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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CARLOS A. HUERTA, an individual;
CARLOS A. HUERTA as Trustee of THE
ALEXANDER CHRISTOPHER TRUST, a
Trust established in Nevada as assignee of
interests of GO GLOBAL, INC., a Nevada
Corporation; NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, A
Nevada limited liability company,

Plaintiffs,
vs.

SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND ROGICH as
Trustee of The Rogich Family Irrevocable
Trust; ELDORADO HILLS, LLC, a Nevada
limited liability company; DOES I-X; and/or
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive,

Defendants.
_______________________________________
NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company,

Plaintiff,
vs.

TELD, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company; PETER ELIADES, individually and
as Trustee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of
10/30/08; SIGMUND ROGICH, individually
and as Trustee of The Rogich Family
Irrevocable Trust; IMITATIONS, LLC, a
Nevada limited liability company; DOES I-X;
and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No. A-13-686303-C
Dept. No. XXVII

DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS,
LLC’S OPPOSITION TO NANYAH
VEGAS, LLC’S MOTION IN LIMINE # 5
RE: PAROL EVIDENCE RULE

Hearing Date: March 20, 2019
Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m.

CONSOLIDATED WITH:

Case No. A-16-746239-C

OML (CIV)
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

Nevada Bar No. 1462
JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Nevada Bar No. 10125
BAILEYKENNEDY
8984 Spanish Ridge Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148-1302
Telephone: 702.562.8820
Facsimile: 702.562.8821
DKennedy@BaileyKennedy.com
JLiebman@BaileyKennedy.com

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC

Case Number: A-13-686303-C

Electronically Filed
3/8/2019 1:30 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS, LLC’S OPPOSITION TO NANYAH VEGAS, LLC’S
MOTION IN LIMINE # 5 RE: PAROL EVIDENCE RULE

Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC (“Eldorado”) opposes Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s (“Nanyah”)

Motion in Limine # 5 Re: Parol Evidence Rule (the “Motion”).1 This Opposition is based on the

following Memorandum of Points of Authorities and any oral argument heard by the Court.

DATED this 8th day of March, 2019.

BAILEYKENNEDY

By: /s/ Joseph A. Liebman
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Nanyah’s Motion is legally and factually deficient with respect to Eldorado. Nanyah

attempts to assert the parol evidence rule against Eldorado when it does not have a written contract

with Eldorado. As this Court is well aware, the parol evidence rule only applies if there is a written

contract. Nanyah’s only claim against Eldorado is for equitable unjust enrichment—which is the

antithesis of a written contract. Even if Nanyah is permitted to proceed on its abandoned and waived

implied-in-fact contract claim (which it should not be), there is still no written agreement to trigger

the parol evidence rule.

Further, Nanyah’s description of this Court’s Summary Judgment Order is cut from whole

cloth.2 This Court never made any findings of fact or conclusions of law that “Eldorado had an

‘obligation’ to repay Nanyah its $1.5 million” or that “the Rogich Trust agreed to repay Nanyah its

1 Nanyah failed to comply with EDCR 2.47 prior to the filing of this Motion in Limine.

2 The “Summary Judgment Order” refers to this Court’s October 5, 2018 Order: (1) Granting Defendants Peter
Eliades, Individually and as Trustee of the Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC’s Motion for Summary
Judgment; and (2) Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Countermotion for Summary Judgment
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$1.5 million investment on Eldorado’s behalf.”3 Quite to the contrary, the Summary Judgment

Order includes specific findings that “the Rogich Trust shall remain solely responsible for any

claims by [Nanyah] as set forth in this section above,” and that “any amounts owing to [Nanyah], or

who shall otherwise claim an ownership interest based upon contributions or advances directly or

indirectly to Eldorado made prior to the date of this agreements, shall be satisfied solely by the

Rogich Trust.”4 Simply, if the Rogich Trust is “solely responsible,” Eldorado is not liable.

Regardless, there are absolutely no findings in the Summary Judgment Order that would support

invocation of the parol evidence rule against Eldorado. The Motion should be denied.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Legal Standard.

The Court maintains the authority to rule on motions in limine by making advance rulings

on the admissibility of evidence. N.R.C.P. 16(c); EDCR 2.47; see also NRS 47.060. The Court is

vested with discretion to simplify issues for trial and to determine whether to admit or exclude

evidence. Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co. v. Mercer, 111 Nev. 318, 320-21, 890 P.2d 785, 787

(1995); see also Kuroda v. Kuroda, 958 P.2d 541, 549-50 (Haw. App. 1998) (discussing how a

motion in limine “affords the opportunity to the Court to rule on the admissibility of evidence in

advance”) (citation omitted). The trial court’s determination will not be overturned absent a

showing of abuse. Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co., 111 Nev. at 320-21, 890 P.2d at 787.

