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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

(Hearing Requested)

DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS,
LLC’S MOTION FOR DISMISSAL
WITH PREJUDICE UNDER RULE 41(e)

CONSOLIDATED WITH:

Case No. A-16-746239-C

MDSM (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
7/22/2019 11:38 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS, LLC’S MOTION FOR DISMISSAL WITH
PREJUDICE UNDER RULE 41(e)

Pursuant to N.R.C.P. 41(e) and Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s (“Nanyah”) want of prosecution,

Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC (“Eldorado”) respectfully moves the Court for dismissal of any and

all of Nanyah’s remaining claims against Eldorado. Nanyah had until April 29, 2019 to bring this

matter to trial. It failed to do so, and Eldorado must be dismissed with prejudice. Eldorado’s

Motion is based on the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the exhibits attached

hereto, and any oral argument heard by the Court.

DATED this 22nd day of July, 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

The trial was never actually started. Other than the ruling addressed
herein, no other action occurred on April 22, 2019; no jury was
empaneled, no evidentiary stipulations were placed on the record and
no exhibits were marked. Further, there is no record of any jury panel
even being called for the case.

This is language directly from Nanyah’s recent Writ Petition to the Nevada Supreme Court.1 And

it is entirely accurate.2 The trial never began due to Nanyah’s request to pursue emergency writ

relief regarding the dismissal of its claims against the Rogich Family Irrevocable Trust (the “Rogich

Trust”).

Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim against Eldorado was the subject of a remittitur that was

filed with this Court on April 29, 2016. Under N.R.C.P. 41(e)(4)(B), Nanyah had until April 29,

1 Pet. for Writ of Mandamus, or in the Alternative, Prohibition, 23 n. 8, attached as Exhibit 1.

2 The Court also entertained and denied Nanyah’s Motion to Amend on April 22, 2019.
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2019 to bring its claims against Eldorado to trial. Based on binding Nevada precedent and Nanyah’s

admission quoted above, it failed to do so. The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that—

absent a written stipulation and order to extend the limitations period set forth in Rule 41(e)—

noncompliance with Rule 41(e) requires dismissal regardless of the circumstances or equities

involved. No such written stipulation and order exists here. Thus, the Motion must be granted, and

Nanyah’s remaining claims against Eldorado must be dismissed with prejudice.

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

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

On July 31, 2013, Carlos Huerta (“Huerta”), Go Global, Inc. (“Go Global”), and Nanyah

filed a lawsuit against Sig Rogich, the Rogich Trust, and Eldorado. Huerta and Go Global’s claims

have since been dismissed. With respect to Nanyah, it initially filed claims against Eldorado for

unjust enrichment and breach of implied agreement.3 After Eldorado filed a Motion to Dismiss

addressing both claims, Nanyah filed an Amended Complaint, repleading its unjust enrichment claim

(alleging that Eldorado was responsible for returning its $1,500,000.00 investment) and abandoning

the breach of implied agreement claim.4

On July 25, 2014, Eldorado filed a Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, seeking dismissal

of Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim based on a statute of limitations defense.5 On September 25,

2014, the Court granted the Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and dismissed Nanyah’s unjust

enrichment claim against Eldorado.6

Nanyah appealed the dismissal of its unjust enrichment claim to the Nevada Supreme Court.

On February 12, 2016, the Nevada Supreme Court issued an Order of Reversal and Remand, finding

there was a question of fact with respect to the accrual of Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim.7 On

April 1, 2016, the Nevada Supreme Court issued an Order Denying Rehearing.8 On April 29, 2016,

3 Compl., Case No. A-13-686303-C, 7:18-9:2, filed July 31, 2013.

4 See generally Am. Compl., Case No. A-13-686303-C, filed Oct. 21, 2013.

5 See generally Mot. for Partial Summary Judgment, filed July 25, 2014.

6 See generally Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment, filed Oct. 1, 2014.

7 See generally Remittitur/Order of Reversal and Remand/Order Denying Rehearing, filed April 29, 2016.

8 Id.
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the remittitur was filed with this Court, thereby triggering the limitations period under N.R.C.P.

41(e)(4)(B).9

B. Consolidation With Case No. A-16-746239-C

On November 4, 2016, Nanyah filed a new action against Rogich, the Rogich Trust,

Imitations, LLC (collectively, the “Rogich Defendants”), Teld, LLC, Peter Eliades, and the Eliades

Survivor Trust of 10/30/08 (collectively, the “Eliades Defendants”).10 Nanyah did not include

Eldorado as a Defendant in the new action.

