supple.mental Dl-sclosul'e 

Review email from . .J. Leauana.~; E;mall ·to ..I. Leauane~ 
R.evl,:i,w :emails Q!!lttwee.n pa.rues 

Contini.le revtew of client's emedls; Begin draft .Of Tlniellne;: 
Review documer,:ts proviged by olient; Phon.et Colillt w.ltt, .Joe a-nd 
.Jenny; Emal.I' excheu,9es with .Joe and .Jenny; Ema.II 
exchanges with OppQsfng ¢r:n-1nsel and client: Phone oaU -from 
o·pposMg Cou,,se! re: 1.5th'N~OP ~e.,2 D1sc1os1-1r>e 
F'repar,;,t c:!.ra·rt, of Plalntlff'.s ~esponse to Oefendant's 2nd 
lntetro_gatorles · 

Meetlrig with, Jenny Allen 

P.rep_a.re~tlon for Depoeltloo 0f Dennis Kogod; Review .emails 
from J, AllEu-1 wltt:, O,:i,nrrls t<::ogQd DEtposltlon qu.es1;toms 

Finalize. th-Ell Tlmellnia: Q.c:,nth,ue \Q pr.epare for D.enn.is' 
deposition; OrgaMiz:e exhibits .an.d .ernl!lllls; Email exc;;t:u;ing~s 
wl.~h .J~nny Allen: Bl$gfn dtaft of Subµo-ene and Notice .of 
Deposition of Bank of Amoi'lca; Email to Gayle N.atha.n; email 
10 and, from Oppoatng Counsel 

P·repa.re for' .and' attend Depoal.tlon of Dennis Kogcid 

Prepare Pl~intlff's 17th 18.~ Supplemi;,ntal O.isolpsure 

Page No. 23 

Our/Qty 

2.9 

1.$ 

6 

4.7 

0.7 
606 

2 

o.a 
0,2 
0.7 

4.8 

'1 

:2.S 
.5 .• 1 

6 

7 

0,9 

9/12/2016 

.Am9unt 

$1,3.05.00 

$460.00 

$1,EiOO,OO 

$2,115.00 

$70.00 

$1.~60.00 

$.:;t()Q,()O 

$sp.oo 
-$90,00 

$315.00 

41•1,44<;>.oo 

$100.0.0 

$1_.125.00 

$2.295,00 

$1,800.00 

$;"a, 100,00 

$90.00 

08641 



Oa.te Staff 
-:i Q/2~/2015 
10/2312015 R,JS 
'.10/24/2(;)'.15 R.JS 
1 D/2(V20'15 Fi(.JS 

1.0/26/201.5 R..JS 

10/26/2015 R.JS 

10/26/2015 R.JIS 
1 0/2Ei/201 15 GV 

10/27/2016 R.JS 
10/27/2015 $V 

10/2.7/2015 GV 

10/213/2015 GV 

10/2!3,/2015 RJS 

'.10/28/2015 GV 
10/29/2015 KFS 

10/2~/20·1.5 GV 

10/29/2015 GV 

10/29/2016 GV 

1.Q/2$/2015 R..J$ 
10/29/2015 R.J$ 

11 /Q2,',201 !5 GV 

'.11102120·15 RJS 

11/02/2015 t<FS 

11/03/.2015 RJS 
11/03/201"6 GV 

11/03/2015 R.JS 
11103/2015 R.J$ 

R~_dford J_. Smith, Chartered 
2470 St. Rc;,!Se P.;irkwey #208 
Henderson, -Nev~_da 8$074 

Hhstory am Date: 9/4.2/201,6 

oe:scf'lptlon ____ ....,,,.,_ _____ ..,,.,.. _______ -=D~LJ~r~-'~-Q=fy~--------·Am~ 

Pr~p~ratron for anq Condpc::t P~posltlon of Demnl_a Kos;,od 
_Appearance a depo.sltlon of Gabrlelie CloffJ-Kos;iod 

Letter to Davita 

Review ernall frorTl s. Levlnei Email .respgns-e 

Revl~w em~ll from o. Marks; e:mall to client; .Emali to .D. 
M,Eirks 

E,rn!!;'.H to G .• Nathan 
l='repare Responses to Third Request for Productioh of 
Oc;,cµmerit$ and Third Reqµest for lnterrog.atorfes: Email to 
cnent; Phone oall from and email to Sha .. cin Sandier 
Exchange· em~lls with oHent 

~.mall to eind frorn Ms .. $andlar; Ernall frorn client 
Email to Opposing Courie.el 
Em.an e.xctia.nges with Opposing .C::ounsel and client; Review 
OE!C.laratlons a.nd NRCP 16.2 Dlscloaure& fll,a,<il by Opposln.g 
CotJnsel; Em1;1_!1 to JennyAHen 
~evlew Defendant's Res.ponse to 5th Request for Produotlon of 
Docuq,ents 
Emall exchanf.Jes with cHent and Ms. Gayle Natha.n 
Prepare draft of Plaintiff's. Response to 3rd Requ_est for 
F'rodyctlon of bocu.ments. 
Email from .Jenny Allen 
Email from Ms .. Nathan; ·email frc,m Jenny AIIE!ln 

_Ernatl from .S_haron aandler's office 
Revf~ letter from NetfUx 

Review Dec.la nation of :Marsha Kogod;. Review Declara.Uon of 
Sheldon Kog.~ 
Review do.euments from .DaVita: E!mall to arid from Shauna at 
Oa.n .Je.tfe··s of'.flpe_; E;m!alll ·to 1;1.nd ffQm .Jenny Allen 
Review Defendant's 11th 1 a.2 Supplement 
Prepare draft of Plaintiff's Reapon$e to Defend.ant's 3rd 
I f1t8frQ{,lliltOrl.$l!il 
Phone co.nferenoe with D. Marks 
Prepare Res_poqses -~o Fourth Req1,1est fc;,r Production ,;,f 
0-oc.uments; Ema.i.1 _to Ms. Nathan: Email to and from Ms. 
Sa-ndler;· Erriall ta ollent; E1-nall to Marc H,i,rrnan 

Review email fr«:>m c:lll!'nt: Emal! to oHent 
R~ViEst-W email from cllent; E.mall to client 

7 $3,150.00 
7 $3,150.0.p 

0,5 $225.00 

0 $0,.00 

0.2 :§S0.00 

0 $0.00 

1.2 $3150.r,)O 

0.3 -$135.00 

0.3 :$90.00 

0.1 $::30.0P 
,O.$ $150.00 

0.2 $90.00 

0.3 $9().00 

Q,7 $70.00 

0,.1 $30.00 
Q.;3 $Eio,oo 
0:.1 $.30.00 

0.1 $45 .. 00 

0.2 -$.90.0Q 

O.B $Z4-0.00 

0.2 .$~(;).OQ 
0.7 $70,00 

0.3 $·135_.QC)' 

o.~ $24().QO 

0.1, $46.00 
0,4 $1SO.O.O 

08642 
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Radford. •. L Smith, Ch~rtere,;:i 
2470 St. Rose Parkway#20E;l 

Henderson, .Nevada 89074 

Hi$tory BUI Oate: 9/12/.2015 

Date _____ .,,S""t,.,a~f..,f.______.:._t"".""/E=-__,D=e'-'s=p=r.c,,lp.!!9_1]~·--····--- . ---------··· Qur/gty Amount 1· 1/04/2015 GV 'f Review Video rrom October 14 Hearing: Prepare Order: Emall· to--=.~'-'-"'1""."'1'-· --~--_.:;$c=_;.,:..:.:)().OO 

11/04/2015 

11/05/2015 

11/05/2015 

11/06/2Q15 

·1 "J/09/2()16 

'.11/10/20'.15 
11/12/2015 

11/1.2/2()10 

11/13/2015 
01.1 (13/2015 

1 '!/1 Ei/20'! 6 

11 /'IE;!/;201 o 
11/16/20'15 

11/16/2.0'.I 5 

11/17/20"15 

11/17/2016 

11/17/2015 

11 /1.7/':Z.01.6 

'1'1/1712015 

GV 

av 

GV 

JH 

GV 

R.J$ 
GV 

A.JS 
GV 

R.J'$ 
GV 
R.Js 
R.JS 

GV 

GV 

.JH 
GV 

RJ.S 

RJS 

{ \ .Opposiing C-oun,i;,el ;, t Exchange em1,1.Us with Jenny Allan; Email from Sharon 
'i ii S.andler; Preps.re Sµbpo!9n"11 Duqes Teoum and Not10111 of 

•. ,':.,:•,,,',,.·'::, .• '•,,. •,, .•. :.•,,::,,
1
1

1 

~!~f:~::i;,::; ':.~'~sa:i~: ~ne~!r~i'~\Z~~=~~fs~ ~:a~:r1a'11> ! Aooep.tano>ea< of ServiQe .for ~E!lnnifer Steiner; .Exoh&11·1ge ernaiis 
With ·Ms. Stainer's coun$el; Email exchanges wil:h Opposing 
Coun~el re: Den.nls' 2nd Depoaitlon and Expert Reports; Phone 

::>!' call ·with oljent; :Eim!SIII to Oppc;:,sing Coune,el re·: Quft,Clalm 
.. , · i:)eed to the ·GElbrleUe'.s naw home;. Phone call with Ma.re 

•.·.• .. l.·•.l ';;:C:~':t~a':: Appn,ds1;1J of Oak P.1;1.s• and fair rental valu.e for CA 

) J Email tt:1 Ms. Nathan; S.mat.1 to D.an Jaffe;s. off!ce; Email from 
and to Opposing ·C,;,!.!nsE!fl :if} 

) :i E;m·al'I from Marc !-lerman 
YT E;mail e~changes with dlayie Nathan 
< + Prepare Subpoena and Notice of Deposition fc;,r .,JP Morgan 
: '\! ChasE!! ~ank; Sx:ohange ema.lle with Opposing Counsel 
f + Review Opposition to Motion to Amend.Compft;1lnt ++ E·n,all 'from client; Phone call with Opposing Cpunsel re:. 
,,. :I Depositions · 

;,: J- Phone oonferehco w.lth D., l\lharks 

•.•·,, ..• '':·I_: •. i, EmaH exct,anges with Jenny ar,d client 
.• , Rev,i;,w Defendant's Response to ·5th lnterrogatotles 

,.:.T.: ~evte= Opposltlpt,; Begin prepa.rln9for Reply to Opposition: 
.. J Kogod ·-: .Our Reply to Opp to IVlotlon to Amen<:! Dl.le tc)day 

)1j- exch.&)nge ~malls wlt.h ~Oem •. ,.,,,.',.· r .• ,:,! Revtew· Oef,en~ant'B ~.e$ponses .to Fifth Set of Jnterrog:a:tories; 
. , Et'hall to .Joe .eu'ld .Jemiy 
+ F'rep~r.e l\lotice of 0$positlon for Denn.is Kogod; Prepare 

'· '! Stlp:ulatlon and Order re: Exp.,;,rt Reports; Prepare pnd finallze 
•.•,•.•. •,l,., R.eply to Oppo.sition and file; Phone call with client; Phone 

calls with J,;;,e and -.lenny; Review .Anthem F.ote.r.,sk:s; report; 
: :! Email to Opposing Counsel 

. T P.rE!lpara\ion Qf Gert!fio~te ot $ervloe for Reply ·\r Rev!i;ow Dennts• R.esponi,es.to F·ifth Request for Praductic;,n· of it ;;i;;;.;.:;::;;,i,o;'.:Z~ Anthem F.o,ooolC8' Phone 

-1:- \i 
·. ;~ 

,! 
·! 
;1 
i 
Ii 
j 

Page No. 25. 

4 

o.a 

0,1 

0.2 
0.7 

0-~ 
0.2 

0.2 
·0..4 

.0.3 

1.f! 
.Q.5 

0.2 

.0.2 

2,.8 

0.3 

0 .. 2 

2:.6 
1.3 

$1,200.00 

$')f,\0.00 

!li30.00 

$:20,00 
$21.0.00 

$4.05.00 
$60.00 

$.90.00 

$120.00 

$136.QO 

$540,00 
$225.00 

$90 .. 00 

$60.00 

$840 .. 00 

~30.00 

$~0,c;>O 

$1,260.00 

:j,5~5.00 

08643 



1·1./18/2015 

1 ·1 /1B/201·.5 

11/2~/201.? 

11/23/20'15 

11/24/2015 

11/30/2015 

11/30/2.01 $ 

1210·11201 El 

12/01/2015 

12/02/2015 

12/02/2015 

·1 :2/03/201 $ 

1210312015 

12/04/2015 

12/04/2015 
"12/04/2016 

12104,r2p15 

RJS 

KFS 
GV 

R,JS 

GV 

R.JS 
GV 

R.J$ 

GV 

R.JS 

RJS 

GV 

GV 

GV 

.JH 

R.IS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

Radfc;m;f .J. Sml:t.h, ...;t,a.rtereci 
2470 St, RQ~e Parkway #2QQ 

Henderl$on, Nevad.a 89074 

History am 

Descr'l,>ti.on ___ _ 
Contini;;tEld review Anthe.r:n. Forenslos Expert Repo.rt 

Prepar:Ei· letter for the Court re, October 14 Hearing 

PrepE&ratt~:m for E!"n~ AppearanQe at Heeiring_; Confer.en.ce with 
clleht 

Prepare Plalntif.f's 1 8tt, ·1 Ei.2 Supplem~ntal Oj!;lqloeu.-e 

E;mi.1.Us from Opposing counsel; Email to and :frorn cllen.t; 
Ecrna.11. from an(;! to D1=1n J.a·rre•s o·rtt-.,i,, Email to Jenny Allen; 
Ernail to Opposing Counsel 

Review le~ters from D. M·ar~s ( ,>< 5 ) 
Flnatlz~ tht;i St.lpulatlon. re: ~xpert Reports; Emall to Oppo.slng 
Covhsel · 

R,ev(ew erneil-S· fro·m c:illent; F".hone eonfere.nc.e- with client 
Res$.$·rl:!h ·9n VVrlt of Mandamus re: Court dente:I or· Motion to 
Amend Complaint; Resear.oh on Jur'isdletlon on Nadya. 

Phc;me conference with. cUe.nt x :i; EmaH tu- O. Marks; Phone 
.conferenc;:e with D. Mliu~s · 

Begtn preparing Motlo.n for Order to .Show cause; Ex.chattge 
emaUs with :Ms, .Jennifer GIibert-: Exchl\l!_nge emails with .Jenny 
Ailen arid client: .Emali exchanges.with Mr. O.an Marks, Esq. 

ConferE!'nce with D. IVla.rks; Phone e9nferen,:;:e ·with .J. Allen 

Review lette.r from D. Marl<ts 
:Oontim.;ie w.ork pn Motion for an On:ler to Show Oauseo; G.mall 
excll·anges wi1;h .Jenrw Allen; Emell exchanges with clh.int anq 
M.13. Young' re: Depo.sltlone ahd discovery; Prepare Letter for 
Mr .. Marks in re111ponse to their letter dated Novernbe:r 19 
Ernail -exchanges with Ms. Y.oun_g re1 Stipulation re e.xpert 
R~po_rts I 
Flnali.ze an¥ send letter tu- Opposlrt!ii Counsel re; Dlsoovery; 
'=rnli!IJI from iand to clh,~nt; Emall exchang~s be:tvve•,m Ms. Young 
a·nd Mr. :Marks' office; email eMchange$ with .Jenny Allen; 
Continue worl( on Motion for Order to Show Cause; Continue 
work. on Memoram;h;1fn'l!I reggrqlng Jurii;id,lcti.on for Nady"'· an<;! 
Writ of Mandamus 
Prep1:1ra:t1.on of N.otiqe of Eptry of Orde.r From the Hearing 
Conference with .gliant 
~-eview ernalls 1'r:otn olient 

Review Slibpoena response f'rom Bank of Am.erlc:a; VVells 
F'argo; .JP IV!organ Chase 
Meeting with the client; Phone cell to .JP Morgan Chase and 
\Al.ells Fargq Banks; Phone <:iall \o Cp4rt Re.po~r re: bennls 
Ko~od's deposition 

P.l!!!ge No. .26 

9/12/2016 

_ ____ purJ.~Q~t_y~ _____ ,...A'"" ..... r•"'•'"'o""u-'--'-n'-'t 
·1. 1 $495.00 

0.5 $1$0.00 

1.e $720.00 

1.e 
1.1 

0.5 
0.3 

0.-3 
.2 

0.6 

.2 

0,.4 

o.·.1 
3.4 

0.2 

3,8 

0.3 
1.6 
0.1 

o.a 

2.5 

$190.00 

$.33.0.00 

$.225,00 
$90.00 

$135.00 
$80.0.0Q 

$27.0.00 

$600.00 

$180,00 

$45.00 

$'1,020.00 

$8.0.00 

$'1,140.00 

,$30.00 

$810 .. 00 

$46.00 

$.360.0Q 

$750.00 

08644 



:~~ --··-··-·· St.af1'~ 
12/07/2015 $V 

12/07/201S 

12/07/20"15 
12/07/2015 

12./07/2015 

12./07120,15 

12/D7/2Q15 

12/0$/2015 

12/08/2015 
1.2/0S/201,5 

'.12/0$/201 ~ 

12/09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/0l;i/2,015 

12/09/2015 

12/0912015 

1211012015 

12/'I 0/2015 

12/10/2015 
12/10/201.5 

12/14/20t5 

12/14)'2015 

12/14/2016 

1 2/1.G/.2,0 ·1 !;1. 

12(1,5/2015 

·12/15120'15 

R.JS 

<;3V 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R..JS 

R,JS 

GV 

R.JS 

RJS 

RJS 

R.JS 
Ft,1$ 

GlY 

R.JS 

R.JS 
RJS 

GV 

R.,.IS 
RJS 

R.JS 

RJS 
GV 

GV 

KFS 

R.J.S 

Racff9rd J, Sniit11; dhartered 
24 70 St. R;c;>E,le Parkway #l:2015 

Henderaon, NEaVada 89074 

History Bill 

Description ---~-------
Prepare for deposition of Denni.a Kogo.d; Rll!IVl.ew subpoena 
dc,9ume.nts frpm the bank; AUend deposition of .Dennis Kogod; 
Phone ,:;alls wiJh 'the Olscove.ry Commls;slone.r · · 

Con,;t.µ.ct deposit!on of DeRnl.s Kogod 

Small frorn and to client 
Conference wt1;h ~tlent 
Prep11;1ratlon :ror Depo!!Jltlor, of Dennis Kogod; ~evlew Deposition 
qua.stions anti exhlbl~s frorri .J, Allen 

E .. man to o. Marks. 
Re.view forwa1·(;!,;;,d. emall fron, J·. ,GIibert 

exchange emails with c::llent; Emall frem and to Nico.le YoLJng; 
E;mal.i from· M8. Gl.lbert re: .Jennifer Steine.r's Oej:)oslti.on; 
Excl:")an:Qe emails wit!") ~e.nny Allen to prepi;ire for depo~ltlon of 
,Jennifer Steiher · 
Review Defendant',;, Respc:>n'!1e Jo at.h lnte,r.rogatorles 

Rev:iew emails from eOent 
Rev.few D'9f!l!ln.dant's Res~onse to eth Request f.or' Produotlon of 
c:>oc1.1.n,ent11a · 
Rl!;lVl.ew forw~n:l!!td. email from .t. ctlllbert 
Re:view ernaii fro·m .J. Alton With proposed que!:ltl.OnEJ ·r-or 
..;t~nnifer $telner's 'Deposition 
E~chenge· .. emalls with .Jer-my.Allen to J)tepare for .Jennlf"e,r 
Steiner'1;1 depos,ltion: l;:mall ex,;ihang$s with NJoole You.ng; 
Small ·from client · 

Phone c:onferenoe with [). IIJlarJ<s 

Tray~! :~ Ci!!llfornta 
Conference with b. Marks 
E'.rnail to Terry Estrada re: Document.s for Ms. Stl:;)iner's 
Depo.sl.~!on 
·Travel :to Nevada 
Preparation f?r 9.nq com:tuc~ Deposition of Ms, :steiner 

Revlew of emaH from client 
F>hone confe.rence with D. Marks 
ErnaU .exohartg.es with .• Jenny Allen; En,all tq 11/lr. Marks; Email 
exQhange$ with cl.lent 

Email to M8. Young; Phone call from Mr. Marks) Phone calls 
with .Jenny Allen and .lo<a L.eauanae: Ernafl to Mr .. Ma.rk·s 'i,and 
Ms, Young with Supplemerttat Rie,l:)lort 
Preparation of Plafntlff's 1,9th 1,a,2 S.uppl~r:i,e.ni 

Pl1qne .cQnfe.r~r,c::e :with client 

.Date: ·9/12/2018 

our/Qty Amount 
a $2.400.00 

5.5 $2,4-75.00 

0 .. 1 $30 •. 0Q 
0.5 $225 .. 00 
5.1 $2,295.00 

0.1 $45.00 

0.1 .$46.00 

1;2 $3~0.00 

,o.$ $135.00 

0.2 $90.0.0 

0.2 $90.i;)O 

0.1 :$46.00 

0,2 $9!:),0.Q 

1.7 $510.0Q 

0.2 $90.00 
1 $450.09 

0,2 $90.00 
0,3 $f;:)O.PO 

1 $450.00 

4.9 .$2.205.0.0 

0.1 $45.00 

0.4 $180.00 
,0,2 $e.o.oo 

1.3 $.:sso.oo 

1.8 $180.00 
0.2 $90 .. 00 

08645 



12/17/2015 

12/17/2.015 
12l17/201.5 

'.12/17/~015 

12/17/201¢, 

12/1612015 

12/21/2015 

1 ::Z/21/2015 

12./22/2015 

1.2/24/.2015 
12/28/2015 

12/28/2011$ 

1.21ae1201s 

12/.29/2015 

121:30/2015 

1/04/2011$ 

1/04/2016 

1/04/2016 

1/04/12016 

GV 

QV 

RJ$ 

GV 

q,;v 
GV 
GV 

GV 

GV 

GV 

R.J.S 

GV 

GV 

GV 

Radford J. S.rnlth;-Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

H.enderson, Nevl!lda .89074 

History SHI 

.Review Re Notice of Depasltlonl! o·r Eugeme Cloffi, $tephanle 
Clpff[ and Casia-andra Cloffi 

Phone oall from Nicole Young; Emal.I to client; ErnaUs frc;,m 
onent; ReVhaw Notices o.f Oepoi!Altlons fe)r New York 

Exchange enu1lls· with Ms. Young 

Review ri'lotion filed by M.r. MO!C\rk~; Ern1;1JI to .Jc;,e and Jenny 
E.m.ail to .Joe Leauanae; Review video fro,,, the ·heari.ng on 
Motloh to Arr1end; Email to Ms. Young re: Revlsion,i1 tc;, th,;;, 
.pri;,posed C>rt111;:1r 

.ReYlevv .Motion to Cornpel Discovery 
Review Declaration from .Jo.e Leau.anae, Phone q;all wit.h Mr, 
f;_eauanae 

Email to client 

Email from c.llent;. Email from Mr. M;arks' ofth:;ie; Em.ail to !:!nd 
from Mr. Lea.uanae 

Review· of Statem.ent fr"orn J. Le,l!lva.na!!I:. 01;,Jeotfoo to 
$ubmiss1or1 of Documents ( Excel fllea) to Te.lch11te1r ( 
Pafen<;1;51nl:'s E:ixpert) ; Prepari;, .letter tc D .• Marks 
Review video from the heatii'lg of May· 1: Revise and finalize th.e 
Repc,rt· arid Recomn:u!tndatlol'ls; Eml!III to Ms. Y'our'lg 
Phone. can with Nic.oli!1' Young; :1::xr.:hlillnge ll!lmalls with Mr. 
Leauanae and clier'lt; Begin dr~ft of Oppe>sltion te> Mc,tlon to 
Cornpel 0Jsooven.y 
i::xchar,ge e·maus. :with Ms .. GIibert. 