B. The Parol Evidence Rule Does Not Apply to Eldorado.

The parol evidence rule is only applicable if there is a written contract. Ringle v. Bruton, 120

Nev. 82, 91, 86 P.3d 1032, 1037 (2004) (“The parol evidence rule does not permit the admission of

evidence that would change the contract terms when the terms of a written agreement are clear,

definite, and unambiguous.”) (emphasis added). Even Nanyah’s Motion recognizes that the parol

evidence rule only applies if there is a written contract.5 Yet Nanyah conveniently ignores the

undisputed fact that it has no written contract with Eldorado, and thus no basis to invoke the parol

3 Mot., 3:11-13, filed Feb. 15, 2019.

4 Summary Judgment Order, 5:4-15 (emphasis added).

5 Mot., 3:23-4:13.
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evidence rule against Eldorado. To be sure, Nanyah’s only claim against Eldorado is for equitable

unjust enrichment, which can only apply in the absence of a written contract. LeasePartners Corp.

v. Brooks Trust, 113 Nev. 747, 755–56, 942 P.2d 182, 187 (1997).6 To the extent Eldorado seeks to

introduce any documents and/or testimony at trial, it will not contradict any written agreement to

which Eldorado is a party, as no such agreement exists. Thus, the Motion should be denied.7

C. The Summary Judgment Order Does Not Contain Any Findings Supporting Invocation
of the Parol Evidence Rule Against Eldorado.

Nanyah bases a portion of its Motion on this Court’s findings of fact and conclusions of law

in the Summary Judgment Order. There are no findings that Eldorado agreed to pay back Nanyah,

or that Eldorado was liable for Nanyah’s so-called investment. On the contrary, there is a specific

finding that “the Rogich Trust shall remain solely responsible for any claims by [Nanyah] as set

forth in this section above.”8 The Court also found that “any amounts owing to [Nanyah], or who

shall otherwise claim an ownership interest based upon contributions or advances directly or

indirectly to Eldorado made prior to the date of this agreements, shall be satisfied solely by the

Rogich Trust.”9 Clearly, if the Rogich Trust is “solely responsible,” Eldorado is not liable.

Regardless, there are absolutely no findings in the Summary Judgment Order that would support

invocation of the parol evidence rule against Eldorado. There are no findings regarding any written

contract between Nanyah and Eldorado. On the contrary, the Summary Judgment Order confirms

that no written contract actually exists between Eldorado and Nanyah, as it explicitly includes the

parties to every contract at issue and never mentions Eldorado.10 The Motion should be denied.

6 The parol evidence rule does not apply to an unjust enrichment claim. See, e.g., Nelson v. Gish, 644 P.2d 980,
983 (Id. Ct. App. 1982).

7 As mentioned above, Nanyah has attempted to proceed on an implied-in-fact contract claim that it previously
waived and abandoned back in 2013. Regardless of whether Nanyah is permitted to proceed on such a claim, the Motion
must still be denied, as the parol evidence rule cannot bar evidence relating to an implied contract. To be clear, the type
of evidence that Nanyah seeks to preclude is the only evidence that could actually prove such a tacit agreement. See
Certified Fire. Prot., Inc. v. Precision Constr. Inc., 128 Nev. 371, 380, 283 P.3d 250, 256 (2012).

8 Summary Judgment Order, 5:4-9.

9 Id., 5:10-15.

10 See generally id.
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III. CONCLUSION

There is no written contract between Eldorado and Nanyah, as evidenced by the fact that

Nanyah does not have a breach of contract claim against Eldorado. Instead, Nanyah is solely

pursuing an unjust enrichment claim, which does not invoke the parol evidence rule. Thus, the

Motion should be denied.

DATED this 8th day of March, 2019.