On March 31, 2017, Case No. A-13-686303-C was consolidated with Case No. A-16-

746239-C.11 On September 21, 2017, all of the parties (except Eldorado) stipulated to re-open the

discovery deadlines.12 Within the stipulation, all of the parties (except Eldorado) stated the

following:

The parties hereby stipulate that the three year provision of NRCP 41(e)
applies to the consolidated cases given the remittitur from the Nevada
Supreme Court of the lead case on July 21, 2016.13

The reference to the July 21, 2016 date appears to have been a mistake, as the remittitur on Nanyah’s

unjust enrichment claim was filed with this Court on April 29, 2016.14 The July 21, 2016 remittitur

related to the Nevada Supreme Court’s Order affirming an award of attorney’s fees to the Rogich

Trust and against Huerta/Go Global.15 Nevertheless, it has now been more than three years from the

filing date of both remittiturs.

C. The Trial That Never Happened

After a couple of trial continuances due to extenuating circumstances, trial was scheduled to

9 Id.

10 (See generally Compl., Case No. A-16-746239-C, filed Nov. 4, 2016.) Any and all claims against the Eliades
Defendants were later dismissed by this Court via summary judgment. (See generally Order: (1) Granting Defs. Peter
Eliades, Individually and as Trustee of the Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC’s Mot. for Summary
Judgment; and (2) Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Countermot. for Summary Judgment.)

11 See generally Notice of Consolidation, filed April 5, 2017.

12 See generally Stipulation Re: Re-Open Deadlines, filed Sep. 21, 2017.

13 Id., 2:7-9.

14 See generally Remittitur/Order of Reversal and Remand/Order Denying Rehearing, filed April 29, 2016.

15 See generally Remittitur/Order of Affirmance, filed July 21, 2016.
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begin on April 22, 2019.16 On the morning of April 22, 2019, all the parties arrived to begin trial.

Prior to voir dire, the Court was scheduled to entertain and rule on two separate motions. First, the

Court entertained and denied Nanyah’s Motion for NRCP 15 Relief, which had sought to reassert an

implied contract claim.17

Next, the Court entertained and granted the Rogich Trust’s request for dismissal for non-

compliance with NRS 163.120.18 Based on the dismissal of the Rogich Trust, Nanyah stated that it

wanted to suspend or continue the trial in order to file a Writ Petition with the Nevada Supreme

Court.19 Ultimately the parties did agree to suspend the trial indefinitely to permit Nanyah to seek

writ relief.20

However, none of the parties agreed to waive the three year requirement set forth in N.R.C.P.

41(e)(4)(B). In fact, when the Court questioned whether there were any issues with N.R.C.P. 41(e),

Nanyah was unconcerned and simply stated “[i]t’s actually been satisfied, since we’ve commenced

the trial.”21 Yet, as shown above, Nanyah has taken the opposite (and correct) position in its Writ

Petition, in which it stated the following:

Due to the “suspension” of the trial in this action, the beneficiaries
remain fully capable of intervening if such action is warranted “prior to”
trial in this action. That is because the use of the phrase “suspension”
of the trial is a misnomer. The trial was never actually started. Other
than the ruling addressed herein, no other action occurred on April 22,
2019; no jury was empaneled, no evidentiary stipulations were placed
on the record and no exhibits were marked. Further, there is no record
of any jury panel even being called for the case.22

Because—as Nanyah admits above—the trial never started, there is no possible argument around

N.R.C.P. 41(e)(4)(B). Thus, the Motion must be granted, and any and all claims remaining against

16 See generally Order Re-Setting Civil Jury Trial and Calendar Call, filed Dec. 7, 2018.

17 Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Mot. for NRCP 15 Relief, filed May 29, 2109; see also Recorder’s Trans.
of Mot. Hearing, 4:2-9:2, attached as Exhibit 2.

18 Order, filed April 30, 2019; see also Ex. 2, 9:3-13:16.

19 Ex. 2, 13:17-25.

20 Id., 14:14-16:7.

21 Id., 16:8-15.

22 Ex. 1, 23: n. 8 (emphasis added).
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Eldorado must be dismissed with prejudice.

III. ARGUMENT

A. Legal Standard Under Rule 41(e)

If a party appeals a judgment and the judgment is reversed on appeal
and remanded for a new trial, the court must dismiss the action for want
of prosecution if a plaintiff fails to bring the action to trial within 3 years
after the remittitur was filed in the trial court.

N.R.C.P. 41(e)(4)(B). The Court does not have discretion under Rule 41(e) and cannot examine the

circumstances of the delay or the equities of the case. Allyn v. McDonald, 117 Nev. 907, 912, 34

P.3d 584, 587 (2001). “As the promoter of its case, the plaintiff has the duty to carefully track the

crucial procedural dates and to actively advance the case at all stages, a duty that may require the

plaintiff to take initiative and prod the district court when the case sits dormant.” Id. Thus, if the

limitations period expires, the Court must dismiss the case. Id.