Date: 9/12/2018 

2.1 $945 .. 00 

0,2 $1:;!Q.OO 
2.8 $280.00 

1 $25.0.:00 

1 $25.0.0,0 

0.2 $$0.00 
2.5 $750,00 

0.4 $'.120 .. 00 

a.a, $240.0(l 

1 $450.00 
0.2 $90.00 

0.3 $90.00 

Q.3 $90.00 

0.3 $90.00 

0.8 $240.QO 

0,4 $'ieo.oo 
0.,5 $150 .. 00 

0.1 $30.00 

0 .. 3 $90,00 

0.5 $221:5 .• 00 

Q.~ $240.00 

2.2 $6.60.00 

.(l.3 $$0.oo 
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H 
: :1 

··••ii 

Radford .J. Smlth,~Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada S9074 

History .Bill 

-~
1041201 6 

.... __ §Un!L 1',.,E=-_.,o ... e"'·"'s"'c""r...,i"'p..,t.,_io=n.,__ __ ~~-----------

1105/~01 e R.JS i(lf F>hol'ie. conference with' D. Marks 

11os1.201 a GV Ti Email exchang.ee With client; Phone call wltti .Nicole Yo~ng;: 
~ · . · K'F·s· l,• ..•.••. 1.1,. Pho.ne· ~ti and ,eme11 exchanges with Ma.re Herman 

1/0$/201E? " P.:teparatlon of Plaintiff's 21st ·16 .. 2. supp!emeretar l:;>i~olosure 
11oe1201e R.JS •,~fi Revl.ew .Orc:ler ~hc;,rter1ing Ttme 

11oe1201e G'-' !Hr OonUnue wor~ on Opposition to .Motion to c.omp&J DlsoovarY, 
.. · Emal.I ex.changes wltl'l !Vlr, Herrnan an(;! client; Emio!IIB i'rom 1\11$. 

1

1
1 ~,0~8;

1
1

1

2~
0
0°1:: R:J~:,i•, .. 

1

.•1',,.-.~,r:.:.,,:i,:,; f ;";;,~;;; ;;;;t<;_o~:;;:;-wo,k on Oppo•ltJon end 
..., _, " R:evlse Opposlth;m tQ IVlofJon for PrQtecUve 01'.der 

1/.08./201,S GV Contin.ue worKon OppQi,ltion and Countermotlon for Protective 
Order 

111 ·112·01e GV tJ IE~c.i,;1,tng~ emails with client; ExohEmge emalls with . .Joe 
· · · · · :.·:.'.·,.· :•,.I Leauanae; Exchange er:n.alla with r,,llcole;i Young; Prepare !:arr:ata 

, to Opposition and Cou.ntermotiOM 
1/13/2016 GV 1 Email from client 

~~~:;:~~= :~s i ::~:::::::~for Motion to Cornpel; Email exchanges with .Joe 
: 1 Le-auanae; pho11e, call from clJe.nt; .Pho.ne· call from .Jo~ 

1/1.5/2016 

1./1 5/2,0·1 6 

1f1 5/,2, 0 1 6 

t/15/2011$ 

1/18/2016 

1/19/2016 

1/19/.20113 

1/19/2018 

1/20/20113 

1/20/2016 

1/22/2016 
1124/2',0115 

112.s,2.01 e 

RJS 

GV 
R,J.S 
JH 

RJS 

R.JS 

.RJ.s 
GV 

R.JS 

RJS 

RJS 
RJS 

.JH 

',':.• •. -i..;,I; Lea.uanae " Prepanatlon and Appearancfll l!!lt !-!earing 
'li .Finallz:e ti,e Motion and file; Plione call a1,d em.alls with client \i Revise Motion to .Enforee .Joint Preliminary lnJunctlon 

'.'"lj Prepa.ratlon of Supplemental Expert. Witness 

'.•.• .. 1, Phone oori1'erance .with. Bn..1ce Oleme.n11S rei: addltf.onal research 
., ,

1 
re .al1"1ony and fraud i.ssues 

:.

',•,.-!',·." Review Defendant's 12th lllnd 13th 16,2 ·Supplernen:tal 
Proouctfon 

::: · Review letter from Polltleal C111mpll!'ign re do1,atlo11 

••,.•.-ri·.ii Prepare Ex P.a~ R4;1quest ·for Oajer l!!lf'.lo.rtenlng Time; Prepar~ 
Order Grantlng Ex .Pa rte Request :for Order Sh0rt.enlng Time 

hf lnitJal rep,ievv of OefendE!nt':i:& .RE!sponse to 71:.h lr:tte.n:og.atorles 

:c,r lnlt.lal rev,ew of Oetfen<::fant'a R•spom11~ to 7th Request for :, 'j i=>rOdlJ'ci:ior, of Ooourn19r1ts 

·:· •. ·:', .•. ·,,,,.,.li'ir'.~,; Phon& .conference with cflent , Revlevv email fro•'J1 G. ~god; Em&1ll ·to G, J<ogod 
Prep1;:1-ratlon q:f 01!!'1:ifip~te of $ervlee 

H Page No. 2,9 

H 
:: :~ 

0'-!r/Q1:y 

0.2 
.Q.6 

2 
0.1 

0.7 

.0.2 

2 

1 ... 3 

2 

1.6 

0.1 
().3 

.0 .• 5 

1,.1 

0.6 
.2.8 

0.3 

0.2 

o.~ 

P,1 
().9 

0.2 
0.3 

0.2 

Date: 

0.:2, 

0.3· 

9.112/2016 

A.mou~t 

$.9«;).0Q 

$180.0Q 

$20().00 

$4.6.00 

$210.00 

$90.00 

$600.00 

$586.00 

$600.00 

$540.,00 

$30 .. 0Q 

$1.35. .. 00 

$150.00 

$496.00 
$180 .. 00 

.$1 ,260 .• 00 

$30,0Q 

$90.00 

$136.00 

$45,Q() 

$2.70.00 

$9Q .. OP 

$135.00 

$90.00 

$80.QO 

$30.00 
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..Q.~te - smff 
1/25/2016 
'1./25/2018 GV 

112.et20·1 a GV 

1/26/2.016 R.JS 

1/27/2018 GV 

1/27/2016 R..JS 
1/.26/201$ GV 

1./_.!8/2016 KFS 
1/2.s12.o 1 e R..JS 
1/29/2018 GV 

1'12912016 GV 

21011~01e R.IS 

:U01/2016 c;,,v 

2/01/2016 R.JS 

2/03/2016 GV 

2/03/2018 GV 

2/04/20.16 .R.JS 

2/04/.2016 QV 
2/05/2'016 R.JS 

2/05/2018 RJ-5 

2./06/2016 GV 

2/0612016 RJS 

2/08/2018 R,JS 

2/0$/2016 a;;V 

Description 

Radford J. Sm.Ith, ...;hartered 
24 70 $t, Rose Parkway #.206 

H~nde.reon, Nevaci1!111 89074 

History Bill 

Em!?!.ll ·fn>rTJ Ms. Young; E;m~U to and 1'rom .Joe Leauanae and 
.Jenny Allen, Emall from client 

E><:c:ha.nge ~rr1alls wlt.h .Joe LeauanaQ'.: J=xohangf!l emails wt.th 
Mr. Marks; Review rebuttal e.xpert report 

.Revii;:tw Oefendant'!il 6xper.t's Rebqfti;al; co.mpare. to .J. 
Leauana.e's Repo.rt 

E·xcha.ng.a ~malls with . .JQe. Leauanae;, r;mq . .Jenny 

P'hone .,:;;orifl!!N!ll.ncl;! with cHent 
Meet with Joe Leauanae and .Jenhy Allen to discuss report and 
'i:.rlal preparation 
P.rEIPli!.re:tlon ot F>lalntiff's 22c.nd 16,2 Supplemental Disclosure 

Conference with .J. Leauanae and .J. Allen 
Emall exchangesi; with Me. Young a.nd Mr. Marks; E,mall 
exchanges with Jei,ny· Alle1i; Ema.II el!<changes with olil!!nt 

Em.an from Jaffe and Clemens, Email to QI.lent: Ko.gQd v, Kogod 

Review Notlo.!!I c;,f De_posltlon of .J.oe Le.aUS1nae. 
Emal.I from Ms. Yc>u.ng with Notice of Oepo.sftfon for .Jo.e 
Le.!lu.a:na:e; Email .to . .Joe 
.Revlew Jeitter 1'rorn ,Jaffe and Clemens 
Review video from the hearing of Ja,,uary 15, 2:01 a and prepare 
O'ii;;;.,:;;pvery Oomn,fesJoner's Report and R.ecornmendatlon.s; 
Email 1;q Mr. Marks ari.d Ms. Yc:,ung 
E.rnail exchanges with .Joe Leauaneie ar,d Jenny Allet1; Review 
Video from the Hearing. of .,lune 6, 2015; Prepare wrlttE;ln 
tran$.oript of relevant i::,ortion of :the June 6, 201.s hearing for 
Anth-en, Forerisfqs' Response to Mr. T!!lllchner's Rebuttal Report 
Travel to New York 
.e:ma'il frorn end to . .Jenny Alie.Ii 

Review e,cpert Report frorn .A..nthem Forer:tf!!lcs (2Q1G-Q;;t-O$) 
Oonferenc:;E!' wi.fh .Qasan<ttra, Stephanlei,, E;u.gene Cloffi; Attend 
Depositions. of Cassandra Cioffi, Stephanie Qic:,ffl a:n~ Eugene 
Cloffi; Conference With elient 
Phone call with .Joe and ,Jenny re: Response-to Repµttal 
R.~.Port; Rev.1ew rebuttat ·report: Email to Mr. Mark$. and Ms. 
Young. 

T.r.;ivE!ll ·to LS!& veg~$ 
Revfew en,li!llls from ,client 
Ernall from M.s. Young. r'i!t! Dhscovery· Comml#sloner's Report 
ar,_g· R,eoommenl;:latk,ns. - .Jl!llnu.~uy f5 Hearing; .f=mall · 
exohange.s wi.th, ,Mr. H.ern,an; Phon·e ·.call with M:r •. Herman; 

Pag.e No. :llD 

Date: 9/1.212016 

Dur/Qty A~~~ 

0.3. $.90,.00 

0.7 $210 .. 00 

1.9 ~855.00 

QA $120.00 

.0.3 $135 .. 00 

1.2 $380.00 

2 $200.00 

1.2 $54Q.OO 

1 $300.00 

0.1 $.30.00 

0,1 $46.00 

0 •. 3 $90.00 

o,5 1$22$.00 
1, $300.00 

1.2 $360.00 

5 $2,2SO .• OO 

.0.·3 $90,00 
0.f.} $405.00 

6 $2,700 •. 00 

.o .• e $1ao,oo 

.5 '$2,250.00 
0.,1 $45.00 

1.2 •aeo .. oQ 

08648 



P...!l~---
2/08/2016 

2/08/2016 

2/09/2016 

2.109/2016 

2/09/2<;)1~1 

2/0!';)/201.6 

2/09/2016 

2/09/2016 

2111/2016 

2/12/2016 

2/12/2016 

2/15/2016 

2/1612016 

2/16(2016 

2/16/2016 

211$/2.o·ie 
2/16/2016 

2./17/2016 

.2/17/20118 

2/17/.2016 

2/17/2018 

ij 1 
Rad-ford .J. Smith, !Chartered 
2470 St. Rose F>arl(Way #,206 

Henderson., Nevada 89074 

... Staff 

GV 

•••· j Hh,tc:>ry BUI .Q;;1te; 

-""a.=~a.-~ •• •.· ... • ••.•.••. • .. ' •. : .... • •• :,,;.:-'e=-~.R-
0
-.ev-

8

=
5
-ie=w~r=iP~u-~-·~=.~::-. t-e~i;f Appratsals snd_r_Eil_n_t_a_l_e_.s_t.,..im-a-te_s __________ ""oc..;;.cur/~!Y--

" Review Opposition to .Ji:;t and Coutitermotlon filed by Dennis; o 
.... , Email to client 

R..JS 

R.JS 

Kr$ 
R.JS 

GV 

~JS 

GV 

R.JS 

.GV 

GV 

R.J.S 

GV 

R.JS 

.R.JS 
R..JS 
R·JS 

R,JS 

R.JS 

.GV 

!:.i Prepiare qutl!ne of PreTrlel Memo 

•.•.•·.1.i;· tj~~!:;r:~P11~~al$ Of San Vincen.te, Oak Pass and .Canyon 
" Prepare Pl lntlfr's 2.3rd 16.2 Supplemental D)scloeure 

•.. ·· .. · •. ,· •.. ~ .•... !: ::;:~:r~: ~~=·:~~t;~Q;~;, ::~:;~d:u~7 Email exchanses 
With elier.t; -mail eKE':hanges .with ,Joe Leauanat;, and .Je.nrw 

·· ·, AJ!en; Em.-1;11 exchanges with Mr. H.errnan /Ji Api:>ea.ranc at beposltiori of .Jde Leauaneie;' Cor,ferenoe with 

•·• i c.l!ent 
J"l[ PrepeorE!I Su pee.na Duces Teourn and Notice of Deposition for 

. Richar.d T. e~'chner; Emal.I t.· o .. M. s .. Yo. u. ng r.e: E.xtendlnQ deadlines l fo.r Pr.e Tria Mem,;,randu'T' 
:;. :! 
/lf Review em II frc:;>rrt .J. Lea1.i.anae with Item$ requested ·at hh;s 
) i depo.sltlon 
,-1r Phone can 1'Nlth thE! Coµ.rt re: Friday .l;leadllne for Pre Trial 
• i Mt!tmorand m; Phone call with M~, Young re: Trial E;xhll';>it1:1, 

• •. ·.·.:··.··.il····.:i,·.· .Continue ork on Pre Trla.l Me.morandum; f:>re.p!iilre List of Witn·esses. E.rnail exchan9es with ,Joe· Leauanae and .Jenny 
Allen; Ern&1il ~c:,, ollent; Erna.ii from Richard Talchner re; 

·.·.•.• ..•. J, Response o .J·oe·s re,spc;,ns.e to rebuttal report 
,. Preparf;'tlo for 1::1xamlnation of witnesE!ee; •Preparation for T'tlal, 

[ ] ~~;;:!i~ ~:~~:ft .Pre Trier Mernorandµm; Legal R,esea.roh re: 

ff..i, Prepare Tial Exhibit Index;. Co.ntlnue work on Pre Trial 
IVl . .a. m9ra1n : u. m; Exchlil!nl;lllili emali& wl.th Me. Young. ; Excha.nge 

( I emails. ·Wit Marc Hetrman; ~xchangl!!I phQne ci;t!Ji;; With Ms. 
•. :.iJ Alleti re; T ial preparation 

• Review D fendan,·s 14th 16,2 E.i.,pp~ernent anc;:I J.Jst c:;,f 
,: lj Wltnesl!le$ 
/T; Review RI. hard Telchner's R.ebuttal R·eµorl 

J 
\ ·1 
: :,: :~ 

T~ ••• ! 
•• l ::: :! 

i :1 

Review e( .ails frQrr1 ¢1lf!>nt 
Preparatlo for Oepoaltlon of R. Telohner; bonf.;,,renoe with D. 
M.arks; Co duct Depc,>sitlan ·qf .Fl!.loh1;,1r<;I Te.lohner 

Pre Trial M.en,c 

.fer and Appe,;airance iiit Hearing on Motion 'for Order 
use 

Gontll"lu.e epa.rln.Q for TrJal; Exchang~ emaOs with Ms. Yoqng 

P.age No. 31 

1.1 

Q.2 

1.4 
Q.3 
2.6 

4 

1 

·0.7 

0 .. 3 

$.1 

6 .. 5 

0 .. 2 

0.5 
0.2 
4.2 

Q.5 
1.8 

3..,7 

9/12/2016 

Amount 

$0.00 

$495.00 

$.80.00 

$140,00 

$1.35.00 

$780 .. 00 

$1,800.00 

$3QQ.OO 

$31.5.00 

$90.00 

$930 .. 00 

$2,925.0.0 

$1,2eo.oo 

$90.00 

$22S.OO 

$90.00 

'$1,890.,.00 

$226.00 

$810 .. 00 

$1,110.0,0 
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.Date· 
2/17/2016 

2/16/20113 

2/·fB/2.016 

211 ~1201 a 

2/19/2016 

2/1Et/201S 

2/1~1:ZOH:i 
2/20/.20113 

2/20/2016 

2/20/2016 

2/21/2016 

2/21/201(;1 

2./22/201.6 

2/22/2016 

2/22/2011$ 

2/22/2016, 

2/221?.016 
2/2.2/201f;I 

2/2$/.2016 

2/23/2016 
2/23/2016 

Staff 

R.JS 
av 
~v 

GV 

R.JS 

.R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

R.JS 

.GV 

R.JS 

GV 

R.JS 

R,JS 

KFS 

.JH 
KFS 
~v 
F\.Js 
R.JS 

l!l 
ii j 

Radford ,J. Smith, ....:h.artered 
2470 St. .. Rose Parkway #206 

Hent;:Jerson, Nevada 89074 

History B.ill Date: 

}\ 
:::,rr:IE O~§:grle:Y.9-n . . . . . ________ ,_Q_H!!Q!,ll. 
,: : and Mr. Marks.; Exchange em~il!:!l vvith Me,1. Allen; Exchange 
'' emails with Mr. Herman; Continue working on the Pre Trial 

': ::j Memorandum; R:evlew various deposition transcripts; ·Prepare 
•·• [! fo·r Dei:,ositlon of Mr<. Teichner; Prepare Qrqer to Show Oa1.,1s$ 

Hf Ptep.itratJon for Trial 

I 6:n~:~f~:::~~n: :\::~~e
11

~:ial Memoranduii'l; Phone cal.I 

.':.··.,.··, ••. ·•, .·.•: •. ··!;; with M.aro Herman; Phone oaOs with olhn:it; Co.nUnue preparing for Trial; Prepare Proposecl Qlstrlpution of Community Property 

1 I li 
:: :1 
:: :t 

•l ft, 

'~ 

•i 
! 

:~ 
.. , 

H 
Pi 

fl 
:1 
, I 

,: .; 
·::·:; 

•, :! 

Worksheet; Erni!III exchanges with client ai'1d Mr. Marks · 

Contlhu.e \N.ork on the Pre Trial Me.morancJum; Pln2il.Hze ·and Jile 
Detailed F'lnano1a1 Disclosure Form; Exchange multiple emails 
and· phone calls with Ms ... Allen and Mr. Leauanee; E:xohange 
emails with Ms. Yo~Jng a,,d Mr. Marks; Oon.tln1.,1e trial 
preparation 
Review Motl.on In Limlne to exclude Updated AppraJsals; 
Rev!ew oftlle 
ReVi$e .PreTrlal .Me.mo 
Review Defendant's 15th 1 er.2 Supplement 
Review Defem:lanfs; Pre Trial IVlie,,mo; Legi;ll. Re~earch re 
c.ltatlohs 

L_egal. Researc'1 on disil!llPatlon of ~un;etl!; (la.w from. ·Other 
states) 
Meetln.g with ollent apd expertei to prepia~ for Trial 

Conferen9e wl.tt:, 011.ent and EU<perts; Prei;>arst1on for 
examination of wftneseie.s; Prep~natton fQr Tri.al 
Cont~nue P/-ep.arin.g fQr Trial; Prepl!!lre ·"f'rlal Exhibit. Notebooks; 
Revie.e .a.nd F.lnallze ·Trlal Exhibit Index; Emails to ,am:t from Mr. 
MarKs ancl Ms. 'Young; Email exchanges wtth Ms • .Allei'I; 
Pr~pare Mottoq ll"! l,..lmh1EI! to Excluc!e Wltnes:s 

.Review em.all fl"Qm ciOent. 
Preparation for Trial Prepare for examination of Dennis Kogod; 
Prep~ra'tlon and Organlzat.lon of Exhibits; ·Conference with 
client; Prep.a ration of Oper1ing $:taternent 

Prepar1;1 Platntlff·s 24th ·1s.2 supplemental Plsclos1.1re 

PJ'19paratlon of "trlal EXl:'ljblt .Books 
Prepa;-atlon .of Trial Books 
Continue preparation .f.ot Trial; Attend Ti"lal 
Appearance at Hearing 
Comference: with c:f.ient after 1-i'i!a.rlng (2 houn.;,,. p.hargl!! f9r 1 
hou.r) 

Pag.e No. 32 

1.5 

0.1 

4.2 

4 ... 1 

0,3 

O,i 

2.5 

1.5 

7 

a 

0.1· 

1 
6 

6 
a 

3.5 
1 

w12.1201~ 

$1$76.00 

$.30.00 

$1,2E;IO.OO 

$1,230.00 

$135.0b 

$4,275.QO 

$45.00 
$1,125.00 

$675 .• 00 

$1,500.00 

.$3,150.00 

,.2,400.00 

$46.0.0 
$5,175,90 

$100.00 

$600.QO 

.'5Qd,OQ 
$1. ,B00.00 

$1,$76,QO 
$4~0.00 

08650 



Date 
l12s1201a 

Staff 

2/23/2016 RJS 

2/24/2016 R.JS 

2/24/2016 R.JS 

2/24/2016 R.JS 

2/24/2016 GV 

2/25/201£5 R.JS 

2/25/::.t016 RJS 
2/2512016 GIV 

2/25/2016 R,JS 

2/26/2016 R.JS 
2/2612018 av 
2/26/2016 R..JS 

2/29/2016 GV 

3/01/2016 R.JS 

3/02/2016 RJ.S 
3/02/20'16 GV 

.3/0312016 R.JS 

3/03/2016 R.JS 

.3/03/2016 R.JS 

3/0~/.201(,J GV 

3/07/2016 GV 

3/09/2016 R.JS 
3/10/201$ RJ$ 

;3/1Q/;;?.Q16 R.JS 

REldford J .. Smlth,:Cha.rtered 
;;?470 St. Rose Par'.kway #:206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 9/1.2/2.016 

·--··----~ .o="'·u=r ... lQ"'. ::.a!Y"'·· ,._ _____ ...;A:...;::;m.:.:;;o=u:c:n.:.::.t 

Preparation for Tdial; Conf'E!!renee with client; research D,avtta; 
Revise question list for Dennis Kogod; R~v.lew proppsed 
ques.tlon ilst from Anthem Forensics 

Preparation for co11tlnuetj ·que~tlone; for Dennis Kogod; Prepare 
truncated Witness examinations; ·Conference with ollerit; 
R!9ylew G·abri!911e's pr,::,po$ed questions regardl.ng err1alis; 
R.eview.emall categor!zertic;,n from client 

Prepare letter to (;). MarKs regarding deposltlon transcripts .at 
,-rial 

.A.ppear'5!nce at Tri.Ell 

Prepare ·for and attend Trlal.; Review depos>tion t.tanscrlpt of 
Nadya Khapsalls" . .Jennifer S,telner and Patr.iola ·Mur:,=;hy to 
p.repare excerpts to· .offer In evldenoe 

.Appea·rance at Trha.1 
Researoh ,standiard for admiss.ion or expeu·t rei::,ort 
Review depositions. of Sheldon K.ogod, Marsha Kego.cf, Mitohe.n 
Kog..:;>d and Dana Kog,:;id for E:IXOEJrpt$; Prepare for and attend 
Tri.al 

Confereqce ""itn ollent; WltnE[lss preparatlcm or cOen.t 
App.,araru;;e· ,at "Trfall; Co.nferE1nce with J. Leau.ana.e 
Attend Trial 
C.onfei".ence with ellent 
Organiz41;1 file.i Revise encl update .the Trial Exhibit Index to 
Include exhibits lrioluded at Trial 

Revl'ew etmall frorn .clien~: Revi.~w om!!IUS be.tween parties; begin 
draft e.mall to client · · 

Photte conference with ctl~nt 
Phr;me call from ,.,Joe and .Jenny r,e,: Propo!!led .Distribution of 
Community PtoJ)erty \Norl(she.~t; Emal!S frorri Mf!l, yqµng; 
Emails t'rom cUent 
Revle·w emall,s ftom N, Young; Prepart1t re,"pqnslve email 

Review ·eri,alls befween UBS and Pennl.s Koi;ior-1 
Excnange emails with client 

Email from .Jo.e and Jenrty; E·mail exch\ilnges with cl.len.t: Erne.II 
ti;) Ms. Young 
Email from ,Ms. YQ1Jr'.IQ; Eimali t.o and from· Mr. Leauanae 
~evJ8'!1' ern.sa.!1$ from cllent; l:imeHs to ollertt 
Exchange· em.alls with cllent 
Exchange emails with .cllen.t 

7 

5 .. 5 

0.2 

a 
1.5 

e.s 

2 

8.5 

7 
0 

1;2 

0.7 

1 
0.4 

Q.,.;,i 
,0,1 

0_3 

Q.4 

0.2 
0 .. 3 

0.4 
Q,3 

$$, 150,0Q 

$24,750.00 

$90,QO 

$1,57$.0.0 

$2,i;IBO.OQ 

$3,600.00 

$675,0Q 

$2,850.00 

$900,00 

$3,a'25 •. oo 
$:;i!,100.00 

$0 .• oo 
:$.360.0.0 

$315.00 

$4.50.00 

l!,120.00 

$GIO .. OO. 

$45.oo. 
$135.00 

$120,00 

$80,00 

$135.00 

$180,00 
$135·.oo 

08651 



Date 
3/'10/201~ 

3/10/2016 

3/11/2016 

3/1.1/2016 

3/1112018 

3/14/2016 

3/16/2016 
3/'l6/201S 

3/21./2016 

s12:2.120 1 a 

3/2212016 

3/22/2016 

3/23/2011;3 

3/23/2.016 

3/24/201~ 
3i2Si2016 

3/28/2016 

3/26/2018 

3/29/2018 

.3/3012016 

3/30/2016 
4/01/2016 

4/04/2016 

4/05/2018 

-4/0ffJ/2016 

4/06/2016 

H 
fl Radforg J. Smith, ~h•rtered 

-~~/~~•sYl~don 

2

~~~:~~:~:~::::: ___ _ 

KAM 'tyt Review Video Trar,scrli:;t from February 26, 2.01 e arid tr.e1nscrlbe 

GV 

R.JS 
.GV 

RJS 

RJS 

GV 
R.JS 

R,JS 

GV 

GV 

RJS 

RJS 

GV 
GV 
ov 

A.JS 
KFS 

GV 
c:,;v 
R.JS 
R.JS 

GIV 
R.J$. 