BAILEYKENNEDY

By: /s/ Joseph A. Liebman
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I am an employee of BAILEYKENNEDY and that on the 8th day of March,

2019, service of the foregoing DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS, LLC’S OPPOSITION TO

NANYAH VEGAS, LLC’S MOTION IN LIMINE # 5 RE: PAROL EVIDENCE RULE was

made by mandatory electronic service through the Eighth Judicial District Court’s electronic filing

system and/or by depositing a true and correct copy in the U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid, and

addressed to the following at their last known address:

MARK G. SIMONS, ESQ.
SIMONS LAW, PC
6490 So. McCarran Blvd., #20
Reno, NV 89509

Email: mark@mgsimonslaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff
NANYAH VEGAS, LLC

SAMUEL S. LIONEL, ESQ.
BRENOCH WIRTHLIN, ESQ.
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
300 S. Fourth Street, Suite 1400
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Email: slionel@fclaw.com
bwirthlin@fclaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant
SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND
ROGICH, Individually and as
Trustee of THE ROGICH FAMILY
IRREVOCABLE TRUST, and
IMITATIONS, LLC

MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI

JANIECE S. MARSHALL

GENTILE CRISTALLI MILLER
ARMENI SAVARESE
410 South Rampart Blvd., Suite 420
Las Vegas, NV 89145

Email: mcristalli@gcmaslaw.com
jmarshall@gcmaslaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants
SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND
ROGICH as Trustee of THE
ROGICH FAMILY
IRREVOCABLE TRUST

/s/ Sharon L. Murnane
Employee of BAILEYKENNEDY
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CARLOS A. HUERTA, an individual;
CARLOS A. HUERTA as Trustee of THE
ALEXANDER CHRISTOPHER TRUST, a
Trust established in Nevada as assignee of
interests of GO GLOBAL, INC., a Nevada
Corporation; NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, A
Nevada limited liability company,

Plaintiffs,
vs.

SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND ROGICH as
Trustee of The Rogich Family Irrevocable
Trust; ELDORADO HILLS, LLC, a Nevada
limited liability company; DOES I-X; and/or
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive,

Defendants.
_______________________________________
NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company,

Plaintiff,
vs.

TELD, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company; PETER ELIADES, individually and
as Trustee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of
10/30/08; SIGMUND ROGICH, individually
and as Trustee of The Rogich Family
Irrevocable Trust; IMITATIONS, LLC, a
Nevada limited liability company; DOES I-X;
and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No. A-13-686303-C
Dept. No. XXVII

DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS,
LLC’S OPPOSITION TO NANYAH
VEGAS, LLC’S MOTION IN LIMINE # 6
RE: DATE OF DISCOVERY

Hearing Date: March 20, 2019
Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m.

CONSOLIDATED WITH:

Case No. A-16-746239-C

OML (CIV)
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

Nevada Bar No. 1462
JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Nevada Bar No. 10125
BAILEYKENNEDY
8984 Spanish Ridge Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148-1302
Telephone: 702.562.8820
Facsimile: 702.562.8821
DKennedy@BaileyKennedy.com
JLiebman@BaileyKennedy.com

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC

Case Number: A-13-686303-C

Electronically Filed
3/8/2019 1:30 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS, LLC’S OPPOSITION TO NANYAH VEGAS, LLC’S
MOTION IN LIMINE # 6 RE: DATE OF DISCOVERY

Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC (“Eldorado”) opposes Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s (“Nanyah”)

Motion in Limine # 6 Re: Date of Discovery (the “Motion”).1 This Opposition is based on the

following Memorandum of Points of Authorities and any oral argument heard by the Court.

DATED this 8th day of March, 2019.

BAILEYKENNEDY

By: /s/ Joseph A. Liebman
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Nanyah’s Motion is less than clear. In one breath, Nanyah seeks an Order in Limine

precluding the introduction of evidence contradicting Nanyah’s discovery of the Rogich’s Trust’s

transfer of its membership interest to the Eliades Trust in 2012.2 In another breath, Nanyah

groundlessly seeks an Order in Limine precluding any evidence relating to the accrual of Nanyah’s

unjust enrichment claim against Eldorado—an issue this Court already determined is a question of

fact for the jury.3 Eldorado has no issue with the former request—it has every issue with the latter

request.4 Eldorado is fully entitled to present evidence relating to its statute of limitations defense,

most notably that Nanyah was aware or should have been aware in 2007 or 2008 that it did not

receive the membership interest to which it was supposedly entitled for its $1,500,000.00 payment.