The only way to avoid dismissal is to bring the case to trial or obtain a written stipulation to

extend the time. See N.R.C.P. 41(e)(5). Any such stipulation must specifically reference N.R.C.P.

41(e), and a mere stipulation to continue the trial is insufficient as a matter of law. Prostack v.

Lowden, 96 Nev. 230, 231, 606 P.2d 1099, 1100 (1980).

B. Nanyah Admits it Never Brought This Matter to Trial

The Nevada Supreme Court has identified only two events sufficient to commence trial for

the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e). It has “held on numerous occasions that the swearing of a witness

who gives testimony is sufficient to commence trial and thus toll the limitations period specified in

N.R.C.P. 41(e).” A French Bouquet Flower Shoppe, Ltd. v. Hubert, 106 Nev. 324, 324, 793 P.2d

835, 836 (1990). Alternatively, it has “held that a litigant who obtains a trial date within the

statutory period, appears for trial in good faith, argues motions and examines jurors, thereby brings

the case to trial.” Lipitt v. State, 103 Nev. 412, 413, 743 P.2d 108, 109 (1987).

Nanyah did not have the Court swear in any witnesses on April 22, 2019. Nanyah did not

examine any jurors on April 22, 2019. In fact, no potential jurors were ever brought into the

courtroom. Instead, following the dismissal of the Rogich Trust, Nanyah unilaterally asked the

Court and the Defendants to suspend the trial in order to seek emergency writ relief with the Nevada
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Supreme Court. And in that Writ Petition, Nanyah admits that the trial never began.

The trial was never actually started. Other than the ruling addressed
herein, no other action occurred on April 22, 2019; no jury was
empaneled, no evidentiary stipulations were placed on the record and
no exhibits were marked. Further, there is no record of any jury panel
even being called for the case.23

Pursuant to the legal authority above and Nanyah’s binding admission from its Writ Petition, this

Court must find that the trial in this matter never commenced for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e).

C. Dismissal of Any and All Claims Against Eldorado is Mandatory Due to Expiration of
the Three Year Time Period in N.R.C.P. 41(e)(4)(B)

There is no dispute that this case has been pending for more than three years since the

remittitur was filed in this Court on April 29, 2016. Even assuming this Court accepts the mistake in

the September 21, 2017 Stipulation which stated that the remittitur was filed on July 21, 2016, three

years have still lapsed without trial. The Nevada Supreme Court has repeatedly held that dismissal

is mandatory in such an instance. It does not matter that the Rogich Trust was dismissed on April

22, 2019 and that Nanyah wanted to seek emergency writ relief. Nanyah had the sole duty to bring

Case No. A-13-686303-C to trial against Eldorado within three years or obtain a written extension

under N.R.C.P. 41(e), and it failed to do either.24 Allyn, 117 Nev. at 912, 34 P.3d at 587. Any and

all claims against Eldorado shall be dismissed with prejudice.

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

23 Ex. 1, 23: n. 8.

24 It appears the Court tried to warn Nanyah about N.R.C.P. 41(e) on April 22, 2019, but Nanyah did not heed the
Court’s advice. (Ex. 2, 16:8-13.)
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IV. CONCLUSION

Nanyah has admitted that trial never commenced in this matter. The Nevada Supreme

Court’s binding precedent confirms the same. Three years have elapsed since the remittitur was

filed with this Court. Thus, because trial has not commenced and Nanyah failed to procure a written

extension under N.R.C.P. 41(e), any and all claims against Eldorado shall be dismissed with

prejudice.

DATED this 22nd day of July, 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 22nd day of July,

2019, service of the foregoing DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS, LLC’S MOTION FOR

DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE UNDER RULE 41(e) 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 HALL JOHNSTON PC
6490 S. McCarran Blvd., Suite F-46
Reno, NV 89509

Email: msimons@shjnevada.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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Reception

From: efiling@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 11:23 AM

To: BKfederaldownloads

Subject: Notification of Electronic Filing in NANYAH VEGAS, LLC VS. DIST. CT. (ROGICH), No.

79072

Supreme Court of Nevada

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

Notice is given of the following activity:

Date and Time of Notice: Jun 27 2019 11:22 a.m.

Case Title: NANYAH VEGAS, LLC VS. DIST. CT. (ROGICH)

Docket Number: 79072

Case Category: Civil Appeal

Document Category: Petition for Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition

Submitted by: Mark G. Simons

Official File Stamp: Jun 27 2019 11:22 a.m.