GV 

RJS 

:'! relevant portion regarding the maJ1-iteir1ane!!! of the Lake Las 
· •• :1 Vegas Pl"operty. · 

•••. "if Er.naUs from c,llent; ~evlew Video ''Sook s:lgning by Nedfra• 
.. ! Khapsalls": Phone call with .Joe and Jenny re: Sharl!!s and 
: ._ 1 updated Waste Ell'Yloun"ts 

>f Exehange emails ·viii.th ,:;:lient 

if Emails betwe1;1n client an<:;f Ms, Allen 

••• •. •·••·· •.. •··• •. ·• •. ,r,r;···.1''.

1

',_ Exqhanga ~m.!illlS with client Re: Kogod- rei::juest list 1t Review Suppi.emental Blllln9 Stateinents 

email o:xchang.es between client and Oppos,fng Party 
"i ReVIEf';N -"~~er fr,pm P.. MarKs with appr;;al)511ls 

::_rn ~:'":7.~:~::::n~=::1;1 :~n:·.~::; ::v:::m9:i:·~:; ::::::all 
'° ... J.1 and email from Mr, He1Tnll!!n; R!!tvlew i;appralseals provided by Me. 

1 Young , 

:_.:.•.·.], Em~il to M~. Young re; Updated- gocu.m•m• 
-ir Revli;,w en-tail.s fn:~m ell.ant: P~par.e .. ovi:llne of motror., 

Revliew er:r:lail frorn N. Young: Etnall to N. Young; Review emall 
from client; E1<change em;;alJs with M. Herman 

!;:mail to Ms. Young;. Emal.lia frorn olien.t 

emaH from oii.e.nt 
Begin draft of Motion .for extension ,;:,n ~xpert r,i,port and 
Evloerrtl,ary -Hearing on Appraisals 

Review Objection to Dep.:;,sltion Teistl~nc:,ny 
Prepare Pl~lntlffs 2"?tt:i 1 f;I,~ $upplementa,I Dtacl,;:;8ure 

i :::!:~:~:,,~a~~dv:u~~~r;!mall ta ollent 
• lf" Review etru11ll.s ·from client; Review E&tmal! ·from N. Young 
.:,t Review erm,aills ·from cn.en:t 

·._

1 

.• • .•. ~ •.. !i, :;:~:c::r:';:r!:m~~~~e~~; ~::~t;:a~:~ ~~·:~en; Review 
, em1,31·il,;i. fr.om client; Review .emails from M. Hermsn; Phone 

conference 'With ollent . 
·;-J Prepare .. anJJ flnallz~ tha Motion Extension on E.xpert Report 
· ·1 eind E:vldentl$ry Heiarlng; Phone c:ail with Mr. Marks; Phone call 

•• •• • •. wrta Mc;l!~l"lM.t; ':'.!"one CE!II with M.r, Hen:ri1,ir1; E:mell$. to Ms, Young 
an .. ·. I' •. a. s 

(Ii Revrew emii.11 fr.om J. Allen .i . I . . 
··: j i Piage !\le;,. 
.· ., 
••. ·! 
::: :j 

I 

34 

Date.: 9/'12/2016 

DurlQ:ty Amount 
$850 .. 00 

0.6 $180..0.0 

Q.4 $1.80 .. 00 

0.2 $60 .. 00 

.0.2 $90,00 

Q.3 $136.00 

0.1 $30.00 

0.5 $:225,00 
.0.2 ll'l~.o.oo 

1.·1 $330.00 

0.1 $30.00 
•0.6 $270.00 

0.3 $1:35,00 

0.3 $90.0Q 

0,'.I sao,oo 
ci•.e $180.,0Q 

.Q.:i! $.90.00 
1.4 $140.00 

0.1 .!&30,-0.0 

0.1" $30,00 

-0,.2 $90 .. 00 
.Q.3 l!J135.00 
.0.4 ~120.00 

Q.9 $40~ .. 0Q 

3.1 $930.00 

o.-, $4!$.00 

08652 



_bate Staff 
4/06/2016 
4/06/2016 R.JS 

4/-06/2.016 GV 

4/07/2016 R.IS 

4/Cl6/:.!01 6 GV 
4/·i 1/2016 av 

4/12/2016 GV 
4/13/2016 GV 
411s12<:;ns R.JS 
4/16/2Q'.16 GV 

4/1lol/2.c.;i16 GV 

41201:;.:01e F(.J$ 

4ao120-1e GV 

4/~$/2016 GV 

4/25/2016 R..JS 

4/':1..5/2.016 RJ.S 
412.6/20 ·1 6 R.JS 

4/2.6/2016 R.JS 

4/2612.016 GV 

4/26/2016 R.JS 

4/28/2016 R.JS 

4/2$/2(;)16 GV 

5/02/2016 GV 

5/02/2016 GV 

510~/20 'I 6 ft,J.$ 
~/03/291~ KAM 
5(03/2016 GV 

Radford J. Smith,- Cha rte.red 
2470 St. Ros.e Parkway #206 

1.-!endereon, Nevada 89074 

Hi.story Bill 

·------~~-----·-----·····----· 
Preparation for Hearing; Co11duot H.earing; Conference with 
-client · 

Prepare fo.r anc! F.1t.tend h~arlng; Ema:ns from client; Email to 
Mr. Herman and Ms .. All~n re: Hearing 
R:~vlevy ~malls from. oHent 
.emalls from cnent: .EimElll to Joe 1_e1auanaa 
Emalia fron-l arld to Mr, H.erme1_n; E~nall to ¢11•.nt; E;.maH from 
and to Ms. Young 

Email e.x.changes with client: Ema.II frc,,.m ,Joe l,..ea1.,1ana~ 

Er,,alla fr9m cJ_lent; Em111II frc:,m M$. Alien 
Reyi~W ~m·ails from eH.ent; Phone conference with ollehf 
Ernsils from and to client: Phone call from Marc Herman-: 
Exchange emafls with ·Ms. Younp · · · 

Emails fror:n and·to client; Ema1.1·from Mr,· Marks~ Phon.e call 
fi·om c;;1,a11t; Erna.II fr1;1m and to .Mr. Le111uanae · · 
R~vtew email. from J. Stel.ner to client 

Phone .call :with client; Emall to Mr. Herman; Emails from 
client; emall ·fron1 Mr. Leauanae 
-Revi.ew Mr'. Herm,an'.·s rebuttal report; :small exchanges with 
c;:lient; J=:m"i!il to Mr. Mar:1<;s_; Emall from and to Ms. Young 
Ph.:::.n·e; conference ,wtth Mar:c .hlerman 
Ph.one ·conference With cllept 

Review .email anc;I review from M- l-:term.2'n: Review Report 1'rorn 
M. Herman 
Review letter from D. Ml!!ll'.'ks; Prepare Outl!ne of reepone,e 

Review leW~r frpm Mr, Marks r/i!I: Ms. Steiner; Emali to and 
from client; Phone cell from cllen1;; Er.nal,s l'rc:,,.m Mr. Herman 
Revi.ew .emalls frorn client 

R:eyiew pr,;,ppsed C>rderfrom.A.,:irll 6, 2016 Hearlhg 
£:.maH$ to· Ms .. Yountr: .Emails fram an.d to ollent 
Review Supplemental documents fr,;,rn Mr; t<oggd; E~Qhange 
emails ·with cli"9nt; Exet-uange ernails with Anthem Forensica; 
Pl'lc,ne Cl!!l!I frorn IYlr, Herma.n 
R.evlew letter from Mr. Marl<& to thEt Court 

Review Defendant's Po.st. Trial Disclosures 
Trial. i:;,reparatlon for .May 4, 20,16 hearing 

Email exchanges wlt.h ellent; Er.na.fl e,u:,tn;;mgee. with Ms. 
Young; .E·rn.1111 exI::lhanges wi.th .Ms. Allen: Prepare EVlder\tlary 
Hearing Index;. Prepare Exhil:Jlts :for the Sv!dentlary HearlnQ 

PagE! No. 35 

Dur/Clfy' 

?.5 

1.7 

0.2 
0.-'1 

0-4 

0.2 
0.1 

0.2' 

0.6 

0.6 

0.1 
0.4 

0.7 

o.e 
0.·1 

0.4 

0.2 
0 .. 3 

0.3 
0 .. 1 

0.7 
o.s 

o.·r 
o.~ 
·0.,.6 

2,3 

$510,00 

$90.00 
$30,00 

$120.00 

$60 .. 00 
$30,00 

$S0.90 
$180.00 

$18Q •. OQ 

$40.00 

$120.00 

$210.00 

$270.00 

.$45.00 
.$.180.00 

$90.00 

.$90,00 

$135.00 

$45.0Q 
$210,00 

$li?40.00 

$-:30.00 
~135,pd 
$200.00 
$680.00 

08653 



Date Staff 
5/03/2018 
5/0412016 KAM 
5/04/2018 GV 

5/04/2Q16 R,JS 

5104/2016 R.J$ 

p/04/2016 R.JS 

5/04/2018 GV 

5/05/2016 KAM 

5/05/2016 GV 

S/08i2016 GV 

5/06/2018 R.JS 
5/06/2016 RJS 

5/09/2018 KFS 

5/09/2016 GV 
$/10/2016 RJS 

5/10/2015 GV 

!S/1.2/201 6 R..JS 

5/12/2016 GV 

5/13/2016 GV 

511a1201a C3V 

5/17/2016 GV 
5/19/2016 GV 

5/19/2016 R.J.S 

5/20/2016 RJS 

6/03/2016 RJS 

.6/09/2018 GV 

.6/09/2018 R,JS 

Radford ,J. Smith, 0hartan;,,d 
2470 St. Rose Par!<l.way ~206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

History Bill 

Trial pr.eparatlon;. ProceE!s ,;;k>cuments fQr lnfor.mal Discovery 
A~te.nd ~vldentlary He;arln.g on Appraisals 

R'..eview Court Minutes 

Preparatloh and Appearance at He~rin_g, Ct,,l")'fer~ncE;, wltt:, ctlent 
and .. expert 
Review letter from D. M~rks; Prepare letter tg c:;,. IVlarks 

Me-e.t with Mr. ,Merman; Fl.nia.!lzEjl ·the EvJ,:;h,mtlary Hea.rlng 
5xhlbtts a·nd List.;: emails to Ma. Young and M.r. ·Mark.e; Emails 
to and from Ms .. Allen; Prepare for· Offers of Prc:iot by review of 
the .depc;,sltlon transerlpts 
ErnaO .e~ohang,;, with Anthem .F.oreneics regarding r.ecent 
flnanclar statements 
E.r:nail from and to Ms. Young; Small exohanges·wtth Mr. 
Leauan.ae; emails to ,;::!lent; Letter- to thl!! .Qc:,u,t re: NE!dya's 
.ttepo&ltlon exhibits 

Emalls from client and Mr. Leauanae; Emall to Ms, Young 

Phone con,fer(;lnce w!tlJ. pllent 
Exchange 'ernaill!I with 0, Marks.; Phone cohference with D. 
Marks .\ .. . · . 
Prepa~ Pllalntlff's ~6th 1~1.2 Supplemental .Disclosure 

Er:nail e><ch151r,gee with Ms. Young; Email to and from client 

Review emails from cllent_; en,ail t<;> client 

Email from: Ms. Young; Emafl to, cUen:t 
Review errjail .from M. Herman; Review a.mall from olie.nt; .E.rnail 
to client 

' 
En,ails fror~l client, 'P.hone can wm, oUent 
j;;:.mail from folient; !:.mail .from Ms, YounQ 

Ema.II exchlange.s With clieht .and Ant.hem Forensics; E;:nlail \O 
M~. Young i 

Email exch~nges w.lth client 
EinF.iils from client eu,,d l\llr. Leeu.,aflaf;!I 

Review .em~Us from client; e:maH to cllent; Rev.lew ernall from 
N. Young; !:¥mall to N. Yo1.111g 

Review of E!malls from client . . . I 

Phone confe_r<e>nce with ,D. Marks;· En1.ails With dllent 
E1T1ell from anc:I tc;, M.s, Young; Review Sttpul"'tlon; Emali from 
-client 
Pho:ne conf~re1Jce with o. rvt.arks 

Page No., 3~ 

D.atE!f: 9/12/20'16 

Oyr/Qfy'. Ari"iOlJrit 

3 $750 .. 00 
3.2 $9f;IO.OO 

0.1 $4?.00 
6.,B $3.QSQ •. OO 

0.4 $1BO.OO 

2.4 $720.00 

.0.2 $5.0.00 

0.6 $240.00 

0,4 $120.00 
·0.2 $90,00 

0.6 $270,00 

1.3 $130,0Q 
0.2 ·$.60 .. 00 
0.$ $135.00 
0.1 $30.00 
0_3 $135.0() 

0.2 $80.00 
.o .• ·1 $30,00 
0.4 $120.00 

O.,;l! $90.00 
,0,1 $3.0.00 

0.3 $'135.00 

·0.2 $90-00 
0.3 .$135.0.Q 
0.2 $80.00 

·0.2 $9,0 .. 00 

08654 



.Date Staff 
6/'13/20113 GV 

6/14/2016 GV 

6/15i2016 GV 

6/16/2-0 '16. RjS 
G;/16/.2016 GV 

6/17/2016 RJS 

6/17/2016 GV 

6/20/2016 $V 

a/201201e RJS 

6/20/2018 R-;IS 

S/.2;1/!2018 C;IV 

01211:?.o 1 a R.J$ 

6/22/:20H~ R.JS 

6/27/2016 RJS 

6/27/,2016 GV 

6/2~/2016 GV 

6/,ZB/201S GV 

8/29/20 ,1 .6 RJS 

6/2.9/2018 GV 

6/:30/2016 GV 

7/01/2016 R.JS 

7'/01/2016 KAM 

7/01/2016 KAM 
7/11/2010 GV 

7/1.2/2018 R..IS 

'1/12/2.016 RJS. 
7/12/.2016 QV 

Ftadford :J. Smith, Chartereci 
.2470 St. Rose Parkway # 4 06 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

H i$tc;:ny BUI 

Description ··---··-
Exct"iean,ge em1;1lh;1 with r:::lle.nt and Anthem and Daniel Kim 
E.ma:11 f'rom and to Ms. Young 

Email fr'orri ,cll.ent; Email to M:11, Young 

Revrew Etma:iils from ,;;llent; i"{ev.Jew ernail from N. Young 
Email fro.m Ms. YounQ: Err1ails from client 

Review Notice of Entry of Stipulatiol"! ~n~ Qr.~er 

Erna'il ·rri;,.l'.Tl client 

Mee:t with c!lfl!nt; Prepare letter·for Weils Fargo re.: 
Supplemental documents; Begin (:frafl: of Motion to Cornpel 
Discovery 
Review emails from c!i"!'nt; Em,!!111 :to c;:Uent 
Qonfe.r.e.nce '!With client; Seg.ln. revl.ew of transcript 
prepare iand file the Motion to Compel D1sco'.ilery; Prepare ex 
Part'=!: .Reque!!;t for Q$T; Prepan:s os-r: E:rruaH from cdlElint 
Excl;.a:n.ge .emall.s with .clJ.ertt 
Phor'le· confet'ence wlth-G. Kogod and UBA Represent·ative 

Review emails fron, client; R.evlew emails from J, Allen 

Prepare $tlp1,.1fa.tJon f.lnd Order ,re~ Closing Briefs: .Phone call 
with Ms. Young; Erryalls to Anthem .Fc;.,r1;1>r1sf0s: Review 
:i:rans<;;rlpt of Trial Testimony of Derihls KOgod; Begin draft of 
Cl9~lng Brief 

E;:m.all.s fro.1,, client a.nd Opposln!;i Party; Em.all exchanges with 
Anthem Foreins.lcs 
Conti,nul;!I .review c;,f Dennis' trial testirnony tr:aanscrli:,t for ciloslrig 
brief · 

RE;Wlew e;imails from client; i=tevh!IW emei.lls from a. Gelen : 
R.evt:ew Ordet< 

Review Orger from the Court; E:mall exchanges with Jenny 
Alleh and client; Review T1·lal ·Exhib11;s 

E:m~il e~ohangee wi~h Anthem Foren$h;;.s 
Rev!El'\IV e,mails from cUent; Emall to c.llent 
Review docutnerots, _F)repare ,supjolerhel'1.t to ttlal exh.lblts. 

E.mall to ..J. Leauanae. 
E:mall. to Jo(;J Le,.iuan::;!e: Review Opposition 1'11od PY OppQslr:,g 
Couns.el · · 
Pho·ne c;onferehoe with J. Leauanee and J, Allan; Review of tlle; 
PreparlS!ltior, for .HJe&1rlng · · · · · 

Review einells from cller;t 
email t·rom ollent; Review· file for Reply 1;o Opposition re: 
emails rE!gardln.g deflclenol.es In Mr. Kogod's discovery; 

Pag.e No. 37 

Date: 9/12/2016 

DUr/Cl.~ty~ ______ A_tn.,..._Oc..· ."'u""n"'"'°. 1: 
0.2 $80.QO 

0.1 $30.00 
6 .. 2 1'580 .. 00 

.0.2 ~90.c;>O 
o.~ $ea.o<i 
Q •. 1 $45.00 

0.1 $30,00 

·2.3 $690.Q.O 

Q.2 $90.00 
3.S l81,!;i75.00 
·2: ... a $840.00 

0.2 $90,0Q 

o.~ $135 .. 00 
0 .. 2 $90.00 

2.3 $1;190,()0 

.0.6 $1(}0,00 

5.1 f!;1,S30,00 

0.3 .$136,00 

0.6 .$·180 .. 00 

,0.2 $80 .. 00 

0.2 $90.00 

1.2 $;3()0,0.P 

0.1 $25 .. 00 

0.2 1'560.00 

1,5 $157'5,00 

0,2 $.90,00 

0 .. 8 $.24Q.OQ 

08655 
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Radford J. Smltti,·-chartered 
2470 st. Ros.e Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 89074-

History Bill 

Date Staff 
7112/2016 

=------== ...... ---=---=O=e,.,,s=· -'c!!Q't!-On __________________ ~~--------
Prepare ·Suppl.fllr'nental Exhibits per Court•is .Junl!!I Order 

7/13/.2016 .J.H 

7/13/2018 JH 

711:,1201e KAM 
7/13/2016 GV 

7/1$/2.016 RJS 

7/13/2.016 GV 

7/14/2016 R.JS 
7114/2016 aiv 
7/20/2016 GV 
7/24/2016 R.JS 

7/25/201i;J R,J$ 

7/2.f!/2016 R-!S 
7/27/201€, c;;V 
7/27/2016 RJS 
7/29/2018 R.JS 

7/21;3/2Q16 GV 

7/29/2016 KAM 
8/02/201$- GV 

8/03/2018 RJI;;, 
a1c;;a,201e RJS 

·8/03/2016 GV 

.6/04/2016 R...16 
a,oa,201 e GiV 
$/09/2016 O)V 

6/10/2016 -GV 

8/11/2,016 R.J~ 

8/11/2018 GV 
8/15/2.016 RJS 
B/1f:i/201t;3 GV 
e/17'12016 aiv 
.8/19/2016 R.J.S 

Preparation o{ .Supplemental Ex_hl_bJte 

P_reparaJfpn of' 0.1o1rtlflcate ,;:,f SE!rvloe 
Prepare for hearing. 