Eldorado will present evidence to the jury showing that instead of receiving an interest in Eldorado,

1 Nanyah failed to comply with EDCR 2.47 prior to the filing of this Motion in Limine.

2 See, e.g., Mot., 4:22-28.

3 See, e.g., Mot., 2:2-10.

4 The transfer from the Rogich Trust to the Eliades Trust occurred in 2012, so it is certainly not surprising that
Nanyah did not learn about it until 2012.
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Nanyah received an interest in Canamex Nevada, LLC (“Canamex”), a completely separate entity,

and received required tax documents from that entity. Nanyah will also elicit testimony from

Nanyah’s principal—Yoav Harlap—and Nanyah’s self-described “steward”—Carlos Huerta—

showing that they were well aware in 2007 and 2008 that Nanyah did not receive what it supposedly

bargained for. Nanyah has not presented any legal or factual basis to preclude such evidence, nor to

take this issue completely out of the jury’s hands. The Motion should be denied.5

II. RELEVANT FACTS

A. Nanyah’s Unjust Enrichment Claim is Based on an Alleged Investment—Not an
Alleged Loan.

As explained below, Nanyah admitted that it did not provide $1,500,000.00 in December of

2007 as a loan to Eldorado. Instead, Nanyah admitted that it paid $1,500,000.00 for a membership

interest in Eldorado (i.e., an investment). The following statements are from Nanyah’s own legal

brief—which was successfully submitted to the Court in order to stave off summary judgment on

Eldorado’s statute of limitations defense. Specifically, Nanyah made the following admissions.

 “At the time of Nanyah’s investment into Eldorado, Eldorado failed to properly issue

Nanyah its membership interest….”6

 “Mr. Harlap’s testimony was absolutely crystal clear that he invested $1.5 million into

Eldorado, was promised a membership interest and defendants have not honored that

commitment.”7

 “Nanyah invested $1.5 million into Eldorado to be a member in that entity.”8

 “Eldorado never gave Nanyah anything in exchange for taking Nanyah’s money even though

5 Consistent with the argument raised in its Joinder to Motion for Summary Judgment, filed March 5, 2018,
Eldorado will seek a jury instruction that it is irrelevant when Nanyah knew or should have known of its failure to obtain
a membership interest in Eldorado, as there is no discovery rule codified in NRS 11.190(2)(c). To the extent the Court
disagrees, Eldorado will pursue the admission of exhibits and elicit testimony (from Nanyah itself) showing that Nanyah
was aware or should have been aware in 2007 and 2008 that it had not received the Eldorado membership interest to
which it claims it was entitled.

6 Opposition to Mot. for Summ. Judg.; Countermot. For Summ. Judg.; and Countermot. for NRCP 56(f) Relief.,
6:11-13, filed March 19, 2018 (emphasis added).

7 Id., 21: n. 23 (emphasis added).

8 Id., 31:8-9 (emphasis added).
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Nanyah was entitled to receive a membership interest in Eldorado.”9

 “Nanyah had a claim to a membership interest….”10

 “The evidence is undisputed that Nanyah paid $1.5 million in cash to Eldorado as a capital

contribution to be a member in that entity.”11

 “Nanyah invested $1.5 million into Eldorado in exchange for a membership interest.”12

 “However, due to Eldorado’s oversight, Eldorado never issued a membership interest to

Nanyah.”13

Based on these statements, Nanyah conceded that its unjust enrichment claim is not based on some

alleged loan to Eldorado (no such loan exists)—it is based on the premise that Eldorado supposedly

should have issued Nanyah a membership interest in December of 2007. Eldorado intends to present

evidence and elicit testimony (from Nanyah itself) that Nanyah was supposed to receive a

membership interest in Eldorado in 2007, and that it was well aware or should have been aware that

it did not receive that interest. Instead, it received a membership interest in a different entity—

Canamex. Based on this evidence, Eldorado will argue to the jury that Nanyah’s unjust enrichment

claim accrued at the time of Eldorado’s alleged failure to concurrently provide a membership

interest in exchange for Nanyah’s $1,500,000.00 payment.

B. The Summary Judgment Order Does Not Contain Any Findings Regarding a Loan to
Eldorado.

Nanyah bases a portion of its Motion on this Court’s findings of fact and conclusions of law

in the Summary Judgment Order.14 This Court never made any findings of fact or conclusions of

law that “Eldorado had an ‘obligation’ to repay Nanyah its $1.5 million” or that “the Rogich Trust

9 Id., 31:10-12 (emphasis added).

10 Id., 32:4-5 (emphasis added).

11 Id., 45:22-24 (emphasis added).

12 Id., 50:16-17 (emphasis added).

13 Id., 50:22-23 (emphasis added).

14 The “Summary Judgment Order” refers to this Court’s October 5, 2018 Order: (1) Granting Defendants Peter
Eliades, Individually and as Trustee of the Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC’s Motion for Summary
Judgment; and (2) Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Countermotion for Summary Judgment.
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agreed to repay Nanyah its $1.5 million investment on Eldorado’s behalf.”15 On the contrary, there

is a specific finding that “the Rogich Trust shall remain solely responsible for any claims by

[Nanyah] as set forth in this section above.”16 The Court also found that “any amounts owing to

[Nanyah], or who shall otherwise claim an ownership interest based upon contributions or advances

directly or indirectly to Eldorado made prior to the date of this agreements, shall be satisfied solely

by the Rogich Trust.”17 Clearly, if the Rogich Trust is “solely responsible,” Eldorado is not liable.