Filing Status: Accepted and Filed

Docket Text:
Filed Petition for Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition Petition for Writ of
Mandamus, or in the Alternative, Prohibition

The Clerk's Office has filed this document. It is now available on the Nevada Supreme Court's E-Filing
website. Click here to log in to Eflex and view the document.

Electronic service of this document is complete at the time of transmission of this notice. The time to
respond to the document, if required, is computed from the date and time of this notice. Refer to NEFR 9(f)
for further details.

Clerk's Office has electronically mailed notice to:

Samuel Lionel

Dennis Kennedy
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Mark Simons

Brenoch Wirthlin

Thomas Fell

Joseph Liebman

No notice was electronically mailed to those listed below; counsel filing the document must serve a
copy of the document on the following:

This notice was automatically generated by the electronic filing system. If you have any questions, contact
the Nevada Supreme Court Clerk's Office at 775-684-1600 or 702-486-9300.



Exhibit 2

Exhibit 2





























Docket 79917   Document 2021-19881









FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C. 

LA S V EG A S

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 

15050820.1/038537.0004  

Samuel S. Lionel, Esq. (Bar No. 1766)
Thomas Fell, Esq. (Bar No. 3717) 
Brenoch Wirthlin, Esq. (Bar No. 10282) 
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.  
300 S. Fourth Street, Suite 1400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Tel.:  (702) 692-8000;  Fax:  (702) 692-8099 
Email:  slionel@fclaw.com 

 tfell@fclaw.com  
 bwirthlin@fclaw.com 

Attorneys for Sigmund Rogich, Individually and as 
Trustee of the Rogich Family Irrevocable Trust  and 
Imitations, LLC

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,  
v. 

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.  

/

CASE NO.: A-13-686303-C

DEPT. NO.:   XXVII 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR 

ALTERNATIVELY FOR JUDGMENT 
AS A MATTER OF LAW 

 PURSUANT TO NRCP 50(a) 

Hearing Date:  7/31/2019 

Hearing Time:  10:30 a.m. 

NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, a Nevada limited 
liability company,  

Plaintiff,  
v. 

TELD, LLC, a Nevada limited liability 
company; PETER ELIADAS, individually and 
as Trustee of the 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.  

/

CONSOLIDATED WITH: 

CASE NO.: A-16-746239-C 

Case Number: A-13-686303-C

Electronically Filed
7/24/2019 2:55 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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The Moving Defendants hereby submit this Reply in support of their Motion for Summary 

Judgment or in the Alternative Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law Pursuant to NRCP 50(a) 

(“Motion”) 1 as follows: 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Nanyah’s opposition (“Opposition”) to the Motion provides no basis for this Court to 

deny the Motion for multiple reasons, including the following: 

First, Nanyah’s Opposition is untimely and should be disregarded.
Pursuant to the revised NRCP, Nanyah’s Opposition did not meet the required 
deadline. 

Second, Nanyah does not and cannot dispute that Mr. Rogich, 
individually, never made any promises to, or for the benefit of Nanyah.  In 
fact, Nanyah does not even dispute this point.  Accordingly, Nanyah’s first, second 
and third claims for relief – all of which require that Mr. Rogich have made 
individual promises to, or for the benefit of, Nanyah, fail as a matter of law. 

Third, Nanyah’s conspiracy claim has no evidence whatsoever to 
support it.  Nanyah does not offer a single affidavit or declaration, document or 
other piece of admissible evidence that in any way supports its sixth claim for 
relief. 

Fourth, Nanyah’s proffered “alter ego” defense fails as a matter of 
law.  Nanyah itself acknowledges that such a “defense” is raised far too late in this 
process, and improperly as well since Nevada case law requires that it be pleaded 
separately, which it has not been and cannot now be. 

Fifth, all defenses available against Go Global, including judicial 
estoppel, bar Plaintiff’s claims.  Plaintiff’s own cited authority, in particular the 
Hartford and Morelli decision, recognize that a third party beneficiary has fewer – 
not more – rights than the original promisee.  Neither decision, and in fact no 
decision in Nevada jurisprudence, limits the holding in Gibbs that all defenses 
available against a promisee are available against a third party beneficiary.  
Because Plaintiff’s claims would be barred if brought by Go Global, they are 
barred when brought by Nanyah, a purported third party beneficiary. 

/// 

1 Unless otherwise stated, all capitalized terms have the definitions given to them in the Motion. 
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Finally, Nanyah’s Opposition makes clear it cannot raise a genuine 
issue of material fact regarding any remaining claims.  Nanyah’s Opposition 
offers only argument – inaccurate argument as shown forth below –in response to 
the Motion.  The only affidavit even submitted by Nanyah is its own counsel’s 
affidavit.  The limited documentation it does attach to its Opposition is either 
entirely inappropriate – such as the offer of judgment – or deliberately 
misrepresented by Nanyah.   