Finalize. ·the supplemen.ta! Trial E~hlpltis; Prepare Reply tq 
¢ppo$ttlon; Attend Hearing 

Preparation and Appearance ~t He!illrlng; •Conference with ollent 

E;tTJE\.il tC! 111nd from 'Wells Fargo 

•.. ·•.·_,·,), Revleiw emails f'rom clfent; en,all to clle.nt 
. , ., Emails ·fro.m olfent 

HJ Email. from ollen:t 
·::lf J,...~g·~I R~searCt,. re· use of de._po-s:itlon du·rf.n9 "J"'rial 
}1t R.e·search .re: Alimony and tre.atm.ent of· alimony In receht high 
,., j end .,;:ases 

:1t Legal Research for Closl.ng Btief 
(Tf Continue work on Closing Brl.ef' 

C:11 Riasearc_h and Prepare AU111ony sEt<;::tion of Closing Brief 
::,t Revise out.line for ~rlef; Prepanatlon of Srfef 

:··14 Revl.ew viarlous Tnanscript5; Emails and phone Galls to Mr. 
•· '! Mark:s; Phone- 08!11 ·to the Coµrt.; Prepare Closing .arlef; emall to 

•.·•._:._]_ ·:,:! ~

1

::;;;:

1

~:::::,F::~:s::~lver brief. . 
.7: E;ma.lls frc,,m client 
'•1'! Review Oef'en.dant'e Olol!!llt1g Brief 

(.·.• .. ~l!:_i, Rev.law emails from client; Reply to efT:1alls 
Emails from 1,1nd :to c,1e11t 

ht F,n.1"11·h reading B.!'lef 

·._•_.:• .. 1.:, E;m.alls from c.11.ent 
'! Ex-chan.ge emails with client; Email from e.md-~o Ms, Young 

·•TJ Exchar,ge e_malls·wltl, .crJe.nt: l=maU from Ms, YPung \,t R~v·iew ernaUs from .cl.l<!ilnt; !;.malls between parties; Ema.II to 
•· :I client 
· ,r Em*9-ils from c::ilh;mt; r:tmE!U frQm M$. Young 
C::,t Ftev"few emf;lila f'rom cllent; Emall to c::Hent 

••• _• ••••.•• _,·:~::_;j· ::::::r;;:'~~,:_!:ung: .Emeitl from client 
.·., Review em alls fn:.im ell ant;. Et-nl!il!I t~ c.::Jlent 

.• ! P_age No. 38 

•• 1 
:i J 
-: :j 

__ DurlR~ 

0·.5 
0.2 

1,5 
3 .. 2 

:2.$ 
0.3 
.0.,2 

0.1 

P.1 
2 

1.9 

1.5 

0 .. 2 

4.5 
2 

7.5 

1-5 
0.1 

1 

o.a 
0.1 

0.2 

:0,2 
.o.a 
:0,6 
0.5 

Q.2 
0;2 

0.1 

0, 1 

0.-3 

D'ate: 9/1,2/20'1.6 

$50.00 

$20.00 

$3.:75.0() 

$960.00 

$1.,125.00 

,$90.00 

$9.o_.oo 
$30.00 

$"30.00 
$900.00 

$8q6;0Q 

$675.00 

$80.00 
$2,0.26.00 

$.900.00 

~2.,250.00 

$3-7'$.00 

$30.00 

.$45.0.0.Q 

$135.0Q 
$30.00 
$90.oo· 

$$0.00 
$90,00 

$·150.00 

•$225.00 

$60.00 
seo.oo· 
$30.00 
$30.00 

$·1~f:>.OP 

08656 



Date 
8/1.S/~.p1 a 
8/23/2016 

e:1241201 e 
S/~4/.2016 

8/21!>/~016 
8/25/2016 

6/29/2016 

8/29/2016 

8/30./2016 

8/30/2011$ 

8/3012016 

8/30/2016 

"l.2/'I 8/2014 

12/30/2014 

1.2/~1/2014 
12/31/2014 

1/3•112015 

;2:/12/2015 
2/261201,5 

2/28/2015 
2/28/2016 

3/16/2015 

$/16/201·~ 

.3/ '16/2.0 1 5 

3/1 $!12Q15 

3,'.23/2016 

3/2312015 

~/:Z.6/20"15 

6/$1/2.015 

••••il 

1

11 
__:§!f! tf__ • •• ¼--IE 

:: !!t 
GV i'T 

GV 
R.JS 

R.JS 

GV 

GV 

"1V 
R.Js 

R.JS 

ALL 

RJ.$ 

ALL 
AL.L 

ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
AL.L 

AL.L 
AI..L 
ALL 

AL.L 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
ALL 
AL.L 

••• ! 
Sa 

····1 

II 
lt 
.:, ·i 

I;: e 

•.• •i 
::: :j 

R$dford .J. Smith, Chartered 
~4 70 $t, RQ$• Parkway #206 

He11derson. Nevada 69074 

History Sill oa.te: e1121201.s 

Descrlpti.on ·-~---.,....--~-----~ur/Qll!: A,moun.t 

Review Dec::ree and Order; L.egal reaeiolrch re legal analysis In 4.5 $2.,q2.s,qo 
conctuslons .of Law; Phorie oor1ference. with client; Confe.renoe 
with .olfe,nt 

Revie,w Ca.s.e Api;;eal Statement; Rev!eVlf Notlc::e c;,f Appeal 

Review Noth::,;;, or- Appeeaf lllne! CasEt Appe;1.I Staten,ent; Review 
Mot.Ion for Stay; Emails to and froti"I client 

Email from client; Email frc;,rn Ms. All•n 

R'evi';lw ernails frc;,m cli.ent; Emal.I .to• clleht; Review email from .J. 
Allen 

Review en,alls; Emal! re Viei Mlrei Monte 
Phone caU with M~. Young; ~ma.ii to Ma. YouhQ'i Email 
exchanges vvlttl client and office of Elsen Amper · 

Email!B from ollent ~ne! Mr. Bleeg 

'Review No1tice .of Bond 
Review of $!mall from ellent to BJeeg: .Re.: Fwd! lnvofoes 
outsti;inc:Ung 

Review Supreme Court Notice of Ref1;1rr~! to &ettl..,mt;mt 
P.rogr!!lm; R~vlew Notice of Cost Bond 

Filing Fee f~r F>eremptory Chall.enge 

Cop.y Cherge 11/20/14 - '1.2/30/14 

Postage 1.1-20-14 - 12:..s 1-1,4 
FIHng: Fee 11129/14 - ·1;.,J/;31/14 

<;;:opy Chari;,e 1/1./15 - 1/31i1 s .• rnaohlne 1 

· Video Trar:'1111.cript of Hearing o.n 2/3/15 

Fili rig .Fee 2/111 5 - 2/26/1 ~ 

Postag~ 2/1/15 - 21~!3/'15 
Copy c::har-ge for 21111.5 - 2128/15, machine ·1 
Witnass Fees 'for UBS, Inc. 

Witness. Fees for B!!!nk .of Neyi;rc:ia 

VVl'~n';lss Fe!!!t!!I 1'.Pr Wells F&1ri;io 

$ubtotal 

$ervlce of custod.lan of Records fO.r UBS Financial Se:rv.ices c:;rr 
Neved~ 
v11;:1eo· 1"r:anscrlpt of Heart·ns;, o.r, art 611 s 
$ervlc;e .of Cuat0ol~n Qf ~ecorda for WE!llls Fargo 

:s.ervlce of Custodian of Records f6.r·.B1111n.k of.America 
Postage 3/111 5 - 3/31 /15 

d .. 1 
o,·e 

0.2• 

0,.2 

0.·1 
().8 

0.2 

Q,1 
0.1 

0.1 

1,000.53 

0 

7 
0 

0 

4 
0 
0 

0 

5 

0 
.0 

0 
¢ 

0 
0 

0. 
0 

$45.00 

lll180.00 

$60.00 

$90.00 

$45.!)0 
$240,,0¢ 

$60,00 
11130.00 

$45.00 

$45.00 

~388,483.00 

$4$0.00 
$1.75 

$0,48 

$21.QO 

$"1.0Q 
l86.00 
$3,50 

$4.72 
$1,25 

$28.00 

$28.00 

$28.QO 

$46.00 

$5.00 
$.53.QO 

$49.60 

$2.09 

08657 



f)p_te_ . __ _ Staff 
3/31/201$ AJ.:..L 

3/31/2015 .ALL 

4/03/2015 ALL 

4/16./~016 ALL 
4/30/2016 ALL 

4/30/2015 AL.L 

4/30/2015 ALL 
4/301201 !'$ AI_L 

S/22/2015 ALL 

5/31/20113 ALL 

5131/2011;3 A1;...L 
5/31/2016 A.LL 

6/1·9/2015 ALL 

6/30/2015 ALL 

6/30i2Q1$ ALL 

6/.'.3012015 ALL 

6/30/20•15 Al-L 
6/30/20·15 ALL 

7/06/201$ ALL 

7/22/2015 .ALL 

7/31/20"15 ALL 

7/::,01/2015 ALL 

7/3'1/:Z01Ei ALL 
8/09/2015 RJS 

8/1.4/2015 ALL 

8/21/2.015 ALL 

8/30/2015 .ALL 

81.31/2015 ALL 

·8/11/2015 ALL 

9/24,/2015 ALL 
9/26/2016 YEA 

9/29/2015 At.;L 

8/ZO/'.ZO 16 ALL 

9/30/20:15 ALL 

Radforc;f J, S.mith., o.Jh.a.rtered 
2470 St .. Ro$e P~rkway #208 

Henderson; Nevac::la 69074 

History .Bill Date: 9/12/2016 

Des.crlptlon ·- .. :-:-~--:-·--------~--.:;D;..u="'-r:"-'fQ::::,.::1,),- __ ---~"!2!1nt 
copy charge for .3/1/16 - .3/31/15, r::naohli,e 1 1 ()',5 $2E:f.25 

F.illr)g Fee 3/1115 - ·lll/311-15 O $.3.50 

B~nl< Qf Am~rloa., i.nvolc.e 370815 
Personal Servic.e of Michelle Gravely 
PUlng Fee 4/111 5 - 4/30/15 

Cc;>py ·~harge for 4/1/15 - 4i30/1 Eli, machine 1 

Postage 4/1115 - 4/30/15 

Legal Res:earoh 4/1 /15 ~ 4/30/1 5 
\Neils Fargo, Invoice 1 e2017· fpr procfucth;~n c,f docu.ments 

Poist~ge 5/111!;, - 5/31/15 
Legal .Research 5/1 /16 - 5/31/1.6 

Filins.i Fee .6/1/1.5 - 5/31/15 

VVitne~s Fees f.or l\llic;:hl!'lle Gn,wley, Psy.O 
Pers4:::mal Se.rvlo,;, of Michelle Gravely 

Filir,g Fee 6./1/16 ·· 6/30/15 

P.ostage 6/1 /15 ~ 6/.30/15 

Copy charge for 6/1/16 - 6(30/15, machlrie 1 

Legal Re$e~rch e11 /1 5 - 6/30115 
Wltne.i;fs Fees fot USB ProduoUon of Documents 

Vldeo Trans;cript of Hearing on 7122/1 t:;; 
Copyc)"large fo.r 7/1/15 - 7/31/15, machll1e 1 

riling Fee 7/1115 - 7/.31/15 

Posta.ae 71112015 - 71a11201s 

Howard Lew!s anc:I Pete.rl:;len l='C ( lpvqlqe tQ DQm.e&t.tcete 
.$1.1bp:oene for .J.uly) 

CourlE!'r Service 
Nc;,n Appearance - CanceUetlon Ffilte for Oeposhion of .Jennife.r 
Crute Steiner from Alpine Cou.rt R:epci~hJiiJ. 

Howard Lewis ancJ Pete.r.i.;on PC., Oome.stloa.te Subpoena for 
.JennlfE!U' CrUti!ll Steiner- ( .July) 

Copy charge for Sf.1115 - a1s111 ·5, .maoh1.ne 1 

BE>VE1rly .Hills Hit.ton $3~e.OO, $3.l;i8.0Q, $785.'10 
t:>ocwmen.t production for .DaVita ( invoice 002431 787) 
Beverly Hl.ila HIH<:>rl $415:85, $496.76, $4·1G.80 

Depo.s'ltion Tr•anseript for Patricia Mul':pl'ly ( Invoice 4!360'.!) 

Postage 9/0'.f 115 .~ .g/aOl'.15 

1-t9war,c:1 Lewis ~nc;l Peterson· PC. OomestJcats $ubpoet1a tor 

P$ge No. 40 

0 

0 

0 
5 

0 

0 
0 

a 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
13 

0 

0 

0 
11 

.o 
() 

.o 

0 
·o 

0 

6·4 
0 

0 

·O 

0 

0 

0 

$414.9.0 

$(:)2.50 

$24.50 

$1.25 

$12,.58 
$182,12 

$167.04 

$.8.45 

$14B.74 

$35.00 
$26.0.0 

$41;1.00 

$36.25 
$7.10 

$3.26 

$~7.91 
$211$.00 

$5.00 

.$2.75 
$:3~.50 

$12,oa 

$140.00-

$25.00 

$125~20. 

$140.00 

$115:.00 
$1:,.55·1 .90 

$257,5.t;, 
$1,327'.45 

$728.9!;1 
$1.42 

$190.40 

08658 



Date Staff 
9/30/2.015 

9{3.0/2015 ALL 

.9/30/2015 Al.L 

9/30/2.015 ALL 

9/30/2016 ALL 

1010112015 ALL 

10/14/2015 ALL 

'1'0/14/2.015 AI..L. 

10/15/20'15 .ALL 

10/15/2015 ALL 

10120120·1 5 ALL 

101201201 e ALL 

1 0/23/201 5 ALL 

10/23/201fi ALL 

1Q/28/2Q1p Al.L 

'.10/31/2016 ALL 

10/31/2015 ALL 

1.0/311201. 5 ALL 
10/31/2015 ALI.-
1.0/31/2015 ALL 

11/041201.6 ALL 

11/04/2015 ALL 

11/09/2016 ALL 

11/0912016 ALL 

11/13/20-r.5 ALL 

1,1/'1'3/201.6 ALL 

1'1./18/2015 ALL 
·11/1.9/2015 ALL 

11/3012016 Al.I-
·11/30/201,15 ALL 

Radford .J. Smith, °Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada "89074 

History Bill .9/12/2016 

---------~D~.u==r~/Q.=t~Y;.._ ______ A;..;:,·,n1oµr,t 

D.eposi.tlonTranscrfpt (video $-,n,loes) for NadYene Khapsall.ei ( 
invoice CA2438834) · 

Depo.sltion Trl!ilnsc::rlpt for N1a1dy1;1ne Khapsall.s ( lnvolO$ 
CA2434SS5) · · 

.C-opy .charge fo1· 9/1/16 - ·9/3C>/1G., i:nachlnl!:f. ·I 

FiHng Fe~ 911 /1 5 - s:i/30/15 

Video Transerlpt of Hearing on 6/26/15 

Witness Fee$ 1'or COR Netfli,M 
D.eppsltjon Tran!Qorlpt 'for Marsha Kogod and $held.on KGgod ( 
i.nvoloa CA24464:35) 

Video Tr111nscrlpt of Hearing 

Peposit.lo.n Tnans:cript for Dana Kogod and Mitchell Kogoct ( 
lr,voioe CA24-4~658) 

Oeposition Transcript (video services) fer Dana Ko.god ,and 
Mlt¢hell :Ko.god, ( invoice CA24l;HJ488). 

Qeposltlon iransc;rlpt (video se.1•vi¢es) for Marsha Kogod and 
Sheldoh· Kogod, ( !r'ivr.,ice CA24~08t;l5) 

Vh;:leoT~nscrlpt tor Denni$ Kogo,;;:t t tnvoloe 8:91·1) 

DepqsitlQn Transcrt.pt for Denni$ Kogod ( lnvoloe 49764) 

Service ot COR Netftht 
.Copy charge for 1011/15 - 11)/3.1/15, i:naohtne 1: 

Copy charge fc,r 10/1/'fS - 10131/15, machtne 2 

Filing Fee ·101111s - 10/31115 

LeQal Re·s.earch 10/1/15 -. 10/31115 

Postag.e 1011115 .. 1.0/31/15 

VVlt,ness F'ees for QOR Bank; of·Arnerlce 
Wltne.ss F'ees for COP. Wells Farge 

Witn.esiS F.ee.s for COR .JP Mo.roan ChasE;I 
Service of COR Wells Ffilrgr,, 

Depo111l:t.lon -:rran!Sorlpt 'for <.'ll~brlele Clofl'I-Kogod ( Invoice 
109875) 

S.ervlce f9r QQ.R B,;ank of America 

C.ourl.er s~rv!ce 
~~rvice for C·c;:)R JP Morgan .¢hs151e. 

FiHn~ Fee 111111 G - 11130./15 

Copy.charge for 11,111s ~ 111ao11s, machine 1 

P,age NO. 41 

0 

0 

2678 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
4540 

603 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

b 
217 

$1,557.25 

.$2.408 .. 60 

$669.60 

$3~.50 
$6.00 

$28.00 

$1,387.75 

$5.00 

$1,804,25 

$'.1,076,PO 

$932.60 

$1,01•5.0Q 

$1,$73 .. 50 

$101.50 

$1,135 .. 00 

$150,75 

$!!,>8.$0 

$145.36 

$7.3.7 

$28.QO 

$Z8,0o 
$28.00 

$63.00 

$1,588.60 

$53,00 

$4l;LOO 
$101 .. 5.0 

$7.00 
$64.25 

08659 
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Radford .J. Smith, ..;hartered 
24 70 St. Rose Parkway #206 
Henderson, Nevada S9074 

History Bill 

..:D:a.·=a..,.t.::e'--____ ,Stm'.f..._ .•• IJlL5_R.ruJ!.£Ciptlon .. 
11/30/2016 ALL ffEf Legal Research 11/1/5 -11/30/15 

11/3Q/201.5 Al..L :9 Po-st;age 1 'l/1115 - 11 /30/15 

111$0/2015 AL.L dd, Copy charge for 11/1/16 - 11/30/15, mechlne 2. 

;;j~~i: ;~ r~ 
12/0~/2015 

12/0i:;tl2015 

12/09/2015 

12/09/2015 

12/16/201,6 

12/16/2015 
12/25/.201 5 

12/26/2015 

12/28/2015 

12/30/2015 

12/31/2015 

12/31/2915 

12131/2015 

12/$·1/2016 

12/31/2015 

1/29/2016 

1/~1/2(;>1$ 

1/31/2016 
1/31/2016 

1/31./20'16 

2/03/201€! 

2/0p/.2()1~ 

2/06/2016 
2/12./201'9 

2/16/2.016 

2/19/2016 

2/22/2016 

AL.L; 

RJ:S 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

AL,L~ 

ALL 

ALL 

AL.L 

ALL 

Al..;L.. 

ALL 

ALL 
AL(,. 

ALL 
ALL 

ALL 

.A!-.L 
ALL 

ALL 

A.LL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

!j 
···~ 
I~ 
g 
; ., 
9 

·'E 

J 
··:~ Ia 

···~ ,~ 
!3 
J 
,R 

·~ 1 
T 
i 
' ·! 

Elarik of An:terlca,.i.nvoice .4.09407 
·Witr,esis Fees for COR Well.s Fargo 

Wltne.ss Fees for COR JP Morgan Chase, balan.ce due .on 
~b~e~ · 
C'ouri'er Service 
Bev.eriy HIiis Hilton 
Avi.s Rent a Car 
$quth.we$t Airline$ 

Video· Tra11scrlpt of H.ea,·lng oh 11/1.B/1.5 

Video Tran-script of Hearing qr, 5/1/15 

Vld.eo Tr'!lnscript of ~teti;.rfng 

Trarusc.r!'pt for .Jennifer Crute Ste.ine.r :( Invoice CA 25119"74). 

Oepusltlon Transcript for Dehnls Kogod ( Invoice 4.9902) 

VideoTranscr'lpt for D<;!lnnl~ l<.ogod ( .lnvc,lce ~993) 

Post.age 12/01/15 - 12/$1/1.5 

VldeoT'ranscript for .Jennifer Ctute St~iner ( Invoice CA 
251591e,) 
Copy·charge for 12/01/16 - 12/31/1.5, maehtne 1 

Filing Fee 12/01115 - 12/3111~ 
Wells Fargo, invoice 1 e·1e4s for prodµctton of doc1.1rne1,ts 

Post~.ge 111/16 - 11;3-111e 
Copy chEu·s;ie for 1./1/16 - 1/3.1/16, machine 1 

Filing Fee 111.11a - 1/:;t1/16 

90PY ch1:1rge for 1/'1116.- 1/31l1e, mnchine 2 
Delt.ll! .Airline r,;:,µnd trip to N.ew York City 

.¢ab Fare to ao.d from AJ.rport and New York City 

Pierre Hotel In Ne.w York Clty 

Cond.~n~e~ Tr111n.!Bor"lpt for Joseph Leau.anee ( lnvoJCl!S 
11 00240"'"*) 
S·ervice -of· Richard Twlchne·r 

Transcripts fc:,r Eugene Qioffi, Ca!;lsemc.fra Cloffi and Stephanie 
Cloffi ( Invoice INV oase078) 

Trial B.ooks 

Pa!,';Je No. 42 

01.,1r.(Q1;Y 
:o 
0 

16 

0 
0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

.o 
0 
0 

0 

Q 

,288 

Ci 
0 

q 
see 

0 

474·1 
0 

(J 

,o 
0 

0 
·o 

Date: 9/i212016 

Amo1,.1nt 
$15.39 

i{.2.40 

$3,75 

~13.25 
$28.00 

$29.34 

$10.QO 
$406.38 

$11.6.28 

$491.96 

$,$.Q() 
$5.QO 

$5.00 

$1,088.40 

$1,127.10 

$712.50 

1!12.08 
.$2.46,48 
$883.75 

$72.00 

$10.5.0 

$58 .. 00 

!f'E:l,68 
$:~7.:00 
$57 .. 2.$ 

$1,185.25 

$2.,255.76 

$"1;35.98 

$1,1.08.60 

$1.,066.BO 

lll4e.oo 
$1.,163.50 

$'12.9.5.1 

08660 



Da:te S:ti!IU 
2/23/2.016 ALL 

2/25/2018 A!-L 

212sr201 e Al...L 

2/2~/201.6 ALI-
2/29/2016 ALL 

2/29/2016 Al-L 

2/29/2016 ALl-
.2/2!;1/2016 ALL 
3/28/2016 ALL 

3/3·112010 ALL 

~1311201e ALL 
4/30/2016 ALL 

4/.30/2010 ALL 
5/19/2016 ALL 
6/30/201('> ALL 
5/30/2016 .ALL 

5/30/2018 Al.L 

. a/3.01201 e ALL . 

6/30/~01$ ALL 
6/30/2016 ALL 

S/30/2018 ALL 
7/31/20')6 ALL 

:(/31/~016 Al .. L 
7131/2016 ALL 

7/3'1/2018 Al-L 

8/~1/2016 ALL 

8/$1/2016 ALL 
8/3.1/2016 ALL 

Radford J. Smltt-1, Chartered 
2470 St. Rose Parkway #206 

Henderson, Nevada 8~07'4 

History Bill Date;. 9112/~016 

!l 
11 .:.:re _Q.4\l§_<.<.r!P.!!.on --··-----,-------
:. Deposition Transcript for R.ichard Telc.hn°"'r 

-----"'P"-'u=r.l;..;Q=t..,Y _____ -".Ac-=..rn:.., ount 

ik Certiffed Deposition Transcript f'or Jennifer Crute-·Steiner 

it "' ,, 

I~ 

II 
ii 

ii 
!I 
;~ 
.... , · 
,,'r 

····: '! 

····: ··· :i 
J 
! 
'l ., ,, 
:: 

J 
! 
I ,, 
J 

l . , 
" :~ 

1 
:', 

-i 

Certified Transcript for Jennifer Crute Stli!rlner (Verite:,,;t ilwo.ice 
CA 2$81835) 

LeQal Research 2/1/16 ·· 2/29/16 

copy charge for 2/1./16 - ~/29/1$, mach/ne 2 
Po~1;age·2/Q'J/1G- 2/29/18 

Copy .Phar,qJ!I fc:rr 21111 a - 2/29/16, machine 1 

Filing F.ee 2/1/'16-, 2/29/16 

·Trial Transqrlpts ·from Ve.rpatJrn Repon;i,,g 1;1ncJ ·rran$crlpth:m. 
Copy.charge for,,3/1/16-3/31./1$, machine 1 

Copy.eh~rge for 3/1./16 -· 3/31/1.6, m.achlne 2 

Copy charge for 4/1/201 e - 4/~01201 E!l, mc1ohlne ·1 

Oc;:,py cl)arge f.;i,r 4/1/:Z<:)16 - 413012016,. m.ach.lne 2 

Written Tran.ser:lpt balance 

Posta~e ,511110 - 5t:a·111e 

Copy charge for 5/1/2016 - 5/!;)1/2016, machine ·1 
Copy charge fc;,r 5/1/2016• - 5/31/2016, machine 2 

Filing Fci,e 611/16 - 6/30i16 
Postage 6/1/1'6,.. 6/30/'1.e· 

Legal Research 01111 s - 8/30/18 
Qopy charge for e/"1/1 El - el,/;$0/16, machlnl!I 1 
Co.py <:;t,arge for 7/1/16 - 7/31/16_, rrtach.ine 1 

Copy charge fdr 7/1/2016 - 7/31(2016 .• maqh!ne 2 
Legal Research 711/16 .. 7/31/18 
Filing F~e '7/1/1$ - 7/31/'.18 

l.,egal. Re$earoh 8/1/16 - 6/31/16 

Copy cl'large for B/1118 - 6/31/'16. machine 2 
C.opy c::harg~ for 8/1116 - B/:3111 IS, r:naohln~ 1 

Page No • 43 

Subtotal 

Tpta! 