Regardless, there are absolutely no findings of fact or conclusions of law regarding an alleged loan

to Eldorado.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Legal Standard.

The Court maintains the authority to rule on motions in limine by making advance rulings

on the admissibility of evidence. N.R.C.P. 16(c); EDCR 2.47; see also NRS 47.060. The Court is

vested with discretion to simplify issues for trial and to determine whether to admit or exclude

evidence. Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co. v. Mercer, 111 Nev. 318, 320-21, 890 P.2d 785, 787

(1995); see also Kuroda v. Kuroda, 958 P.2d 541, 549-50 (Haw. App. 1998) (discussing how a

motion in limine “affords the opportunity to the Court to rule on the admissibility of evidence in

advance”) (citation omitted). The trial court’s determination will not be overturned absent a

showing of abuse. Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co., 111 Nev. at 320-21, 890 P.2d at 787.

B. Nanyah Has Not Supported Its Motion With Any Relevant Authority.

To be clear, despite Nanyah’s current claims to the contrary, Nanyah’s unjust enrichment

claim is based on an alleged investment in Eldorado—not an alleged loan to Eldorado. Nanyah has

admitted this numerous times. Further, there are no findings of fact or conclusions of law in this

Court’s recent Summary Judgment Order stating that Eldorado has any contractual loan obligation to

Nanyah. However, there is evidence that Nanyah was aware or should have been aware in 2007 and

2008 that it had not received the membership interest in Eldorado to which it claims it was entitled.

15 Mot., 3:22-25-, filed Feb. 15, 2019.

16 Summary Judgment Order, 5:4-9.

17 Id., 5:10-15.
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Nanyah was issued a membership interest in Canamex, a separate entity, and received K-1’s from

that particular entity. Certainly this would have alerted any reasonable investor to the fact that it did

not receive what it supposedly bargained for. Assuming Eldorado’s pending Motion for Summary

Judgment is denied and Eldorado is forced to defend itself at trial, Eldorado intends to present ample

evidence and elicit testimony (from Nanyah itself) proving that Nanyah was aware or should have

been aware in 2007 or 2008 that it did not receive an Eldorado membership interest. Nanyah’s claim

that it did not learn about the Rogich Trust’s transfer of its Eldorado membership interest to the

Eliades Trust in 2012 does not change the fact that Nanyah was aware or should have been aware

that it did not receive its Eldorado membership interest in 2007 and 2008 at the time it paid its

$1,500,000.00. Statements regarding alleged maturity dates are irrelevant, as there are no loans at

issue. The jury is entitled to determine the date of accrual of Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim

against Eldorado, and there is no legal or factual basis for Nanyah to preclude any evidence at this

time. The Motion should be denied.

III. CONCLUSION

Nanyah’s Motion—if granted—would essentially result in the complete dismissal of

Eldorado’s statute of limitations defense. There is no legal or factual basis to provide any such

relief. This Court has already determined that the accrual of Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim is a

question of fact for the jury. The Motion should be denied.

DATED this 8th day of March, 2019.

BAILEYKENNEDY

By: /s/ Joseph A. Liebman
DENNIS L. KENNEDY

JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC
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SIMONS LAW, PC
6490 So. McCarran Blvd., #20
Reno, NV 89509

Email: mark@mgsimonslaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff
NANYAH VEGAS, LLC

SAMUEL S. LIONEL, ESQ.
BRENOCH WIRTHLIN, ESQ.
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
300 S. Fourth Street, Suite 1400
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Email: slionel@fclaw.com
bwirthlin@fclaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant
SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND
ROGICH, Individually and as
Trustee of THE ROGICH FAMILY
IRREVOCABLE TRUST, and
IMITATIONS, LLC

MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI

JANIECE S. MARSHALL

GENTILE CRISTALLI MILLER
ARMENI SAVARESE
410 South Rampart Blvd., Suite 420
Las Vegas, NV 89145

Email: mcristalli@gcmaslaw.com
jmarshall@gcmaslaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants
SIG ROGICH aka SIGMUND
ROGICH as Trustee of THE
ROGICH FAMILY
IRREVOCABLE TRUST

/s/ Sharon L. Murnane
Employee of BAILEYKENNEDY
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