The Supreme Court of Nevada recently “emphasize[d] the important role of summary 

judgment in promoting sound judicial economy” by reiterating that “Courts should not hesitate to 

discourage meritless litigation in instances where, as here, claims are deficient of evidentiary 

support and are based on little more than the complainants’ conclusory allegations and 

accusations.”  See Boesiger et al. v. Desert Appraisals, LLC, et al., 135 Nev. Adv. Op 25 (July 3, 

2019).  The Plaintiff’s remaining claims present just such an instance.  Accordingly, the Motion 

must be granted in full.   

II. LAW AND ARGUMENT 

A. Nanyah’s Opposition is untimely and must be disregarded. 

As a threshold matter, Nanyah’s Opposition is untimely and should, therefore, be stricken 

in its entirety pursuant to EDCR 2.20(e).  Rule 2.20(e) of the Eighth Judicial District Court Rules 

states the following:

(e) Within 10 days after the service of the motion…the opposing 
party must serve and file written notice of nonopposition or 
opposition thereto, together with a memorandum of points and 
authorities and supporting affidavits, if any, stating facts showing 
why the motion and/or joinder should be denied. Failure of the 
opposing party to serve and file written opposition may be 
construed as an admission that the motion and/or joinder is 
meritorious and a consent to granting the same.

EDCR 2.20(e)(emphases added). 

Effective March 1, 2019, NRCP 6 was amended, inter alia, to clarify that “days are days.”  

The amended rule also did away with the provision that allowed three additional days when a 

motion was served the through electronic means.  Specifically, NRCP 6 (as amended) provides, in 

relevant part, as follows: 
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(a) Computing Time.  The following rules apply in computing 
any time period specified in these rules, in any local rule or 
court order, or in any statute that does not specify a method of 
computing time.  

(1) Period Stated in Days or a Longer Unit.  When the 
period is stated in days or a longer unit of time: 

(A) exclude the day of the event that triggers the period; 

(B) count every day, including intermediate 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays; and 

(C) include the last day of the period, but if the last day 
is a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, the period 
continues to run until the end of the next day that is 
not a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday. 

…  

(d) Additional Time After Certain Kinds of Service.  When a 
party may or must act within a specified time after being served and 
service is made under Rule 5(b)(2)(C) (mail), (D) (leaving with the 
clerk), or (F) (other means consented to), 3 days are added after the 
period would otherwise expire under Rule 6(a). 

See NRCP 6 (emphases added). 

On May 10, 2019, the Moving Defendants e-filed/e-served their Motion for Summary 

Judgment.  In order to compute Nanyah’s Opposition deadline under NRCP 6(a), we need to 

exclude the filing date (as required by NRCP 6(a)(1)(A)) and then count every day, including 

weekends and holidays.  As such, the first day is May 11, 2019, and counting out the remainder 

of the ten days puts the deadline as Monday, May 20, 2019.  Even if Nanyah could have added 

three days for service by electronic means (which the rule no longer allows), the deadline would 

have been Thursday, May 23, 2019.  However, Nanyah did not file and serve its Opposition until 

Friday, May 24, 2019 (four (4) days after the deadline).  Nanyah’s failure to follow NRCP 6 is 

no surprise as Nanyah has developed a pattern for failing to follow this Court’s rules (i.e., NRCP 

11 and EDCR 2.34, 2.47 and 7.30).  Consequently, the Court should strike Nanyah’s Opposition 

entirely. 

B. All contractual claims, including the breach of contract claim and both 
breach of good faith and fair dealing claims must be dismissed. 

As an initial point, Nanyah’s Opposition glaringly fails to dispute the Moving Defendants’ 
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facts or arguments related to the remaining contract-related claims.  Instead, in a feeble attempt to 

revive dead claims, Nanyah asserts for the first time an alter ego “defense”.  The failings of the 

alter ego argument are discussed below, however, Nanyah’s Opposition makes clear that, by not 

disputing the Moving Defendants’ clear interpretation of the contractual language at issue, there 

is no dispute as to the material facts presented by the Moving Defendants.  Consequently, based 

on the undisputed facts in the Moving Defendants’ Motion the Court should grant summary 

judgment in favor of the Moving Defendants on claims one, two and three.   