0 $771.,90 

0 $422.65 

0 $422.85 

0 

·2911 

0 

201()~ 

d 
0 

34 

35 

1019 

1.011 

0 

Q 
210 

1·2 

0 

0 

0 
655 

.:.J:57 
63~ 

6 
0 

0 

1:.>:a 
e 

$463 .. 91 

$727.7.5 

$6.46 
$µ,Q27.~5 

$21.00 

,$3,4SO.OO 

$S.50 
$6.75 

$254.75 

lllZ52.75 

$820,~0 

$1.36 
$52 .. 50 

$3,00 

$10.80 

$6.30 
$21 ... 95 

$163 .. 79 
,$64.25 

$1$6.25 

$27.69 

$3,50 

$1Q.68 

$31.50 
$2_25 

40.,706,00 ~49,Q~~.04 

41.,705.$3 $410,511~04 

4-=t:ro}~f,3 -·--· _,..,$_4_1..,.a ... ,,,..s ... 1 ... 1..,_ .... s, ... ~~---
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Augµst 25, 20.t6 

Gabrielle Kogod 
.Radford J, Smith, Esq, 
RADFORD J. ™ITH CHARTERED 
1470 St. Ros~.ParkWay, SLilte 2QS 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Koq,odus.. Kogod 

Prafe;ss!"anal Fees 8/lled 
lnvoit:e Number 

02237 
Oll70 
02295: 
02312 
.02342 
Oi362. 
02380 
02425 
02444 
02488 
02520 
02547 
02sn 
02602 
025i4 
02647 
Oi668 

BILUNG SUMMARY 
Tax {.D. No. 26-1~54522, 

Invoice DIIW 

April 10, 201~ 
Mays, 201s 
June4,2015 
Ju!y 2, ZOlS 
August s. 2015 
September3,2015 
October 7, 2015. 
Nowmber 9, 2015 
December 3, 2015 
January &, 2015 
February 3, 2016 

March 3, 2016 
AprU6,2016 
Mayfi,2016 
June 15, 2016 
JU)y8,2016 

August S,Z0.16 

To+..al Professional fees billed through July 31, 201:6 

Total PaymeT1ts Received 

TOTAL BAi,ANCE DU~ 

nthem 

Invoice Am1:1unt 

s ::\,492...,E;O 
9,633.00 
7,469..00 
ll,237:SO 
8,710.00 
7,460.00 

15,543.00 
13,_i96.00 
10,349.00 

9,845.00 
2,244.00 

45,142.00 
1,935.50 
l,564..50 
2,325.50 
2,26LOO 
1,822.50 

151,330.00 

(151,330J)O) 

$ 0.00 

, .. '.''.':".V..::.·--.-•G).!!.)!! .. _ ... ::>~fa- ........ _._._.0 ........... _ ......... _. ···.·· ....... ···.· ··.·.-.-.·-·,·····.···.··.· ........ -·· ···. ··•·,· ....... _.~- .................. ''··········· ................................................... , ..... , ... ½ .... ·····' -·····.···.· . ........ '" ..... :::.•::: . .••...• 

2520 St R= Parkway. Suite zn :e!eplwne 7()2..:)$6.95~9 
Hen!ltr$iJn; N~v;;da ·89UN facsim'1t i.02.356.9;164 

a11tht·mfcm:rrsicsxom 

Anthem 
001 

08663 



/ 

April 10, .2015 

Professional Fe~ Invoke 
Talf I.Q. No .. 2§--1654522 

nthem 

Invoke No;: 02237 

Ga~rie11¢ K~goo 
RadfordJ. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rqse Parkway, Suite. ZOS 
l-iende~ri.Ne~d!! 89074 

Re: koqodvs; Kogod 

Fqr professional fees rendered In ci;mnectloo. ·with theabo11e referenced matter: 

ilate Description· 

JLL l/06/15 IIJ!eetlng ""1th Radford Smlth, Matt Feeley, and Jenn 

JAN 1/06/15 Meeting With Radford Smith, M,itt reek:!y, and Joe 

JLL 1/29/15 M~g with Radfurd Srolth. Jenny. and Jenn 

JAA l/29/15. Meeting with Radford Smith, Joe, and Jenn 

JAN 1/2's/15 Meeting with Radford Smith, Joe, and Jenny 

JAiA 2/13/15 ·P.eviewing documents 

JAA 2./ZS/15 Reitie~ing information 

MTL 2/2f,,'1.S Assistingwitb acc~nt $tiltement matr~ 

E.CT 3/04/15 Review and analysis of financial information 

ECT 3/05/15 ReView and analysis cif financial information 

Billing PceriPd: 1/01/15 t!tro1.1gh 3/31/15 

Actual Billed 
Houi'S Hours Rate Amount 

030 OJlO 3()0;00 0.00 

03() 0;00 130;00 o.oo. 

o.so oso 300.-0.0 150.00 

0.50 0.50 170.00 85.00 

a.so O;OO 130;00 0;00 

0.30 030 170.00 51.00 

0.30 0,3Q 170,00 51.00 

5,30 s~o 40.00 212.Q() 

0.80 0.80 75.00 60.00 

0.80 0.80 75.QO 60.00 

Jl.L 3/06/15 Reviewing !!nalysis and documentation issu~; discussing\Alit!! 0-70 0,7() 300,00 210,00 

staff 

JAA 3/06/15 Discussing vilithloe 0.20 0.00 170.00 0.00 

,,·="='"'"'"""""',,..;,l~"'""'"'M°,QJ.({~.-W~t..1}~!~.g,,~itW,~.~~i~W,iQJ,(/,%.ij~r,it:¥,~r,e@rlt1!tf!?fkitu~oL., ... l,~Q,,, .. ,.,,,l),Q ...... ,.,,,,,t}Q,,Q(L,,,,,.,..,,J;.S,\'i.,<l,O""""'",...,.,. • .,.,, . ...,,~,,. 
· · · · · ·· · .. ·. ········ ·· .. ·.· .. ·.···. ····":",:::request•·,,· •········· 

2520 SL. ll;i,;: P;;r1eway, St1itc 21 J 

Htnde1wr,, Nrvada B9014 

telephone 702.366:9599 
focsimi/e. 702 .3GG.!)lG4. 

0•1th~mfun:,1siCS.f.."Om 

Anthem 
002. 
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{(ogod vs. l<ogod 

ECT 3/09/lS Review and anafysis of finan.tial ir-if.om,ation 0.60 

Et:r 3/18,/15 Re-,new and ;inalysis of fiMtid;il informatJoo; assisting with 2.30 
account statement (11;!1trix 

!;Cf .3/1':J/15 Assisting With ar:count s'".atement matrix 0.30 

ECT 3/23/iS Review and analysis offinancial information; assisting with 2.90 
acrouot statement matrix 

!LL 3/25/15 Meeting with Gabrielle, K9god and Jenny; reviewing 3 .. 90 
oocµ,'llent:t discussing with ~nny 

JAA. 3/25/15 Preparing forand rn~lng with·Gabriel!e Kogod and )oe 4.00. 

JL.L 3/'PM Reviewing documents 0.50 

Total Current Professi<>nal Fees 

Retainer A.ppfied 

TOtAJ. JWANCEDUE 

Retainer ~1,mce .-.PLEASE DO NOT PAY 

0.60 

2,30 

0.30 

2.90 

3.90 

4.00 

o.so 

i nthem E . -~~: .. ·,~· .)~ -~ t~, .· .a. , ~.,, e,1.,,, . .s 

75,00 

1s;OQ 

7S.OO 

75.0Q 

300,00 

170,00 

300.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

45.00 

172.S.O 

22.:SO 

i17.5Q 

1,17Q,OO 

~ow 

1$0.00 

3,492$0 

(3,492.50) 

0.00 

6,507.50 

"Yt.J.7-.'.!.}::: ... _:::;.:; ............. _.,. ................ ,._ ........ ·.···--··········-··-•--·\?· .. -, .... ' .... • ... -·-"'---., -·"'· ....... _ ... _. • .,._, ....... _.,._ ...... , ....................... ·-· ... , ........... •. ',.' ... ,"'"'"'--~~~~~'~,:.-., • .,.,.,.,_ .. _.---. ..,.,_,_...,..._,.,...._ ......... ,..............,.:.:,_..,.:a!'""""-

Anthem 
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nthern 

May8,2015 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax w. No. 25-16545il 

Invoice No.: ci2270 
am,n;Period: 4/01/1:S thro~h 4/30/l.5 

Gabrielle Kpgod 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFORD l SMITH CHARTERED. 
2470 St !lose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re:. KO@d V$. Koqod 

For p.rofessionl!'I foes rendered in connection with the above referenc;!!d matter:. 

JAA 

JU 

JAA 

JAA 

JAA 

MTL. 

JAA 

MTL 

Jll 

MTL 

JLl 

Date 

4/o.7/15 

4/08/15 

4/0&/iS 

4/09/15 

4/10/lS 

4/10/15 

4/13/lS 

4/13/15 

4/14/15 

4/14/15 

4/20/15 

4/21/.15. 

Description 

We>ridng on analysis; reviewing information 

Spe;il<i'ng with Rc1dford and Jenny; reviewing: docum.e!ltS 

Reviewing document production; phone call with Radfordand 
Je>e 

Reviewing documeats 

Reviewing asset reports 

Assisting with tracing anaiysis 

Reviewing compleiditlgatiOn plan 

Assisting with tr,icing analysis 

Reviewing doc1Jments;. assessing analys!s issues 

Assi$ting Witr, tracing analysis 

Assisting with tracing analysis 

Worlcing on analysis; reviev.'ingcdotuments; meetingwith Gaby 
Kogod, Radford Smith, and Jertny 

Ac;Wal 
flours 

3.00 

O • .?O 

0.60, 

0.30 

C).70 

1.31} 

030 

2.00 

0;70 

3.00 

2.00 

2.:90 

BiD~ 

.l:!m!G Bia ammmt. 

~.00 rn;1.oo S10,00 

0.00 300.,00 o.oo 

0.60 170.00 102.00 

0.30 170.00 51.00 

0.70 170.00 119.00 

·1.30 40.00 52,00 

0.30 110.00 51.00 

2.PO 40.00 80..00 

0.70 300.DO 210.00 

3.00 40,00 uo.oo 

2..00 40.00 80.00 

2;90 300.00 870.00 

••..•.... ·.· .. ··.•·.··.· ... :·:·.:•·:.······•·i,v(•··· ··········4lt~lis.~iivl~w1i:li'tr.~~iiiglijr1~)ysl~ aii4 poss\ble a~soi:i~te~ schediile;.·.····.··········· 3.00 •. 3;po~.: .. :.:. "no:00: .. : .•.•. :.:.: s1q:1xr: '.:' ::· :' ..••.. 
m~ing with Gaby .Kogod, Ratiford Smith; and Joe 

2520 St. RoSt: Parkw-JY; ':i,~te 2 i 1 
t!tnilersor,. Nevada &9074 

telepmme 702.366.9S99 
foc;simiJe 10.t.36GJJ'.J64 

·;:in.mcmforens/cr.c:om 

Anrhem 
004 

08666 



Kogod vs. Kogod 

ECT 4/21/15 Assi~ng wiv; analyses .uo 

JAA 4/2.2/15: Reviewing documents; phone call with ~en Smlth; working on 3,4(} 
analysii 

JAN 4/22/15 Reviewing documents. 1.60 

MTL 4/22/15 Ass.istint with tracing analysis. 3.50 

)LL 4/2$/15 ~viewing doo.imel\ts; discusslng with ~nny 0,50. 

JAA 4/23/15 Review and analysis Qf docu~nts; preparingd9cument 3.80 

request; dist~sitig with Joe · · 

MTL 4/23/15 Assisting with tracing ana!ys1S 4.80 

JI.L 4/24/15 Reviewing documents; working on analysis po 

MTl 4/24/15 Assfstlng v,,ith tracing analysis 230 

JAA 4/27/1.5 Working on·financi;il analysis; assisting with FDF analysis MO 

JAN 4{lJJiS Discuswig with Jenny; reviewi~ financial inl'9J"mation 0,50 

MTl 4/'l.t/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 3,50 

JLL 4/28/15 Reviewing documents and analysis issues; discussing with O.lO 
Jenn}• 

JAA 4/28/15 W9rkingon financial analysis; assisting with FDFanalysinnd 2.4!) 
letter; discussing with Joe 

3.30 

JU. 4/29/1.5 Working on analysis; reviewing anaiysls with Jermy 3.~· 

JAA 4/29/l.S Working on financial analysis; assisting with FDF analysis and 
letter · 

3,40 

MTL 4/~/15 Assistingwith tracing analysis 7.30 

JLl 4/30/15 lleviewing docum.ent$ am:I an<)lysls; disc1:-sslngwith Jenny 0;30 

.!AA 4/30/15 Working on nnancial. analysis; a55isting With FDF analysis and 1.40 
letter; discussing with Joe 

~.60 

3.40 

LGO· 

3.50 

o..:so 

3.80 

4.80 

1,30 

230 

6.60 

o.so 

3.50 

0.30 

:uo 

:l.30 

3,2(): 

3.40 

7.30 

0;.30 

1'40 

~nthem 
• A F,,n,::·i<;k~ . .. • I •·. ..:, 

75.QO 195.00 

170.0Q $78.00 

130.00 208.00 

40:00 140.00 

300.00 iso.oo 

179,00 646.0CI 

40.00 192.00 

300,00 390,00 

40,00 92.!)0 

170.00 1,122,00 

130.00 65'00 

48.00 140.00 

300.00 90.00 

170.QO 408.00 

40.00 137.00 

30Cl.OQ :960.00 

1:10.00 578.00 

40,00 292,00 

300.QO 90;00 

170.00 238.00 

Anthem 
005 
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Kogodvs. Kogod 

TotalCurrentProfessional fees 

Retainer Appl(~ 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE. 

$ 

$ 

9,633.00 

(6,507.$0) 

·.7-: .. ·-:"-.·-~; .. _~-.. -.---..... · ... ·."'·.· ... --~: <:.:,:::,1j ...... ····-······ ....... ············· • .. ""-""·- ............ - .... •:: ... "' ..... ""--·· ... • - .•... "'. ·--7 . . -~-· .. ·-~~~ ..• '·-·· ... /""' .. . :::>~:?'- ... -·'·· ..... -.. /"/~_-:/: ~ 

Pagel:'! 

Anthem 
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nthem 
Professional Fees Invoice. 

TaK ;.o. No.. 26--1.654522 

Ju11e4,201s 

Invoice No.: Oi295 
Billing Period: S/iilfiS through 5/3.1/lS 

Gabriel~ l(ogcd 
Radfor\f J. Smltti, Esq. 
RADFORD J .. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Softe 206 
Henderson, Nevad.i. 89074 

Re: Kogod \IS. Kocwd 

For professional f.ees rendered in conneC'"..ion with the.above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

Jll 5}01/15 Worki11g on fin.mcial analy$is and correspondence; .reviewing 
anaiysis 

JAA S/Ol/15 Wotklng on financial analysinnd lette.r 

JAN 5/01/15 Assisting with finani;ial analysis and letter 

MTl S/01/15 Assisting witlJ tr;icint:a!'llllysis 

JU 5/0S/15 Reviewing analysis; discussing wi.th Jenny 

JLL 5/06/15 Reviewing anaiysis:; ciiscussingwitll Gaby and Jenny 

JAA. 5/06/15 Working on analysis; meeting.with Gaby; di~ussing witli Joe 

jAA S/08/15 Working on i;!nalysls 

JAN 5/08/).5 Assisting with tr;idng an;ily:;is; reviewlngdocµrnents 

MTl 5/08/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA S/11/15 Working0on financial analysis 

MTl 5/11/15 Assis~lng with tracing an;;i!ysis 

JLL 5/13/15 Reviewing analysis;discussing with Jenny 

Actual Billt!d 
Hours lim!!l 

2.so 2.80 

2.70 2.70 

1.10 1,10 

;2.80 2.80 

0.40 0.40 

0.50 0:50 

3.70 3.70 

1..50 l~ 

Q.40 0.40 

1.50 1,50 

1.70 1.70 

250 2.50 

0;30 0 . .3.0 

2520 St !lOS(: Pa,k\wy. Suitt 211 
Htn.:!erso11 •. Nevada 89074 

R!!!. A!!!mmt 

30MO $40,()Q. 

170:00 4S9;00 

130,0Q 143.00 

4(t00 112.00 

300.00 110,00 

300.00 150.00 

170..00 629.00 

170.00 255.00 

130.00 52,00 

40.00 60.00 

ti0.00 289.00 

4().00 100,00 

300.00 90.00 

tcli·pho11t 702.366.95!19 
foes/mil~ 702.36&,9364 

mlfi;cm(ore:nsirs..ct,m 

Anthem 
007 

08669 



Kogod :vs. Kogod nthem 
hn::nsks 

JM S/13/15 Working on stock analyses; d_tstllssing_ with Joe 4.80 4.~ 170.00 816,00. 

MTL 5/13/15 Assisting wit.Ii tracing a~~is 2.30 2,30 40.00 92,00 

JAA 5/14/15 Worttjng on property rei:ord s~rch 2.00 2.00 '170.00 340,00 

JM 5/19/15. Reviewing lnfon:natlon (l.90 0,90 170;00 153.00 

MTL 5/19/15 Ass'istrngwith tr.ad~ analysis. 1.50 1.50 40.00 60.00 

JAA 5/20/15 Working on tf.3cir.g·ar.alysls 0.80 a.so 170.0Q 136.00 

MTl 5/20/15 Asslsting with tracing analysis 0,$0 0.80 40.0Q 32.00 

JAA 5/21/15 Worl<lng on financial analysts 3,70 3.7() 17DJlO 629.00 

J\,l 5/27/15 Re,viE!wing ana·lysis.; discussing with staff 0,60 CL60 300.00 180.00 

JM 5/27/15 Discussing "4th JOif. ~iewlng anl!ly!;!;!S o.&o 0.:80 17{};00· 13"6,00· 

JAN 5/27/15 Dis'CIJSsing with Joe 050. 0.50 130.00 65.00 

Mn 5/21/15 Assisting with tradng:analysis 4.80 4.80· 40J)ti 19:2..00 

JLL 5/28/15 Reviewing anl!lysis; discussing With Jenny; speaking with ().30 0.30 300.00 90.00 
Garima and Jenny 

jAA 5/).8/15 PlscuS$ing with joe; phone call with Garima and Joe, working l.80. 1.80 170.00 306.(JO 
on corre!ip6[1deflce. 

MTL 5/28/15 Assisting with tracing ana!ysls 230: 2.30 4{).00 92.00 

JLL 5/29/15 Reviewing ;inalysis; discussing with Jenny;_ i;:orresppridem:e 1.00 .1.00 300.00 3.00.00 
regarding status 'Of analysis and infoimatlon regu~ 

JM. 5/2.9/15 Discussing with Joe; working on cor~spon~nce;.reviewing 2.30 '2.30 170.00 391.00 
tracing analysis 

MTl 5/29/iS Assisting with tracing analysis :too 2.00 40 .. 00 80.00 

Total Current Professional Fees $ 7;469.00 

Bal.aoce fofl,Yaf-d O.QO 

••••.•··""".· ., ... .?;'./.,. _!;t .... "-"'.,·.··••,•, .. , ,_"<_,._7_ .. _,..,","•'".•"• ...... ·,"····.• .. ··.•-0.• ,_'.:qn_,, ... "',.,.,._ .... , .. ,., .. • . .. '.X• _,••• ..•..• ', ... "-' .......... -""''·• .... ,, ,•.•, .. "S/, "'· .''"~.,,.?· ... ,,,, .. , .. _ ., .. , .. . -• .. ?"" -:."' .. '...½~·•~ .... •- .• .. ,J ... ':.i~'.' . ~ 
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Pro/e$sional Fe~s ll'lvmce 
Tux 1.0. Ne,. 2.5-1554522_ 

July 2:, 2.01s 

Gabrielle Kogod 
RadfordJ. Smith, Esq .. 
RAOFORD J .. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470.St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Hende~on, Nevada 89074 

Re: koqod vs. Koq,od 

For professional fees rendered !n ci:innettlon with the above re~liinced matter. 

~ Description 

JU.. 6/01/15 Attendance at status ~ hearing; meeting with Gaby, 
Radford, and Giirtma; d!Stusslng with Jenny 

JAA 6/01/15 Preparing for status healing; reviewing tracfng analysls; 
di$c\JS$ing witb )oe 

MTL 6/01/15 Assisting with tracing analy,Sis 

CMM 6/01/15 Review and analysiS of SEC filingi; 

Jtl 6/02/15 Reviewing compensation documents; dis.cussing with le.'1ny 

JAA 6/fil/JS Phone can with Garima; 'discus.sing with. courtney; reviewing 
SECfilings an.d lnfonnatlor, 

Ov1M 6/02:/15 Disc1,.>ssing:with Jenny; review and analysis of SEC filings 

Mn 6/03/15 Assisting with ttacing analysis 

CMM 6/03/15 ReviewJng documents and information 

MTL 6/04/lS As'slsting with tracil'lg analysis 

JM 6/0P,f'J..5 Sp~aking with Gari,r,a 

Invoice No.: 02:312 
Biliing Periofl: 6/01/lSthrollgh ~0/15 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours ~ Amount 

1.80 1.80 30ttoo 540.00 

1.00 1.00 110.00 170,00 

3.10 3.10 40,00 u~:oo 

1.20 1.20 40:00 48:00 

0,30 030 300;00 90:00 

1.60 1;60 170;0{) 2n;00 

3.30 3,30 40,00 132.00 

4.50 4;50 40.00 180.00 

i.30 2.30 40.00 92.00 

4 ... 10 4,10 40;QO 164.00 

o.:m o.oo l.70,00 o.oo 

ECT 6/08/15 Ass!stingwlthtracing.analysis 2.20 2.20 75.00 165:00 
·.··.·. ·-. ·-~· .. ,-.•.• ................ ·.· --·.· *•·-···.·.·".·.·······•::.::::.: .............. :-.,: ............ _ ...... ;:: ................. -::: ........... _ ....... ·····-. - ..... • ...... - ....... -. _ .............. , .....•. ",.-;. .............. • ....... • ........ -,-- - .. :: .... _.,._ .. ··.··· .............. '.!!!!'.½~½ ... '' .. _ 

ECT 6/09/is Assisting with tracing analysis 7.90. 7.90 

2520 St. Ro:-e ?arkway,.SiJilt, 211 
Henderson. Nevada 89Il74 

75.00 592.50 

te/ephoM 702.366.9599 
ff!csimile 701-356.9364 

anthen1fore.11sic5,,o,n 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogo.d m nthem 
...... Airtnsic;; 

ECT 6/10/1S Assisting with tracihg a11alysis 4AO 4.40 75.00 330.00 

)AA fi/12/15 Working on account statetnent matrbc; reviewing documents 0.80 0.80 170.00 i36.00 

JU 6/16/15 Re11iewilig dbc!Jmej'lts; worldryg OJ:! analysis 0.50 0.50 300.00 150.00 

JM 6/16/15 Worf<lngon ana!ysi_s 0.30 n.30 170.00 51.00 

CMM 6/16/15 Assisting with micing an1;1I~~ 3.70 3.70 40.00 14&,!)0 

JLL 6/17/15 Reviewing anal~is; d(5CJJ$Stng with Jeruw Q.30 030 ~00.00 !!!};00: 

JAA 6/17/iS Discussing with Joe; preparfr,g dOcument request 1.w 1.20 170.00 204,00 

tMM 6/17 /iS Assisting With tracing analysis 2.30: 2.30. 40.00 92.00" 

JAA 6/l 8/15 Pr-epatlng document request 0.50 0.50 170.00 85.00 

ECT '4/18/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 1.90 1..90 75.00 142.50. 

JAA &/19/1.5 Phone ca.H with Garima; speaking with Ken; reviewing 3:40 .3,40 170.QO. 578.00 
documents; preparing (jocument r-equest 

JLL 6/22/15 Reviemng dowments and.anafys.is; discus'Siag v.'ith )enny; 1.00 1..00 300,00 300..00. 
spealdng with l'ladford and Jenny 

JAA 6/22/15 Wol'kihg on analysis; pre~ring declaratio!'.I; speaking with 2.50· 2SQ 170 .. 0Q 425.00 
(;arlma; dlscussing with Jlil!!; phone call with Radford and Joe 

CMM 6/22/15 Assisting wltii tracing analysi$ 6."9.0 6..90 40.00 i76.00 

0.4:0 0.40 300.00 120;00. 

JM 6/23/15 Preparingdec:laratlon; Sf:)ea~ingwith Gc1rfu:lil 0.30 0.30 170.00: 51,00 

ECT 6/23/15 AssiStlrig with tracing analysls 6.10 6.10 75.00 457,50 

CMM 6/23/15 Assisting. With tracing. analysis 6.80 6.80 40.00 2n,oo 

3,40 3;40 75.00 255.00 

CMM 6/24/'1;5 Asslsttn1p<!ith trcti:ingaoalysis. 1,40 1.40 40.00 ~.oo 

JAA 6{}.5/15 Rev!ewlng information; research 0.60 0,60, 170:00 102.00 

-·--.... ~_, .. -, .... ,,,,,,,-£€f,=,.,6fJ;S_fi5~ng'V>~tb1:~nalysis=,·""·"'"""""'''""'"""""""'''"'"""''.,., ... .,, .. = .. 3,.10, .. ,,, .... -3,70=·•·• ...... ..,:5i(IG,,,,,,,.,.,,.¾rh.5G,.,,,., .. ,,.,,.,.,u"""'"'," 
•-•-• - ._.,_ •• ,.,,, •••••• •' - • • ,,. ,,,., •' ,• ' ' ,,•,' • • •• - • ' • ••- •,,,., ••• ,,,.. '''',•• ,"N •-••-•••• •••••••••-•• ·• •-••••• -,- -- ••••••• ••••••" ••••••• .•.•,•.••,•.•. ~:·· ;.•,• •••••,•,• '"•,•.·••.• ',••,•.•, ,,,•••• •••, 

CMM ~/25/!5 Assi~ting with tracing analysis 5.40 5.40 40;00 216.00 

Anthem 
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Ecr 6/29/lS Assistingwlth tracing analysis 1,10 l.70 7S.,O!l 127.50 

CMM 6/29'/l.5 Ass.fsting wlth traclng.analysis. 5.40 5.40 40.00 216.00 

JAA 6/30/15 Reviewing documertts; discussing with Jenn and Courtney 1.10 1.10 170.00 187.00 

~AN. 6/30/15 Reviewing dqcumeflts, diS(:u!,Singwith Jenny 0.30 Q.30 .1$0.00 39.00 

~MM 6/30/15 Oi~u~ing with renny; asslsting with tracing analysis 7.10 7,10 40.()() 284,00 

Tgtal Cutre11t.Pmfessionai Fees $ 

Balance For:w<1rd o:oo 

TOTAL 8Al.ANCEDUE 8,237.50 

.···-····.·-··-···-- ··.•.·.·.· ............. •.·.--- .. ~_- .. , ...... > ............. -.····.···-··-·:½.-· .. ,--·.·-···.· ... • ............................. •• . .. }/ ...... .. ·- ............. V.-f• ............... • ............................. •. - ... • ...... ' .... ,--·--. --··· .. ·!'.,, ...... ~-~- ·'·-··· ...........••. 
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/\1.1gust 5, 201~ 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tax I.D. No. 25-1654522. 

lrwoiqi No,; 0~42 
Biltir.g Period~ 7 /01/15 thtough 7/3-1/1';, 

Gi!brielle Kogod 
RadfQ;d J;Smitll, ~q • 
. RAf)FQROJ. SM!TH QIARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 20.li 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

for professional fees rendered in connection with the above referenced matter: 

Description 

JLL 7/01/15 Reviewing analvsls and documentation request issues; 
dlsq.isslngwith Jennv ·· 

lAA 7./01/lS ()is,;;ussing wit I) JOE!; working Qn tracing an~lys!s; preparing 
document regu¢st; speaking with Radford; dl$CUssing w!th 
Courtney 

JAN 1 /Olf.15 Reviewing letter and document request 

CMM 7 /01/15 Drstussing with Jenny; assisting With tracing analysis 

.ill 7 /02/15 Reviewing analysis. and ctJrrespondenc€; discussing wit.h s+..aff;-
working .on ana1ysis 

JAA i/02/15 Researching financial lnform;ition; discussing with Joe 

JAN 7/02/15 Discussing with Joe 

CMM 7/02/15 ,A.ssistingwiffJ tradnganaiysis 

Jll 7/I)6/l5 Discussing with Jenny; meeting with Radford, Garirna, antf 
Jenny 

JAA 7/06/15 Discussing with Joe; rneeting with R~dford, Gaiitllil, and Joe; 
working Oil tradng,artalysis 

Actual. Billed 
Hours Hours 

8,40 0.40 

4,30 4.30 

0.20 0.00 

3.10 3.70 

l.3-0 1.~ 

1:10 1.10 

0.50 0.50 

6.40 6.40 

0.90 0;90 

3-?0 3,50 

2520 St Rose Paih,ay, Suite 211 
Ht~der~n. Nevada 990;,4 

.~ &!!2Y!!t 

300.00 320.00 

170.0Q 731..00 

130.00 0.00 

50.00 1as.oo 

300.00 390.,00. 

170.00 187.00. 

130.00 65.00. 

50,00 320,l;JO 

300.00 271:tOO 

170.0Q 595,{)0 

tdrpl11mc 702.366.9599 
fOC's.imile 702,366.9364 

aritbr:mib=ic;s.;r:om 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogod nthem 
Furensk::: 

JLL 7/07/15 Reviewing documents; preparing for depositions 0.30 030 300.00 90.00 

JAA 7/07/1$ Working-on tracing analysis 1.70 1.70 170.00 289.00 

JAA 7/oWlS Worlcirigon tracing artalysis 1.10 1.10 170.00 187.00 

JAA 7/09/iS Dlscu~slng v.1tl:I Couftney 0.20 '0.00 17Q.OO 0,00. 

CMM 7/09/15 Oiscussing with)enny; assisting with tracing ;inaJysjs 3.70 ,po ?£1,00 ws.oo: 

JM 7 /10/15 Wor!<log.on tracing ,H1alysis (),8Q. 0.80 170.00 136.00 

Jlt. 7/14/15 Reviewing analysis. Issues 0.20· 0.00 300.00 0.00 

)AA 7/15/15 Reviewing information and document requests. 0.20 .0.00 11.0.00 0.00 

CMM 7/2D/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 2.60 2.60 50.00 130.00 

JAA. 7/'1.1/15 l:t~lewing documents; prepa-ringfot- and attendan~ at s<"..atus 5.40 5..40 170.00 918.00: 
hearing; Wmking on analysrS . 

CMM 7/21/15 .Assisting· with tradng analysis 4.80 4.80 S0.00 .24.0..00 

lAA 7/22/15 Revie.wmg·account statement lssues 0.40 0.40 170.00 58.00 

CII/IM 7/22/lS Assisting with tracing analysis. 5.60 .6.60 50.00 3.30.00 

JAA 7../24/15 Meeting witti Gat:,y; phone,call with Gaby and Gari ma 3,80 3.80 170.00 646.00 

JAA 7/27 /15 Reviewing information 0;5() 0.60 170.00 1Q2.0Q. 

CMM 7/27/15 AssiStlng:wlth tracing analysis S.30 5.;!0 50.QO 265.0Q 

O\l!M 7/28/15 Assisting with tracing analysts 4.70 4.70 50..00: 235.00 

JAA 7 /29/15 Reviewing information 0.50 0,50 170.00 85,00 

CNIM 7 /2Wl5 Assisting with tracing il.llar;sts. 2.1Q 2.10 so.oo 105.00 

JU. 7/30/15. l'!eview!ng docul'Tij?nts and anil~i~ a.so 0.50 :)0().00 :150,00 

JAA 7/30/15 Preparing for and· meeting with. Gaby and Courtney: discussing 3.60 3,61} 170,00: 612.00· 
with tou.nney 

CMM 7/30/15 Jl,ssi.$1:ing wi.tft aCCOU!lt $tatern.entmatrilt arid tratjngana!ysis; 7.60 7.60 . so.oo· 380.()0 

· .....•...•.•. ·.··••··••·•·••·•··•·•·•·•·••·•···•·•·•·•·•···•···••· •··•···•···•·•·••···•·••···•·•• .•....•••. ;1r-;~ii;~"'f!~~~~Y'~~J~ ~~~!'?{J'~~~rrllY::!; .••..• ·.·.·.·.·· .· ... · ... · ... ··• .·.··•····•·•··•··.·•···•··•·•• ··•·•••···· ; .•••..••. ,~ .. : •.•.•.•.••. :"::'.· .• > ·.·.· ..•. ,, '. :: .•. :· 
JM 7/31/lS Worki11g on tracing analysis; discussiniwith Courtney 1,70 po. 170.00 289;00 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 

CMM 7/31/15 Assisting Wi~h tracing analysi~; di~ussing w!th Jenny 5,60 

Total C:Urrent Professional Fees 

!3al,mcet=orwari:I 

Ti:ll'Al BALANCE DUE 

50.00 

$ 

$ 

280.()() 

8,71!),00 

0,00 

a,110.00 

___ ,,._ .. ,._,,._,. __ • .. • ...... , .. - .. -........ .. . ............ ___ • ____ ... ·~·½' .. •.-"' ... ~ .. -...... - .... • .......... ·-··"' .. • .... •"-_ • .... ."( _...,.···:-~. -~~ ................. , .... -..· .. 'Y'"~._,,~ ·. ··- --~~·...,.v;:~ ... ,..,., _ _. • ..-..,._., •. ,,.,._,,,, •.• -~ .. -.· • .,,.._.,,...,,.,., 

Page I 3 
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September 3; 2015. 

Professionai Fees Invoice 
Tax W. (litJ; 26-1654522 

f!lv6i~ NQ.: 02362 
Bitlinil Period! $/01/15 thtotig!'t 8/~1/l,5 

Gabrielle.KQgod. 
Radford J. Smith;E$q. 
RADFORD J. SMITHOIARTERED 
i4705t, Rose Parkway, Suite 2.05 
Henderson, Nevada ~074 

Re:. Koqod vs. koqad 

For Pf!lfe~nal fees rendered In connection wtth the above referenced matter: 

.Qi!! Description 

JLL 8/03/15 Revi~lng docuim:nts 

JAA 8/03/15 Phone. call with Garima; discusslng with Courtney 

JAN 8/0?i/15 Reviewing documents and information 

CMM 8/03/15 Discussing With Jenny; assisting with tracing Jnalysis 

JM 8/,04/15 Working.on anaiysls; phoneaill withGa:nma; discussing witj, 
Courtney 

ECT 8/04/15 Assisting with tracing anal~sis 

CMM 8/04/15 OfscOSSing \11ith.Jenny; assisting with tracing.analysis. 

JAA 8/0SilS. Workingo..-:1 analysis, 

CMM 8/05/15 Asslstlngwlth ti:-aong analysis 

JM 8/()6/1$ Workifl.g on ana.lysjs; discussing with Courtney; meeting with 
Gaby c1;nd (;Qurtney 

CMM 8/QW11; Assisting. with t1<1drig analysis; di~ussing"1it'1 Jenny; meeting 
with Gaby ;in'"1 Jenny 

JAA 8/10/15 Rev.iewing information 

Actual Bffled' 
Hours. ~ 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 0.00 

0.50 0..50 

6.50 6.SO 

6,80 6.80 

1.60 1.60 

7.90 7.90 

.PO 3.70 

3.30 1t30 

s..:so 5.50 

4,60 4.60 

0.20 0,00 

2510 5t. !lost Part.wav. SiJilt 2 ! l 
Htnd~r.on, Ne~a~~. 8907'4 

Rm. A!ll2Y!lt 

300.00 0.00 

170.00 0.00 

130.00 65.0l;I 

50.00 325.00 

li'O.OO 1,156.00 

75,00 120.00 

50.00 39S:.00 

170.00 629.00 

50.00 165.00 

170.00 935,00 

50JilJ 230;-00· 

i70.00 0.00 

tel~'1ar.c: 70z;3GS:.9S99 
fc~s.imi!~ 702.366,9364 

01orhemfo,msii:s.c:om 

Anthem 
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t{ogod vs. KQJod 

JM 3/11/lS Working on deposition questions and tracing analysts 2.70 

JAA 8/12:/15 Working on finantial anaiysl5 o.so 

JAA 8/17/15 01stussing.V(lth Courtney; revjewj)ig analysis 0.70 

CMM 8/17/15 DJ.scusslng withJenny; ass.~jng with tracing "1nalysis 1.70 

r;:MM 8/lS/15 Asslstingw.it!i tracing amifysis ;L.60 

JAA. 8/1S/1S Phone c;rl! with Garima; reviewfng documents and analysis 1.10 

CMM 8/19/15 As,sisting with tractng analysis 5~70. 

CMM Sfi.0/15 Asslsting with tracing analysis 4.10 

CMM 8/24/15 Assisting with aa:ount stat~ matrix.and tracing 11nalysis. 3.80 

JAA 8/25/15 Working~ tracing analy.sl.5 1110 

JAA 8/26/15 Prep;,ring deposition qµesti011-s; .dis.,--u~11g with Cowtney· 0;9() 

CMM 8/26/15 Asiiisi:in& with deposi!;lon qul*tions; discussing with Jenny 0.80 

MIL 8/17/15 P..sslstlng with tracing anal\'Sis o:so. 

JAA 'S/iB-/15 Spe;;;klng wlth Gaby; discussing wlth Courtney; phone cail with 2.30 

Garima; meeting with Gaby, counse~ and Courtney 

Cf,l(M a/28/.'J.S ~isting with Viie\rig analysi.~; d\SCUS$ijrig y.,it:h Jenny; meeting 
with Gaby, counsel; and Jenny · · 

7.30 

JAA 8/31/lS Reviewing information· 030 

Total Current Professional Fees 

Sa.lance Forward 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE 

i..10 

0;80 

0.70 

no 

l,60 

uo 

5.70 

4.10 

3.80 

1.BO 

0.90 

0.80 

0.50 

230 

730 

0..30 

E nthem 
,~.-,·p·n ~j "S . ~vC~L 

170.00 

:170.QO 

170;00 

S!MIO 

so:oo 

i70.00 

50.00 

50.00 

50.00 

170.00 

170.00 

S0.00 

40.00 

170.00 

50.00 

170.00 

$ 

$ 

459.'00 

136.00 

119,00 

385.00 

80.00 

187.0Q 

285.00 

205.00 

190.00 

306.00 

:l:53,00 

40.00 

20.00 

391.00 

3$S.OO 

51.00 

7,450,00 

-0.00 

7_,460.00 

........ ' ...• • ........... • .......... • .................................. > .......... • .... :::::- ..... x:» .. :: .... :: .................... ·-~ .. H .. • •• •x12: · ··::.,. ......... :x·(7 .... -i::::? )•·•·1,,··:- -_ --..< -~:. ~0-: .. · . ~ · ·· ..... " ............... -. _. __ • __ .··:::.~_::·: .. ::: 
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Octoller 7, 2015 

Profe$5ional fees Invoice 
Taxl.D. No. 26-165452.2 

nthem 

lnYoice No,: 023!!() 
i>llllrig Period; 9/01/15 through 9/30/15 

Gabrielle i<ogo1:f 
Radford J. Smith, E5q. 
RADFORD). SMITH rnARTERE[) 
2470 St. Rosi! Parkway, .Suite 2Q6 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Re: Kogod vs. Koqpd 

For pr,afessional fees rendered in ·connection with the above referenced matl;er: 

Date Description 

JAA 9/0"1./1.S Discussing With Courtnev; re11iew!ng analysis; phone cali with 
Garima 

O.IINI 9/02./15 Assisting-with a~t statement matri)c and tracing a."lalysis; 
discussing with Jenny 

jAA 9}03/15 Working on analysis; phone-call with Garima 

Jll 9/04/15_ Reviewing analysis; assisting with deposition pre~~rt 

J~ 9/04/15 \'Vorkiog on analysis; preparing for de~iOJ'I$ 

CMM .S,104/15 As.sistin~ with account statement and tracing analysis 

JLL 9/06/15. Working on traci"ng analysis schedule issues. 

JM 9/08/iS Working .an .analysis; preparing deposition -questions and 
exhibits.; phone call with Radford 

MTL 9/08/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

m 9/09/15 Reviewing deposition eichlbits; tracing ana"lysis, and deposition 
questrons, discus.sing with Jenny 

JM 9/09/15 Working.on analysis;_ preparing dep0s1tion questions and 
elthibits; attend_ance at hearing; ~peaking with Gaby; discllSSiog 

Actual Billed 
!:!.Q!fil Hours. Rate Amount 

1.40 1.40 170.00 23:8.!.IO 

5.80 5.80 50.00 290.00 

2.40: 2.40 l.70.00 408,00 

Q;SO o.ao 300.00 2ll0.00 

5.90 5.90 170.00 1,003.00 

7SO- 7.50 50.00 375.00 

1.50 1.50 300.00 450.00 

no 7.70 170.00 1,309.00 

5.30 5.30 40.00 iU.00 

1);60 0..60 300-.00 180.00 

5.40 6.40 170.00 1,088.00 

...... · ........ , .......................... •, ... · ....... · ...... ~.h--Joe ...... " ... ·.· ...... -... ~ ... .... •.• ....... . :· .... ·· .. -...... .. :. . ....... · ... : .. ~- "'-:.<;'w•J.'.f""*~· -, ...... ::~··. • ..... ··-·:· . ·:4 .. >_-~. -. -·· -· ." ..... :··· · ..... -.- -..... -. <<:~>.-:-... ·.·:~:<~ 

CMM 9/09/J.5. RevieWingfinantial inforrmition am:! account statement matrix 4.90 4.90 

2520.5t R<lSC P"arlw.1y. Suitt' 21 l 
Her.d1:r:scn, Ne.v,i_da 8907 4 

SO;OQ 245.00 

ld~1->l10llf! 702.366.9599 
{fITTi:nile 702.365,9354 

ar,t'1~:ni6rensics . .com. 
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JAA 9/10/15 rv<.eet!ng with Gaby, reviewing information; meeting with 
counsel and Gaby; preparingJor deposition; meeting with 
Radford and Gaby 

JAA 9/1J/1S Preparing ft1rdeposition; m~lngw!th Radford and Gaby; 
attei'lda~ce at Nadya Kha~afis l(ogod's d~ositkin 

Jll 9/i4/1S Distussirtg wi1h staff; :discussing analysis issues with Jenny 

JM. 9/14/~S Preparing.for Pat M1Jtphy's deposition; discussing wi-th Joe; 
preparing information for court reporter 

JAN 9/14/15 Ofscussir,g with ioe. 

Cl\llM 9/14/15 Assisting With marital balance analysis 

JU ~/15/15 Discussing w!t.h Jenny; reviewing analysis iSsues 

-JAA 9/15/15 Discussing with Joe; prep.iring fur and attenc½in'",.e at Pat 
Murphy's deposition 

OV.M 9/i&/15 Assisting with tracing analysis 

JAA. 9/18/15 Reviewing DaVita respo~; phOne·call with lama.Riff; 
discussing with Jenn 

JAN 9]18{15 Reviewing l);iV:,t;i ~yroll information; disc~ng with Jenny 

CMM ~'18/15 Assisting with tracing aoalysls 

Jll 9/i1/15 Reviewing SEC filings and compensation information; discussing 
wtthJenny 

JM 9/2l/15 Phone call-with Garil'llif;-correspondence; reviewing analysis; 
cfJS~?iifl!ll wit;hJoe 

JAA 9/22115 Preparing docUIT)elTt reque~ 

Jll 9/23/15 neviewlngrleposition questions; ~i5'usslng with Jenny 

jAA 9/23/15 Preparing for deposlt!ons; discussing with Joe 

CMM 9/23/15 Reviewing financial information 

JAA 9/25/15 Preparing f~t and attendance at depositions 

8.00· 

7;7o_ 

050 

1.10 

o.30 

4.70 

030 

.4,60 

4.2.0 

3.50 

0.50 

1.60 

1.20 

1.90 

0.50 

0.20 

3.90 

2.90 

7.50 

f A ~~t)~~i~·~ ~ • • ). )..,.Jo ~ •• 'L.;;, 

8.00 170..00 

7.70 170,00 l,3.09.00 

6.50 300.00 150.00 

1.70 170.00 289.00 

0.30 130.00 39;00 

4.70 50.00 235.00 

0.30 300il0 90.00 

4.60 170.00 782,00 

4.20 50.00 210;-00 

3.50 170.0li 595,00 

oso 130;!/Q 65..00 

1.60 50,00 80,00 

1.20 300;00 360.00 

1;90. 17Q.QO 323;00 

0:50 170,00 85.01'.l 

O,OQ 300Jl0 0.,00 

3.90 170.00 663.QQ 

2.90 so.oo· 145.00 

7,50 po.oo 1,275.()9 

. ... . .. . : . : . i:;r.;jM 9/istis Assiiti'ngwitiimiritalbalar.te"'anai;si$ ...... ·. ·····.· ·.· ... .6.SO. · .. 6,ao> • sO:oo. 340,0.0:. . .· . . ' 

JAA 9/i6/15 Preparing for and attenoance at depositions 

CMM 9/30/15 Assisting with account statement matrix:and tracing·am;lysis 

4.00 

0.90 

4.00 

0.90 

170.00 

SO.DO 

GS0.00 

45.00 
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Kogod \IS. l(ogod 

Total Current Professlonal Fees $ lS,iS8~00 

Travel Expenses-

9/03/15Alrfare--lpsA11geles ;n2,90 
9}18/1$.Airfare - Los Angeles ~4.9(} 

9/2.f;/15 McCarran Airport Parkir,g ~1.PP 

Total travel Expenses 385,00-

Total Prtlfessional F~s ~ Expen~s .15,543,00 

Balance Forward 0.00 

TOTAL PROFESSION.AL FEES· & EXP£NSES $ 15,543J10 

·~·:~~:~~·-~---~-.--.. ··~·~.-~;"":.;~."' .... ' ........ , .. • ..... .,· .......................... ,•- ... ·•- .. ·--- ..... •. :· .. ••."' ........... •."" .... ·,.· . _· ... ." .. ·'.;7_ ·· .. ·~-- ___ ... ·::• .. -•• __ ,7v • ...,_.v...-.··· 0½;'•-·?..Y .... , .......... ·: .. • ..... ··;_'.!."½ ...... ·,7·1,1.. 
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nthem 

November 9, i!015 

Profes$iotta( Fet!$ lnvoite 
T.Q,t J.D. tvo, 26-1654522 

invoice No.; 02425 
Sllling Period: t0/01/15thniuth lv/?il/l5 

'Gal:li'ielle l<Qg9(1 
Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RADFOROJ. SMITH CHARfEREO 
·2470 St. R_ose P.irkway, Suite 206· 
Henderson; Nevacia 8$074 

Re: Koqod !IS. Kpqod 

For prpfessional-fees rendered i_r. (:Onnect:lon witfJ_ the above reforem:;ed matter: 

Date Description 

:CMM 10/02/15 Assi"~ing with tradnJ analysis. 

jAA 10/05/lS Working on analvsis 

CMM 1-0/05/15 Asslstmg with account statement matl'.il< and tradng analysis 

CMM 10/07/15 Assisting With tracing and balance analySIS 

Jll 10/09{1S Re11iewfng sc:nedules; discussing With Jer-my 

JAA. 10/09/15 Reviewing documents; working-1:in analysis; phone call with 
Gariroa; discussing with Joe 

JM W/12/15 Working on tracing analysis 

CMM lQ/12{15 Assisting with-balance analysis 

Jll 10/1?./is Reviewing analysis; discussing_ sd)edules with Jemw 

JAA 10/}3/15_ Working on tra-cing aril,\lySis; phone call with Gari ma; a!SCussing 
s:die~ull;S with Joe · · 

Jll 10/14/l,5 Reviewing a11alysis 1Nith Jenny 

JA/', 10i'l4/1S Wqrking on analysis; disci,ssing wit!, Joe; atten9a11ce-at hearing 

Actual BUled 
Hours· Hours. 