1. The alter ego doctrine is inapplicable to trustees such as Mr. Rogich. 

In addition to the dispositive argument above, Nanyah’s Opposition is entirely based on a 

new claim that Mr. Rogich is the alter ego of the Rogich Trust.  This argument is meritless.  In 

Nevada the alter ego doctrine is codified.  Generally, it is limited to corporations as it is found in 

the corporate code.  See NRS 78.747.  Nanyah asserts that the alter ego analysis is a factual 

determination precluding summary judgment, but even if the Court applied the doctrine here, the 

code itself states “[t]he question of whether a stockholder, director or officer acts as the alter ego 

of a corporation must be determined by the court as a matter of law.”  NRS 78.747(3) 

(emphasis added).  However, the trust code, which governs here, has also codified when the alter 

ego doctrine applies in the trust context, and more importantly, when it does not.  See NRS 

163.418.    

Despite the fact that Nanyah does not and cannot dispute the fact that Mr. Rogich never 

individually made any contractual promises to, or for the benefit of, Nanyah, Nanyah selectively 

quotes NRS 163.120(3) in an attempt to argue that Mr. Rogich is liable in his personal capacity 

under the Agreements at issue.  However, the last sentence of NRS 163.120(3) states, “[T]he 

addition of the word ‘trustee’ or the words ‘as trustee’ after the signature of a trustee to a contract 

are prima facie evidence of an intent to exclude the trustee from personal liability.”  NRS 

163.120(3) (emphasis added).  Nanyah does not dispute that Mr. Rogich signed the contracts as 

trustee for the Rogich Trust.  This statute clearly explains how and when a trustee is personally 

liable for trust contracts, and notably does not include an alter ego theory.  In fact, no part of the 
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trust code allows the alter ego doctrine to apply to a trustee.  It bears noting that legislature did 

prescribe a method for asserting the alter ego doctrine to the settlor of a trust.  That is not the 

situation here and, therefore, does not apply. 

The only two cases Nanyah cites to support application of this new theory of liability are 

cases applying California law, which differs from Nevada law, and regardless, neither case 

applies the theory to the trustee of a trust.  In Goodrich v. Briones (In re Schwarzkopf), the 

assertion was a reverse alter ego theory.  626 F.3d 1032, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010).  There, a trust had 

been set up for the purpose of avoiding creditors and the court held that the trust was the alter ego 

of the owner of the trust.  In Torrey Pines Bank v. Hoffman, the court allowed an alter ego claim 

against the trustor of a trust (sometimes referred to as a settlor).  231 Cal. App. 3d 308, 282 Cal. 

Rptr. 354, 359 (Cal. App. 1991).  In addition to applying California law rather than Nevada law, 

these two cases do not support Nanyah’s argument.  Actually, Nevada law specifically allows 

alter ego claims against settlors of trusts, but not trustees.  See NRS 163.418 entitled “Clear and 

convincing evidence required to find settlor to be alter ego of trustee of irrevocable trust; certain 

factors insufficient for finding that settlor controls or is alter ego of trustee of irrevocable trust.”  

Because the legislature clearly identified when a trustee is personally liable for the debts of a trust 

and it provided for application of the alter ego doctrine to a settlor, if the legislature intended to 

allow the application of the alter ego doctrine to a trustee, it would have done so.  Thus, Nanyah’s 

newly minted allegations for alter ego against the trustee are invalid and fail as a matter of law. 

2. Alter ego claims must be pleaded separately as a matter of law.

Even if the alter ego doctrine applied to trustees, which it does not, binding Nevada case 

law requires that alter ego claims must be pleaded separately.  Nanyah, however, cannot plead the 

alter ego claim separately because Nanyah is barred by the statute of limitations and Defendants 

do not consent to Nanyah amending the Complaint at the eleventh hour.   

Nanyah recognized that the Nevada Supreme Court has affirmatively spoken and requires 

alter ego claims must be pleaded separately.  See Opp. 3:24–4:9.  Nanyah’s argument that the 

holding in Callie v. Bowling is not applicable to this case because the facts differ is misplaced.  
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123 Nev. 181, 160 P.3d 878 (2007).  The Callie holding is directly applicable here because, even 

though Mr. Rogich had notice of the action and was a named defendant, due process does not stop 

there.  In fact, the Callie court stated the following: 

A party who wishes to assert an alter ego claim must do so in an independent 
action against the alleged alter ego with the requisite notice, service of 
process, and other attributes of due process. When the judgment creditor 
employs the proper procedure, the defendant who is subject to the alter ego claim 
is assured a full opportunity of notice, discovery, and an opportunity to be heard 
before potentially being found liable. The failure to abide by this procedure 
results in a deprivation of due process.

Callie, 123 Nev. at 185, 160 P.3d at 881 (emphasis added). 