4.50 4,50 

l.50 1.50 

230 2,30 

5.60 5.60 

0.30 0.30 

4.60 4.60 

0.50 -0.50 

1.00 1.00 

1.10 1.10 

~.60 7.t50 

0.3.() 0.30 

4.40 4._40 

2520 Si. Rose n.(k<-,av,.Suitc 2 ! ! 
HNuiers:in, ~ll'\iad;; 89074 

Rate ~ 

50,00 225,00 

170.00 255.00 

50.00 us.oo 

50.00 iS0.08 

300.00 90.00 

170.0Q 782.00 

170 .. 00 85.00 

50.00 so.oo 

300.00. 330.00 

170.00 l,,2:92.00· 

31)0,00. 90.00-

170.00 748.00 

tt:!ephoht 702._366.9S99 
frttsimile 701.366.9364 

anth~·nforcmsi~com 

Anthem 
020 

08682 



m Kogoo vs. Kogod: l nthem 
'.A _t:,-,n.::'1s1···s r v. , ... ~ 

JLL l0/15/15 Djscussing with Jenny 0,30 03:0 300,00 9.0..0D 

JAA 10/15/15 Preparing for al)d meeting with l;Saby aod Radford; preparing ~ao BO 170.00 !ifil.00 

for D~rils Kogod's depC>sltion; disqis~ing with Joe 

lAA 10,'16/15 Working on analysis; preparing for Dennis Kogoif s rleposition 6.40 6.4() 170.00 1,088.00 

CM!VI 10/16/l~ Ass~tng with actountstatement matrix and tracing i!ilalysis 2:,40 2,49 so.oo 120-00 

JAA 1-o/19/15 Working on ana:l~is: preparing for Dennis Kpgod's depositiQn S.60 5,6Q l7Q.OQ ~52.00 

JU 1012on.s Rev!ew'ing Pem:ils Kogod's deposition -que~ions; discussing 1.io uo ~.00 330.QO 
with.Jenny · 

JM 10/20/15 Work\ng on imalysis; preparing for Dennis K-ogod's deposition, 5.90 5,90 110.00 l,003.00 
discussing with Joe-

JU 10/21/15 Reviewinr; Dennis Kogod'sdeposition questions; phoneca:11 0,50 0.60 300.00 180,(lO 

with Gctrima. am:! Jenny; diSQJssing with Jenny 

JM 10m1:1.s Working on analysis; phone cail wi~h Gari.ma and Joe; 4.SO 4.~o 17(1.00 816,00 

discussing wltti ~ 

ct.AM 10/il/15 Afs1St111g with analysi&and Dennis Kogocf-s deposition questions 3.80 3.80 50.00 190.00 

JLL 10/22/:J,S Dlscussing ai1alysis with Jenny; reviewing income infortr.aticn;. 1.40 1.40 300.00 420.00 

meeting With Radford and Jenny 

JAA W/22/15 J>reparing·foi- Denn!.s Kogod's deposition; dls!:ussingw!th Joe; 6.80 6.80 170.00 1,156.00 

meetin~ with Radford and Joe 

JAN 10/22/l.5 Preparing deposition ~hibits 0.80 0.80 130.00 104,00 

CMM 10/1.:i/15 Assl.'¢1ng wltta deposition e/dlJbits 2,00· 2.00 50.QO 100..00. 

JAA 10/23/15 Preparing for and attei)-clance.at Denn.is Kogod' s deposition 9.10 9...J.O 170 .• 00 1,547.00 

0-..tM 10/23/15 Ass-isting with deposition exhibits 1.60 1.60. Sil.00 80.00 

JAA 10/28/15 Reviewing mformation 1);60 0.60 170,QO 102.QO 

Total Current Professional .Fees $ il,296.0{) 

·............. .............. . _ . _ .. .. .... .......................... . .......... _ .. . , , _ Balance Fo,twarq . " . . . .... . .. q ••. • . .,_ .... ., .• ,~. , · ·- .• • , . . ·· .f),<l~.- ·. '*' <,- , .. , 

TOTAL BALANCE DUE $ ll,29~00 
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nthem 
ProfessumQI Fees Invoice 

Tax(./). No. 26-16$4522 

Invoice 1110.: 02444 
Sllllng Period: 11/{)l/lS through ll/30/15. 

(aabrielle.Kogod 
Ra dfor-d J, Smith, E~q. 
RADFORD J. SMITH CHARTERED 
2470-St. Ro.se l>arkway,.Suite 206 
Hen-derson, Nevada $~074 

Re: Koqod Vs; Koqod 

For .professional fees rendered in connection with :the above .refere.'lced matter: 

.JAA 

CMM 

JM 

CMM 

JM. 

0/IM 

JAA. 

JLL 

JM 

OvlM 

JU-

JAA 

.JLL 

Date Description 

11/02/1$ D!SO:!ssing with Courtney; correspondeni;e 

11/02:/15 Olscussrng with Jenny; assisting_ with account statement matrix 
and trai;ing analysis 

11/04/1.S Phone t.111 w!tlj Radfur-d; reviewing anal~is 

11/04/15 Assi~ing witll tracing analysis 

11/06/lS. Re\l'.ewiog with Crn;rtney 

11/06/lS. Reviewing with Jennv; asSisting with schedules 

11/12/15 Working on analysis and re;iort 

llt,.3/15 ~eviewing ar1al\,'Sis a11d report; discussing with Jer,ny 

11/13/1:i W-9rldng on report; mtll!tlng with fiaby; discu~ng with ~ 

11/13/15 Assisting witb account statement matri'.!I, tracJog ,malysis, and 
·mama! lia~nce sheet 

11/16/15 Wor~ing on. anal~is and report; diSCusslng wlt'11 JEmny 

1:1./16/15 Wor~-lng on. analysis and. report; disc1,1ssing with ji;>e 

11/17/15 Working on analysis and report; discusslog With Jenny; 
speakingwith Garima and Jenny 

Actual Billed 
ltoors Hours 

0.20· -OJ)(l 

4.80· 4.80 

0.30 0.30 

l.6Q 1.50 

0,40 0.4(). 

3.30 3.30 

43.0 4.30 

1.00 1.00 

4.0CJ 4,90 

5.70 5.7Q 

5.70 5.70 

9.00 9.00 

8.50 850 

2!">20 St. P.ose Parl-v,av, Suite 2.11 
Hc"d~r,or,. N_cvada 89074 

:l!e!t Amount. 

170.00 O;OO 

50.00 240:.00 

170.QO 51.00. 

SO.Q() 80.00 

110.00 68.00 

50.00 16S .•. OO 

170.00 731.00 

300.00 300.00 

1,70.0Q 680,Q() 

50;00 285.00 

300.00 1,710W 

l7Q:OQ 1,530.-00" 

300;00 2,550.00 

ieieµ/lcm- 702.366.959!1 
-fnt:similt 702.366,9364. 

anihcmfonmsics,co,1, 
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JM ll/1}/15 Working on analysis and report; discussing with Joe; phone call 9.30 9.30 
with Garil"l'!a am!Joe 

JAN ;tl/23/15 Working on schedules; co.r~p~encewith Gartrn;:i 0,60 Q.6Q 13Q.OO 78 . .00 

Total °-'~nt Prqfessiqnal Fees 

Balal'l(:e Forwa.rd 

TOTAL BALANCE i:>tiE. $ 10,349;00 

---•'"•• ,. ... ,. ,".•,.•,. "•••"••••·••"•·••••••·••••"••• •• •••••-•••••· .H_•.,•_n, • ... ••"•••-• ,•• ... ,..• .... •, •. •.,.,,,,.• ... •,,,,•., .. ,.,.,,•.,.,•.,- ..... '' • ,,,, .. .' .. ,,.., •• ,••,•, . . ~·:• ,., --~. ·:~ ~- • -.·' •,.:••":·,,,, .. •,•,.,,•,•, ,,•,,,._, ·•. •'':'"•":.· .. :• .,:·~·,_.._- .. ,, 
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JaO\Ji!l"1/ 8, 2(}1Q 

Professional Fees Invoice 
Tttxl.D.No. 2.5c1654521. 

nthem 

lrwoice t4o,: Q24&S 
Bllling.Pen\>d; 11/Ql/15 throug!l U/31/l.5 

Gabrielle Kogod 
~adfor-0 J. Smith, ~q. 
RADFORD J. SMIIB CHARTERED 
2410 SL Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada.89074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees ren.dered in connection with t.l1e above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 12/0i/lS Phone call with Jolen~ phone call With Gaby,; speakin:gWith 
Radford 

JAA. 12/02/15. Revlewing tr;icing anal\f$!s; sending info.rm.at/on to Garima 

.IAA 12/0~/15 Working on anc\lysis; reviewing documents 

JAA l2/04/lS Preparing for a.nd meeting with Gaby and Rad:forcl; preparing 
for Dennis' depo.$itior, 

CMM 12/04/15 Assisting with tr.icing analysis 

JLL 12/07/15 Reviewing proposed depositicm questions: for Dennis Kogod; 
discussing. with Jenny 

JAA 1-2/07/15 Preparing fut de~tion; dlsc.U$Sir,g with Joe; at:tl!nc;iance at 
Dennis Kogod's deposition 

cMM 12/07/15 Assisting with account statement matrix and· supporting 
documents 

JAA 12/09/lS Preparrng for deposition. of Jennifer Steiner 

CMM li/09/15 Assisting. with tracing analysis: and supporting dt>tumen~. 

JAA 12/13/1,S Working on supplemental report; speaking with Gaby 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours Rate Amount 

0.70 0.70 170.00 li9.00 

0.80 o.so 170.00 196.00 

1.30 130 110.00 221,00 

2.80. 2.80 170.00 476.00 

1.10 1.10 50.00 55,00 

0.50 -0.SO 300.00 lS0.00 

9,60 9.60 170.00 1,632.00 

1.00· 1.00 50.00 50-.00 

o.60 OJiO 170.00 102.00 

6.10 6.10 50.00 305.00 

1.90 :L9Q l}Q.00 323.1,)0. 
·-········ ..... '"-......... •• .. --·· ........ • .................... • ........... , .. , .. • ........... , ..... , .......... ~: .. ,• .... ... • ...... , ........ •..: _,...· .......... ."•", ............. , ....... -~.*'\'."". -~~-..-~. ~"""-!"'. /• ~:4,··~·"···· .. " ............... )~Y:~·-·;_·_·<;_:_·0 

.. ·.·. · ... · .. ' ... ··. , KC .. ·.·.··.· 1211.iJis R~i~...if~~ ;~;,;J;;~~~k.~ ~h a~t G~hi;~ ;~;n;~~;;: ·.· 
working 6n ailalysi$ ·· 

····.··.·-·.·,····,.·.·· 

o:~o 

25.20 SL il;)St f'ijJ'kway, Suitt 211 
Hr:nde~on. l'kv-Jcia 69074 

·······.·.·.·.·.·.·.···.•.•,·.•• 

14{friri 

ttle11ho11t 102.30&.9599 
facsm1i!e 702,366.9364 

m~tMmit.lre1;sK:'$.~m 
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Kogod 11s. !(ogod 

JAA 12/14/15 Working on. analysis and report; phone ,cail with Bob Gehlen 
andJt]j! 

CMM 12/14/15 Reviewing documents 

JLL 12/15/tS Working 011 anal\•sis and report; reviewing analysfs; speaking 
with Radford a11tj Jenny 

JAA 12/15/15 workingon analysis and rep9n;; phor.~ call v.iitl! Gari~; phon13 
call with Radford and Joe 

JAN 12/15/15 Assisting witll analysis and report 

CMM 12/15/15 Reviewing documents; assisting w!:th ttadnganalysi:s. 

JAA 'D./16/.15 Reviewing documents 

J.AA l}J17/15 Discussing With Jenn; pre~rtng sclledules h:>r G;irilll? 

JAN 12/17/r.S Disc\,fssing with Jenny 

Jll 12/28/15 Re.1tiewing docwnen:ti;; ~russiniwith Jenny; p~paring 
declaration 

JAA 12/22./15 Reviev.ring il!furmatjon; distuWngwith Joe. 

( Jtt 11/29/15 Reviewing documeittsand ana.Jyses; ~p;ir,ngdeclaration; \ 
discuSSingwith Jenny 

JAA 12/19/15 Reviewing declaration; discussing with Joe; phone call with 
Garima 

JLL 12/3')../lS Reviewing scl:ledules and report 

JAA 1'1./31/15 Dlscusstng with Joe 

Totar current Professional Fees 

B;;:la!lce FoT\11.ird 

TOTAL BAI.Ai.lie£ DUE 

5.50 S'.So 

MO 0,60 

s.oo 5.00 

7,80 7-80 

3.00 3.00 

1.50 1.60 

0.,20 0.00 

1,20 l.20 

0.3-0 0.30 

2.40 .2.40 

0.50 o.so 

1.50 1.50 

0.80 0.80 

0.30 0.30 

0.30 iJ;30 

EP(~t~!I\ . . . . .. . ' ~~. ~ . ~'-~ 

i70.00 

50,0Q 

300:00 

170.00 

130.00 

50.0fl 

170.00 

170.00 

130.00 

300.00 

170.00 

30()..0Q. 

170.00 

300,00 

17{};00 

$ 

$ 

935.00 

30,00 

1,500.00 

1,32&.00 

390.00 

80 .. 00 

o.oo 

204.00 

39 .. 00 

720.00 

\!5.00 

450'.00 

136.00 

90.QO 

51.00 

9,845.00 

0.00 

9,845.00 
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nthem 

February 3; 2016 

Professional Fees Invoke 
Tax I.D. Nt'-26-1654522 

Invoice No;: IJ2520 
Billing Period: 1/01/1~ through 1/31/16 

Gabrielle Kogod 
B.idford J .. S;nith, Esq. 
RAD.FORD J, SMITH CHARTERED 
2470 St Rose Parkway; Sillte29(5 
Henderson, Nevada 890i4 

Re: Koqod vs. Kpqod 

For professional fees rendered iii.connection v,fiththe above referen!!ed matter: 

Date Dgsg:iptioq 

JAA l/11il6 Reviewing motion 

JLL 1/14/16 Disc$ing with Jtm1w; speaking. with Gar-Ima 

JAA 1/14/16 Discussjr)g witli1 Joe; phone call wit,'l Gi!rimii 

JU 1/15./16 Reviewing documen~ and mqtioo; attendance at ·hearing; 
discussirig with Radford; discussing Wjtll Jenny 

JAA 1/15/16 Dis..-i.::ssing with )oe; correspondence 

JAA 1/22/16 11/!eetlrtg wit!) Gaby 

CMM 1/25/').6 Assisting with ao:..ount $'"~terirent mi!tlix ·ant;! tracing analysis 

JAA r:/26/16 l'teviewing doc1;1ments 

JAN 1/27/15 Re11lewfng def.endant's expert: rebuttal report: 

OAM 1/27/16 Assistint With account statement matrix.and tracing.analysis 

Jll 1/28/").6 IVleeting with Ri!dfon:l, Garil)'la, and Jenny; relliewing analysis 

JAA 1/28/16 ReviewlngTe.ichner report; meeting with Ra(jford;Garima, ;md 
Joe 

Attual Billed 
Hours Hours 

0.30 0.30 

0.20 0.00 

0.20 O.OQ 

1.50 1.50 

0.30 0.30 

o.io 0.00 

4.10 4:10 

0.3(1 ·0.30 

0.40 Ci.40 

6AO 6.40 

1.30 1.~o 

1.ZO, 1.2-0 

2520 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 211 
fll'.ildt.mm, t,lc-~aifa 89074 

Rm ,Amount· 

iSS.00 55.Sli 

300.CJ<) 0.00 

;1.85,()9 o.oo 

300,00 450.00 

185...00 55.50 

1~.00 0,00 

60.00 245.00 

18S.OO 55,50 

150.00 6(l.00 

60.00 384.00 

300.00 390.00 

l!lS.00 222.QQ 

teler,l!one 702.366:95.gg 
rocSimi/1: 702..366.!)36<\ 

oriil>tinfort•nsics.c:orn 

Anthem 
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CMM lflS/16 Assistingwttl:l tratin!il.analysis 4.50 4.50 60.00 270~00 

Toi:<11 Curren.t Prcifess!o11al fees $ 2,244.00 

Balance Fotward 

TOTAL BA,(.A!',!CE DUE $ 

.- ... : .. : .... : .... · .... "'. ... ····'· ···········---·'···· ............... _ ...... - ............... ·.·.-.··-.< . _ .. _,.._ •• _ . _ ........ :- ·.-·. _____ .. ___ ....... ~~--.... _ .. - "_:': .... , •...• __ .,.,..* ......... _ ••.. ·-··_ ... _,-, ...... , .............. · .. "'"" ... • ................... • .. :::::.,._~_-_·-. ··.-. :·_ .. . 
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nthem 

March 3, 20l6-

Prq/ess.ional Fees Invoice 
Tax t;D, Np. 26-1654522 

Invoice-No.: 02547 
Bll!rng P¢riQd: 2/01/16 thrr,iugh 2/29/lf; 

Gabrielle K-Qgod 
Radford J. smith, Esq. 
R.AOl'-"ORDJ. SMITH CHARTERED 
2:470 st, Rp;e ~r'™iay, Suite 209 
.Heoder:son.;. Nevada 89074 

R~ .Kogod ys. Koqod_ 

For professionai fees rend~recl in connection with the abQve reference!:! mati:er; 

~ Description 

JAA 2/02/16 Review am:! at:alyst&or documents; working.on rebuttal report 

JU 'UOY16 Revlewlrig analysis an:d Teichner report; world ng<.>n report; 
discussing with Jenny 

JAA 2/03/16 Working on.anat}'SiS and report; disc ... -ssing With Joe; speaking 
with Jenn. 

JAN 2/03/l6 Reviewing Teichner report; discussing with .Jenny 

CiVIM 2/03/16 Reviewing Teicbner report; assistin_g w1th tracing analvsis and 
scliedu!!:!S 

JU 2/04/'16 Reviewing deposition trar,scripts; dls~slng with Jenny; 
wcrki:rig on. ~port 

JM 2/04/.16 Working on ;maly$ls and report; .discussing with Joe 

Jll "2/05/:J.6 Worklng_OJ'l report; reviewing doc1Jments; speaking with 
G.inma and Jenny 

JAA 2/05/16 Worlcingon analysis and report; phone cail with Joe.and 
G.artma 

JAN 2/05/15 Assisting with report 

Actual Billed 
Hours ~ 

3.30 3.30 

0;10· 0.70 

4..70 4.70 

0-.30 0.30 

3~20 3.20 

:uo 2.10 

:uo· 3.40 

8.10 8.10 

7.30 7.30 

4.00 4.00. 

2520 St Ro!it Parkw:iv. St1i1.e_ 211 
Hem.1crwn, Nc,,acia 89074 

Rate_ A!!l2Y!!1 

185.00 61.0.50 

300.00 210.00 

185.06 859.50 

150.00 45.QO 

60.00 192.00 

300.00 630.00 

18.5.00 629.00 

300.00 2;430.QO 

1ss.oo 1,350.50 

lS0.00 600,00 

telepho11t: '102,:166.9599 
fa::si1>1ilc· 702,3G1ic93G4· 

ar.tllemfo~nsirs.ram 

Anthem 
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Kogod V$. Kog9d 

JU. 2/08/l.6 i)iscussing with Jenny; rev1ewing depos{tion transcripts 

JM 2/08/16 Asslsting with deposition preparation; ·discussing with Joe 

Ji.L 2/(:13/16 Preparing for and attend-ante at deposition; speaking with 
Gaby and Radford; discussing wlth Jenny 

Jll 2./.10/16 Revlewing deposition requests and action items 

Jll t'/12/i6 Wor~ing_on·responses to deJJOsitionwol'.k product requests: 
<liscussfng with Jenny 

JAA 2/12/16 Preparing i~formation r-equ.~ted d11ring )Qe's deposition; 
assessing trial Issues · · 

JLL 2;/15/16 R~iewirag Teichner report and documel'it$; dlScussing with 
s.taff 

JAA 2/15/16 Reviewing Teichner report; discuss!r.g with Joe 

JAN 2/15/16 RevlellilngTeictmerreport; discussing with Joe 

JAA 2/16/16 Reviewing documents; updating MBS; speak111g with Gacima; 
preparfng for trial 

JAN t/16/15 RevieWing d~um.ents 

Jil l/17/16 Reviewing reports; speaking with !'\adford, Gaby. and jenny; 
preparing for and attendam:;e at Richard Teichner qeposition; 
discus!lrng:w!th Jenny 

2/17/1-6 Reviewing Jc>e's deposit:1on transt:ript; discussing with 
Courtney; phone tall with Radford, Gaby, and Joe; discussing 
with Joe: preparing for trial 

CMM 2/17 /16 Discussing with Jenny; assisting with. financial analysis 

JU. 2/1~1& Reviewing demonstratives and exhibits; cl1scussitig with Jenny 

JM 2/18/16 Prepa(ln~ k>r trial 

CMM 2/18/-16 Assisting with aa:ount staternent matrix and trial exhibits 

9.90 

5.80. 

9.30 

5,70 

OAO 

o.sn 

5.00 

0.70 

0'80 

0.40 

3.40 

0,30 

3..50 

4,3() 

7.00 

2.00 

4.80 

2.70 

JAA 2/19/16 Meeting with Gab\/; working on updated Fi:lF; preparing for tria! 8.10 

CMM 2/19/16 Asslstii'\g w~h account statement matrix and trial exhibits 5.30 

9.90 

5.80 

9.30 

5.70 

0.40 

-0.80 

s.oo 

0.70 

0.80 

0.40 

3.40 

0.30 

3.50 

4.30 

7.00 

2.00 

4.80 

2.70 

8.10· 

5.30 

nthem 

300.00 

185.00 

300.00 

185.00 

l00.00 

300.00 

1a-s.oo 

300.00 

185.00 

150.00. 