Nanyah’s argument implies that asserting a new theory of liability against Mr. Rogich 

many years after filing the Complaint, after discovery has been completed – and the trial has 

been commenced – somehow does not violate the Mr. Rogich’s due process rights.  Such an 

argument is directly contrary to mandatory Nevada precedent.  Mr. Rogich had no notice that 

Nanyah would try to assert the “alter ego” theory – not in the proper manner but rather as an 

afterthought to attempt to avoid summary judgment – until the filing of Nanyah’s Opposition!  

Given that this dispute has been ongoing for several years, Mr. Rogich could not have reasonably 

anticipated that Nanyah would assert an alter ego doctrine now since Nanyah chose not to assert 

this theory at any point in the past six (6) years.  Additionally, because Mr. Rogich no longer has 

any opportunity to defend himself against this improperly asserted “defense” and cannot engage 

in any discovery, allowing these allegations to continue without a separate cause of action would 

further violate Mr. Rogich’s due process rights.  Therefore, under the holding in Callie, 

Plaintiff’s reliance on the “alter ego” doctrine fails as a matter of law and the Motion must be 

granted.   

3. Even if the alter ego doctrine could apply in this case and did apply to 
trustees – neither of which are permissible - it would not apply to the 
instant situation.

Even if Nanyah could assert an alter ego claim, which it cannot, Nanyah’s alter ego claim 

still fails as a matter of law.  There are three elements necessary to prove liability under the alter 
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ego doctrine.  A stockholder, director or officer acts as the alter ego of a corporation if:  (a) The 

corporation is influenced and governed by the stockholder, director or officer; (b) There is such 

unity of interest and ownership that the corporation and the stockholder, director or officer are 

inseparable from each other; and (c) Adherence to the corporate fiction of a separate entity would 

sanction fraud or promote a manifest injustice.  NRS 163.418.   

Contrary to Nanyah’s conclusory assertions that the first two elements are met, being an 

active participant in a trust does not equate to elements (a) and (b) being met [ (a) The 

corporation is influenced and governed by the stockholder, director or officer; (b) There is such 

unity of interest and ownership that the corporation and the stockholder, director or officer are 

inseparable from each other].  Furthermore, Nanyah improperly attaches offers of judgment as 

alleged proof that Mr. Rogich is the only beneficiary, or the participation of the other 

beneficiaries is irrelevant.  Opp. 4:23:–5:10.  There are multiple problems with Nanyah’s 

approach.  First, Mr. Rogich has previously submitted a declaration making clear he is not the 

only beneficiary of the Rogich Trust.  Second, and perhaps more concerning, Nanyah’s 

submission of confidential offers of judgment is not only improper, but also sanctionable conduct, 

as Nanyah’s counsel is well aware that settlement offers are not admissible evidence.  See NRS 

48.105 (explaining that offers to compromise are generally inadmissible and listing the limited 

exceptions to this rule, none of which apply here).  Thus, exhibits 1 and 2 may not be considered.  

Additionally, Nanyah describes conduct by Mr. Rogich that is consistent with the conduct 

required of a trustee, especially in a discretionary trust.  Nanyah cannot use a trustee’s duties as 

trustee to prove that the trustee is somehow an alter ego of the trust.  If this argument were 

allowed, every trustee would be liable for its trust through the alter ego doctrine.   

Finally, the two sentences in which Nanyah argues that the third element is met 

[(c) adherence to the corporate fiction of a separate entity would sanction fraud or promote a 

manifest injustice] are devoid of logic.  The Court’s October 5, 2018 Order that allegedly 

concluded that the Rogich Trust assumed the obligation of repayment does not morph into the 

liability of Mr. Rogich simply because Nanyah says it does.  Nanyah argues that injustice would 
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occur if Mr. Rogich were allowed to “escape clear and established liability by artificially 

attempting to shift liability to the [Rogich] [T]rust.”  Opp. 5:14–15.  Even if we take Nanyah’s 

allegation as true, it would follow that the Rogich Trust owns that liability and that one cannot 

improperly shift liability one does not have to a party that already conclusively owns that liability.  

By Nanyah’s own assertions, the Rogich Trust rather than Mr. Rogich is the liable party (which 

the Moving Defendants’ dispute).  Thus, no injustice or fraud would be perpetuated even if 

Nanyah’s argument were valid, which it is not, as the third element undisputedly fails.      

Based on the undisputed facts and Nevada law, Nanyah’s alter ego “defense” – even if it 

were properly asserted, which it is not, and could apply to trustees, which it cannot – fails as a 

matter of law.  Accordingly, the Motion must be granted. 

C. Because there is undisputedly no contractual relationship between Mr. 
Rogich and Nanyah, Nanyah’s second claim for relief fails as a matter of law. 