185.00 

150.00 

3.00.00 

185.00 

60.00 

300;00· 

185.0Q 

60.00 

185,00 

60;00 

2,9.70,00 

1,073.00 

2<790.00 

1,<l~,50 

uo .. oo 

240.00 

92S.00 

210.00 

14.8 .. 00 

60.00 

629.00 

45..QO 

1,050.00, 

79S.50 

420;00 

600.00 

~-oo· 
162,00 

1,498.50· 

318.00 

Anthem 
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Kogod vs. Kogod 
~· 1 nthem 
. a Fnren~lcs 

JU, 2/21/16 M~tlng with ~aby, counset ?nd Jenny 6.00 6.00 300 . .00 1,800.00 

JAA 2/21/!f, Meetin~ with Gc1by, COIJ~el, and Joe 6.00 6.QO 185.00, !,)lMO 

Jll 2/22(16 Preparing for trial 4.60 4.60: 300.00 1,380,QO. 

JM 2/12/16 Preparing for triaJ S.20 5.20 185;00 962;0Q 

JAN 2/12/16 Revlewi'ng .i:nfon:nation; distll5sing with Jenny VIO 1.40 1SO.OO 110,00 

cMM 2/22/15 Assisting with tra.cing analySis 4.80 4.80 60.00 288.00 

J!.L 2/23/15 Revkwing stock.compens.ition issues; preparing for·a.nd 5.50 S.50 300.00: 1,65lt00 
.attendance.at trial 

JAA 2/23/M Preparing for and attendance at.trlal 630 6.30 185.00 1,165.50 

JU. 2/24/16 Preparing for and attendance at tria I 7.90 1.90 300.00 2,370;00 

JAA 'J,/24/16 Preparingf91" ""~ irttendanceat trial 6.80 6.80 185.00 1,258;00 

JAN U24/16 Assl!¢ingwith trial preparation 6.00 ti,OQ 150,00 900:.00 

CMM 2/24/16 Assisting w.'ttl trial prep.iration 4.70 4.70 60.00 2~.00 

JU. 2/25/16- Prep;uingfor and attendance .it trial 6.$0 s,:80 30MO 2,040,00 

JAA 2/25/16 Preparing for and attend,mce attrial 7.80 7;80 185;00 1,443.00 

JAN 2/25/16 Assisting with trial preparation 0.40 0.40 150,00 60,()0 

Jll 2/2.6/16 Preparing fur and attendante at trial 7.30 7.30 300.00 2,190..00 

JAA. 2/26/16 Prepanrig fqr and attendance at trial ·a.10 8,10 185,00 1A9S.SO 

Total C:urre11\ Prpfesslonal Fees $ 45,142.00 

Balance Forward o;oo 

45,142.0Q 

· ........ ······.···.-........... , ... 2 .... -., ..................... ·-·····-··"·'····· ............. _._,.. _ ............................ • ..... ······-'"<-:.-.......... '"} .. ".' ............... _ ..... _ .. __ , .... _ -··-· ...... , -·'· -···'· ....... , .... · .... ········ ....... ::}. "·"'· .5 ....... ..... .. ::.~~~~~~ 
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Aprii6,20:l6 

.Professiontlf Fees lnvoite 
Tax 1.0. No .. 26-l6S45U 

nthem 

Invoice No.; 0257.7 

GabrieJle Kogod 
Ra(ifon:I J_. Smith, Esq. 
RADFQRDJ.SMITH CHARTL:RED 
2470 St.. Rose Pafkway,.Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada. 80074 

~: Koqod vs. l(pqpd 

For profession at fees rendered in conne.ctlon with. the above referenced matter: 

Date Descrh>tion 

Jll 3}02/16 Reviewing UJ'IS accouot/stacl:: issues; discussing with Je.nny 

JAA. '3/02/10 Reviewing UBS account/stock issues; discussing withJoe 

JLL 3/03/16 Reviewing UBS attount!stock issues; discussing with Jenny: 
speaktng.wlth Radford Smith and Jenny 

}AA 3/03/16 ReviewingUBSac:count/stock issuei;; discussing with Joe; 
phone call with Radford Smith and Joe 

JLL 3/07/16 Reviewing UBSactoortt./stock issues;.discussing with Jenny 

JM 3/-07/16 Revi~wjngUBS ac;count/stock !ssues;_discussing With Joe 

CMM 3/07/16 Reviewing-USS statements 

Jll 3/10/16 B:eviewing.UBS-acrount/stock Issues; .discussing with Jenny; 
speaktngwith RadfQrd .Smith andJen11Y· 

JAA 3/10/16 Re\.iewlng·U8S account:/s.tock i!;sues; discussing with Joe; 
phi:;me c.a!I wi"th Radford Smith and Joe 

JAA 3/11/16 Dlscussing with Courtney; correspondence 

llilting Perloci: 3/-01/16 through: 3/31/J.6 

_Actual Bil1ed 
Hours HOUl'S ~- ~ 

0,7() 0.70 300.00 210,00. 

1.40 l.40 18S.OO 259.00 

0.50 0..50 300,00· 150,00· 

1.50 1.50 185,00 277.SO 

o.so o.50 300.00 150;00 

1.00 1:00 185,00 185.00 

o.so 050· 60,00 30:0Q 

0.4Q OAO 300,00 U0,00 

0.80 0,-80 11:\~W 111-B;QO 

o.so 0.80 iss.oo 148.00 

CMM 3/11/l6 Ofscussingwith Jenny; updating aq:.ount statement matrix; 2.90 2.90 6().00 174.00 
preparing information regarding missing statements 

z7··-~ •. :::"'' .... p .......... 7 .................... "'.,.0 ............ · .. • .. ·"-····-···½ . ., __ ...... ,_ ......... ··»· ..... '" ........ _ .. __ -._. -··-··-· ....... _ ..... •.- ......... • .. ~ ., ........ ,' .. ''' ........... ..,. ___ ... . . .. ...... .>~ .... ·--·-···-· ..• • ................. ..• :: ... :Y• ... . 

1.40 i.40 

2520 St, RtlS!; ~~•or/, S,1it<- 21 i 
Henderson, l,Nalia 89074 

84.00 

tciephone 702.366.9591:1 
fal:$imi!c. 702.366.9364 

unt:hemforen~ic:.s.rom-

Anthem 
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ffogod VS. Kogod 

Total Current Profes~onal Fee-$ 

Balance Forward 

TOTAL BAlANCE.Dl}E 

s 

$ 

l,93S50 

o.oo 

.---~!'::::C. ! ..... , ..... : ..... --- ·-·- .... ., __ .. _.:_• ....... ·S'"· - ............. • ............ , •.... ".' ..... •,•,_, .. • ............. ,-'··· .... _,•.-.• ..... , .... s:• ......... • ... •., .... • . .,'. •, ... ___ , _. , • _ .... 0. ,. _, .. : ....... - . .. •: . . -.-+ .. , .• ~: .. ·:-.. 
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nthem 

lll'.ay6, W16: 

Ptofessit>fial Fife$ Invoice 
Tax;f.D. No, 25-1554522 

Invoice No._: 02.602 
Billmg Penod; 4/0l/16 through 4/30/16 

Gatiriell!! l(ogpd 
Radford J_. Sirilth,Esq, 
RADFORD J •. SMITH~ CHARTERED 
2470 St, .Rose Parkway, Suite 206-
H¢.nde~-oo, Nevada $9074 

For profes~Jona! fee~ rendered in con.nection wi1h the above referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JAA 4/04/16 Correspondel'lce; updating ;ma!ys.es; phQ11e call with Gaby; 
discussing With Courtney 

O\IIM 4/04/16 Reviewmg flriandal. information; dlscusSii'Jg with Jenny 

CNIM 4/06/16 Updating account ;tatement matrix and tracing ar.a!ysis 

JLL 4/08'/16 ·Reviewing Panil_ma Papers issues; discussing Witli Jenny 

JAA -4/0S/16 Di~cUS$ing with Jere 

JLL 4/11/16 Reviewing Panama Papers issues 

JLL 4/1'li16 Reviewing UBS allocation issues and ttaclng of fonds int-o 
potential Panama Papers entities 

JLL 4/13/16 Rarlewing. analysislssues per·Gab), 

JAA 4/15/16 Speaking with Gaby 

CMM 4/15/16 Reviewing UBS attountw1th Pammia Papers 

Jll 4/18/16 ~eview:in~ cash l T!P and. UBS allocation questions fo~ Gaby 

.lLL 4/19/16 Reviewing Panama ~ap,ers an~ lys1s 

Actual Bff!ed 
!!.e!!!l Hours Rate -Am2!.!!!t 

1.40 l.-40 185.00 259.00 

1.80 1.80 60.00 108.00 

1.90 1;90 60.00 114..00· 

0.30 0;30 300.00 90.-00 

0.20 o:oo 185,00 0.00 

0.30 o.;30. 300.00 90W 

0.80 0,80 300;00 240,00 

0.30 0.30 300,00 90.00 

0.30 0.30 18S.oo ss.so 

1.40 1.40 60.-ciO .84.00-

0.60 0.60 30{};00 180.00 

030 0,30 300.00 90.00 

~-:·~"-~~:~~~- .. '.·>,.~~~«:?"?::~: ... : ............ ::.:0."" .. -- ............. ·: .. .> .•.• _ .. ___ -.• ..... " .......... • .. • .... • .. •.. . _,.. ... ,, •.. ,_ ............ •• ... • ................. • .. ". _ ...._ .0•• ...... _, ... , ... 'X" ............... • , ... .. ::.::.·:(.•.::v .""' 

4/20/16 ReiiieWiiig allotatiori 1ssoes: 

iLL 4/2$/16 Reviewing All American Appraisaf r.eport 0.:20 0.00 

2520 St. Rost Parkway, Suite 2 l i 
He.oilerson. Nt~,ada 8907 4 

-- 90:00·· 

300.00 0.00 

telephone 702.366,9500 
focsimile 702.366,9364 

a_1_1_thtmfore1_1sics .. ~ 

Anthem 
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Kogocl vs. Kogod E · i nthem 
'.6111!11i l:it,,··,.,·1,,/r<: 
.- l: .;,. ;'\,,..> .,:.<...-:) 

JAA Q.40 185.00 74.ol:i 

Total Cwrrent P~lonal i'ees $ 1,:,64.5,0 

Balance Fcorw;ird 0.00 

TOTAL B,o,I.ANO: DUE $' 1,564.50 

.. ,." ...... ,; ....... , .... " ........... •.- ......... _ .•..... __ ., .... - ... -······"······· .. >:.• ...................... _ .... • ... , -: .. •••.• ......•. __ :·.·. _ .. _._ __ •.·. _ ....... •. _,· .~ . .s:-~ .. ,.''··"'' .• .•••••:_v ." ''"''"-___ •• .. 7' . . --~----· __ ,. ___ .. •.:.~·s_,., .. . :.-· ... ·-

Anthem 
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nthem 

June 15, ~016 

Professional F~es Invoice 
Tax I.D. NQ. i5-J.654522 

Invoice No.: 02614-
Bil!Jng l'enod; 5/01/16 trirough 5/.31/16 

Gabrielle Kogod 
Radford J,.Srnlth, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SM!TH, CHARTERED 
2470 St. Rose Parkway,.Suite 206 
Hender.son, NIM:da 89074 

Re: Kaqod 11s, Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in connectiqn with the. above refe.-em:ed matter:--

~- Description 

"JAA 5/02/15 RevJewing informatiQrl· 

JAA S/03/16 Reviewin; information; u!?"&tir.g marital balance sheet: phone 
call -with Ga.rima 

("MM 5}03/16 Updating account sta~.lllf!nt matrix. a!'td mar1tai bala_nte s~eel:; 
assisting with document request list 

JM S/04/1S U¢atlllg marltaiba1ancesheet 

CMM 5/04/-i6 Updating:account statement matrix and maritalbalanc:e sheet: 

JtL 5/05/16 Revl¢wing transfer lnfotmatltin and SSAR.s. e)IE!rcise information 

JAA S)OS-/16 Reviewing q>rrespondence, stoclc iss11es, and docurne_nts 

JLL 5/06/16 Speaking with Radford; reviewing correspondence-

OlllM 5/06/lfi AsSisting with tracing anafysls-, atc:ountstaternent matrix, and 
marital balance-sheet 

CMM S/09/16 Assistingwitll tradngar.alysis 

JAA 5/13{16 mscussing·with Courtne)' 

CMM 5/l6/16 Assisting with_ traci_nganaly.sisand accoun~.statement matrix 

JM S/-17/16 Reviewing ~orrE'.$J:M:mdence; reviewlng:an11l_y$is 

Actual 
H-ours 

0;10 

2;40 

2.10 

0.30 

0;50 

(l7Q 

1.lQ 

0.30 

4.60 

uo 

0 • .30 

0.90 

'0.30 

Billed 
Hours 

0.70 

2.40 

2.30 

030 

0.50 

0.70 

1,10 

0.30 

4.@l 

1.10 

0,30 

Q.30 

2520 SI. R!JS(' !'ad<way, Suiir.21-1 
Hendtrs().t), Nev;J_da 890 7 4 

~ 

18S.00 

185.00 

60.00 

185.00. 

60.00 

300.00 

185,00 

300.00 

60.00-

60.00 

185.00 

60.()0 

185.00 

~ 

129.SO 

444.00-

138.00 

S5SO 

30.00 

imoo 

203.50 

90.00 

276,00 

66;00 

55.50 

54.00 

55.50 

ti!lephoni! 702 .366.9599 
f(1csimile 102,366..9364 

untf;.ewfart-mi"s. com 

Anth.em 
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m . F:!~:~T~ 
Jli. 5/19/'t,6 Reviewing stock ls-su~; torf~pQndenc;:e O;SO 0.50 300.00 ;so.oo 

JAA 5/19/16 Reviewil'!g stock l~u~~ nieetlng with Gaby 1.30 1.30 185.00 240.W 

JAA 5/2.fJ/16 Revlewing CQ!Tespondenc;:e 0.30 (1.30 1SS.QO 55..SO 

CMM 5/31/16 Updating tracing analysis and account statement matrixc 0,30 0.30 60 .. 00 1}!.00 

Tota! Current Pfofessionar Fee-s $ 2,325.50 

Bi1:la~ce Forward o.oo 

TOTAL IMI.ANCE DUE $ 

.,_,.., ........ , .......... ......... ,\:-:., .••..•.. ...•... ... -:·· . ........................ , ................ - ... .....•....• • •... : ...... • ............. • .......... -'·· • ... u ..................... '"'···· ....... -, ...... _.:;, .. "' .. ' .. ·•·_ ........... ~~~- -- -~ .. -- .-... ·;-- ... ~ .. ~- ,-;:.:.. __ .·.·.-.-.. .: .... 
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Julv.8, 2016 

Professiam1I Fees invoke 
Tax I.D .. No. 49-lfi54522 

Forensics 

Invoice No.: 02647 
Billing Period:. F;/01/16 through 6/30/.1.6. 

Gabriel.le fCl)god 
Radford J .• Si'11Jth, Esq. 
RADFORD J. SMITT-1, CHARTERED 
2470,St Rose Parkway, Suite 2:06 
H~df:rson, N~da $9074 

Re: Koqod vs. Koqod 

F9qm1fessional fees rendered 111 connection with the a.bove referenced matter: 

Date Description 

JM 6/07./16 Preparing updated tr;icing an;i lysis. 

Jli .. 6/06/16 Reviewing updates 

jM 6/06/16 Working on tracinganal~'Sls; preparing updated informatiOn for 
counsel 

CMM 6/06/16 Assisting with analys;lt 

JU fi/17/16 Meeting with· Daniel. Kim and Jenny; reviewing schedules 

JM 6/17/16 Meetln.g with :Daniel Kim and Joe 

JLL &/20/'16 Conference call with l:iaby, coun:sel, and Jenny 

JAA 6/20/16 Conference caH wit!l Gaby, counsei, and Joe; reiriewing proxy 
statement 

JU. 6/22/16 COnferem:ecall with Bob Gehlen and Radford 

JAA 6/28/l6 CorrespC>nde:nte; prepadng inf?rmation for counsel 

CMM 6/28/16 Upd;itlng MBS 

Actual Billed 
Hours Hours ~ ~ 

0.60 0.60 185.00. 111.00 

o.zo 0.00 300.00. 0.00 

4.30 4.30 l!lS.00 795.50 

0.:30 0.30 60.00 ~;00 

1.10 1.10 300.0(). 330,0D 

1.00 1.00 185.00 185.00 

0.70 0.70 300,00 210;00· 

1.50 1.50 185.00 m.so 

0.20 0;00 300.00 0.00 

0.80 0;80· 185.00 148.00 

0.60 0,60 60,QO l6,QO 

JLL 6/30/1& Re.1ewing pro~v .sta.tement for Dennii [i'ICQr(le ar.d 0.50 Q.50 300.0ll 150,00. 

? ... ...... • . .. 9 • ........ ·• . 2 .fP'!l~ll:t~JS:tjlIIP.U~~Cll:J~u~ , ... · .. -·x- • • ••.• ... ·- -·-. --- - ................ • • ... " .... . 4 ·c.• . X ...... . .. x .. ·.u. *.• 

2~20 ~l Host Parkway, Suitt 211 
l-knckr,011. Nl.'vada 119074 

telephone 7(!2366,9599 
f.m::similt:: 702.366.93$4 

ontijemfore:nsic!,com 

Anthem 
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Total Current Pr?f~onal F~s $ 

8aJan.ce Forward 

TOTAL BALAj'JC£ DUE 

nth.em 

2,261.00 

o;oo 

2,2.61.00 

·········-~-~---~"----~--- ... -•- .• ....... --"~~- ... -........................ _ ......... ····-· ·- ...... , ... • .......... • .......... -.·--."--· • ...... -..... ·-·· ........... '·/, .•. -, .. "'" ..... • ... •. -"'" .. • ... , ........... -.. ... ... . ... ·-................... ---.... . 
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nthem 

August 5, 2016 

Profession(l/ Fees lnvofce 
Taxl.D. No. 26,1654522 

Invoice No,; 02668 

Gabrieile K()gad 
Radford i. Smith, Esq .. 

Bi111ng Period: 7/Ql/16 tr,rou~ 7/'$,Jl,6 

RADFORD J. SMll'I-I, CHAR1£RED 
2470 St- RO$e Pilrkw.iy, Suite W6 
~pde~<>n, Nevada B9074 

Re~ Kaqod vs. Koqod 

For professional fees rendered in-connection with the.above referenced ~tter: 

~ Description 

<;I\AM 7/06/16 ~isting with account statemef\t O'liltriX 

CMM 7/Q'J/1_6 Assisting with tradnganalys!S 

JAA 7/08/16 Reviewing request for documents and analysis 

Jll 7/12/16. -Phone. can with Radford and Jenny 

JAA 7/12/16 Phor.ie c-all with Radford. a.nd Joe 

CMM 7/12/16 AsSisting With tracing analysis 

Jl.,L 7/B/16 R~iewing ir\come mformatio.11 ror Jenny 

JM 7/l"S/16 Prep;iringfor and c1ttendllf!ce at cou.rt 

ct.ilM 7/13/16 Vpda:ting.Pro!CV :statemerit analysis; reviewingfinancti!I 
infon:n.itiQr. c111d tran!iilctions 

J~L 7/i9/).6 Speaking with Gllrima and. JeJTny; working on language for 
doslng brief with Jenny 

JM 7/2~/15 PnoM ~II w~h ~riJna an<l lo¢; working.on language for 
dosing brief with Joe 

Acti,-al 8Dled. 
Hours. ~- ~ Amount 

Q.40 0.40 6MO· 24.00 

O,SQ 0.5P 60.00 3!,).~ 

o.~ 0.30 185,00 SS.50· 

0.20 o,oo: :300.0Q Q;OQ 

0.20 0;00 185,00 ocro 

0.70 0.70 60.00 4-l.OO 

0.40 0.40 300;00 12{1;00 

3.90 3.90 185.00 721.SQ 

l,7.P 1.70 60:00 102.'0Q 

1.50 LSCl 300:00 45!).~ 

1.50 1.50 tss.oo 277.50 

· .. _ .. ½':.~~·~:~_.?: .. -........ , ... ?:.:: ......................... ,." ............... ..: .... ···--·-·· .................... "."'?·? ............... • .. -- - ." ... , ·""'- - "-'";_ ..... -_ .... _ .. __ • ., __ ,,, .......... "-' ........... " .... • ........................... ~- ........ • •.... • .... , ... _,_ ....... . 

2:i2!l St. P..;se Pa!kway, '5\litc 21 i 
Hcmfrrs:on. !'kvada 89074 

telephl).'I(" 1DZ.'.i66.95!i"!I 
lntsimiit 10.:t3<i6.9J64 

c,ntMmforrmsics.rom 

Anthem. 
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Kogod vs.·Kogod 

Tot.ii Current Professional Fees $ 1;822,50 

Sal.ance tOl'.Ward 0.00 

TOTAL BALANCE DVE $ 1,822;.50. 

-.~ .- • .. ·-·-·.······-· ............................... ". __ , ____ . __ ......... •. __ n) __ '<•.• ... • ........ • .... '" ..... • ..... • ........... -, -""··--·· ....... "" ............. ·: .......... • ............ Y .. , ................ ___ .... " .... _ ............ • ... _ .".'"·'" ... ,_,_ .. / ... -. 
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MOFI 
OISTRJCT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

.:_; 413!2 1 6 L-i.:6 Ci oi::p.: i - (-l:(XJD 

Plaind:fffPetilloner 
C N. i'l ... i3 ... 4iw ,-1_,1_1.') ·(D ase o. v· · ~· · v 1 ...., .... ,,,.. 

Dept. 

MOTION/OPPOSITION 
Defendant/Responden:t FEE U~Ji'(JW\fATIQN SllEET 

Notice: Motions and Oppositions filed after entry ofa final order issued pursuant to NRS 125, 125B or I2SC are 
~ubject to the reopen fiiing fee of$25, unless speCJ.ficalfy excluded by NRS J9,0312 .. Additionally, Motions imd 
OppositJ1:ins filecl in case$ initiated by joint petition liiay be subject to 11,•111d~i#0Ml filint fee oflii129 or $57 in 
acoordance with Senate Bi!l. 3S8 of the 20 l 5 Legislative Session. 

1, Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below. 
$25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $25 reopen fee; 
-OR-

O $.0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subjectto the $25 reopen 
fee because: · 

0 The Motion/Opposition is being filed before a Divorce/Custody Decree has been 
entered. 

0 The MotionJOpposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support 
established in a fin1;1l oroer. 

D The Motion/Opposition is for r~onsideration or for a 11ew trial, 1;1nd is ~ing filed 
within lO days after a final judgment or {iecree was entered, The fi.041 order was 
entered on _______ _ 

0 Other Ex.duded Motion (:must specify) _____________ _ 

Step 2. Select the $0. $129 or $57 filing fee iri the box below. 
6 SO The Motion/Opposition being filed wit.'1 this form is. not subject to the $129 or the 

$5J fee because: 

-QR-

r.ff The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by joint petition. 
0 111e party filing the Motion/Opposition previousiy paid a fee of $129 or $57. 

0 $129 The Motion being filed with this fonn is subject to the $129 fee because it is a m0:tion 
to irtodify, adjust or enforce.a final order. 

-QR-
0 $57 The MotiorJOpposition being filing with this fmm is subject to. the $57 fee because it is 

an opposition to a motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion 
and the opP9Sing party has already paid a fee of$129'. 

Patty filing Motion/Opposition: q;, .. 0,f'fr.,{,0.Y'.f. 5,vt i -riJ . r:ct.c, 

Signature of Paity or Prepa:~:··_,,,-,'~-~~:?..:.::::t:--~---·--

08703 