Nanyah does not and cannot dispute that a claim for contractual breach of the covenant of 

good faith and fair dealing requires that the claiming party have a contractual relationship with the 

defending party.  Hilton Hotels Corp. v. Butch Lewis Prods., Inc., 109 Nev. 1043, 1046, 862 P.2d 

1207, 1209 (1993) (“It is well established within Nevada that every contract imposes upon the 

contracting parties the duty of good faith and fair dealing.”) (emphasis added).   Because there is 

no contractual relationship between Mr. Rogich individually and Plaintiff – even if Plaintiff were a 

third party beneficiary of any of the agreements at issue, which it is not – as a matter of law there 

can be no claim for contractual breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing.  This claim 

fails as a matter of law. 

D. Because there is undisputedly no contractual relationship between Mr. 
Rogich and Nanyah, Nanyah’s third claim for relief aslo fails as a matter of 
law. 

Plaintiff acknowledges that under Nevada law “the tort action for breach of an implied 

covenant of good faith and fair dealing requires a special element of reliance or fiduciary duty, A. 

C. Shaw Const., Inc. v. Washoe County, 105 Nev. 913, 915, 784 P.2d 9, 10 (1989) and is limited 
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to ‘rare and exceptional cases,’” K Mart Corp. v. Ponsock, 103 Nev. 39, 49, 732 P.2d  1364, 1370 

(1987).  However, despite the admission of Mr. Harlap – Plaintiff’s owner – that he did not even 

know any of the defendants personally (see Harlap Deposition, Exhibit 14 to the Motion, at 

141:13 – 142:4), Plaintiff asserts that there is somehow a question of fact with respect to this 

issue.  This is based on an egregious misinterpretation of Mr. Rogich’s deposition testimony.  

Plaintiff asserts that “Rogich specifically testified that he owed a fiduciary duty to Nanyah as an 

investor in Eldorado.”  See Opposition at p. 7.  But, in fact, as the deposition excerpts cited by 

Plaintiff demonstrate, Mr. Rogich did not testify any fiduciary duty was owed to Nanyah, much 

less any fiduciary duty by him personally.  In fact, in the only two (2) pages cited by Plaintiff, 

pages 174 and 175 of Mr. Rogich’s deposition, Nanyah’s name is not even mentioned.  There is 

no dispute that Plaintiff had no relationship with Mr. Rogich, individually, and did not even know 

Mr. Rogich.  Plaintiff offers no declaration or other document that can dispute this. 

   Moreover, Plaintiff constantly attempts to implicitly include Mr. Rogich, individually, 

in assertions regarding what the “defendants” allegedly did or did not do.  As one example, 

Plaintiff asserts that its claim for tortious breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing against 

Mr. Rogich individually should not be dismissed because the Rogich Trust “allegedly 

transferred its membership in Eldorado Hills to the other defendants…”  See Opposition at p. 8.  

Thus, even if Plaintiff’s baseless and unsupported allegations were true, which they are not, they 

could not, as a matter of law, provide any basis for finding of liability on the part of Mr. Rogich, 

individually. 

E. Nanyah’s civil conspiracy claim fails as a matter of law. 

Nanyah’s civil conspiracy claim fails for several reasons.  First, Nanyah effectively 

abandoned this claim by acknowledging that the Agreements provided for alternative methods of 

performance, and by choosing the monetary payment rather than the equity interest.  Further, 
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Nanyah has not and cannot prove the elements of this claim, including intent and unlawful act.  

Finally, the intra-corporate doctrine applies here.2

1. Nanyah effectively abandoned this claim because Nanyah was not 
damaged by the alleged conspiratorial act.   

Civil conspiracy requires:  (a) two or more persons, (b) who intend, (c) to accomplish an 

unlawful act, and (d) damage results from the act or acts.  Consol. Generator Nev., Inc. v. 

Cummings Engine Co., 114 Nev. 1304, 1311, 971 P.2d 1251, 1256 (1998).  Even assuming (a), 

(b) and (c) are met, which they are not, this claim also requires damages result from the unlawful 

act.  Further, damages cannot result from the absence of one alternative. 

As noted in the Motion, an alternative contract is “one in which a party promises to render 

some one of two or more alternative performances either one of which is mutually agreed upon as 

the bargained–for equivalent given in exchange for the return performance by the other party.”  

Minnick v. Clearwire U.S. LLC, 174 Wash. 2d 443, 461, 275 P.3d 1127, 1136 (2012).  In an 

alternative contract, “the promisee cannot compel performance of one alternative if the promisor 

properly elects the other.”  Chandler v. Doran Co., 44 Wash.2d 396, 267 P.2d 907 (1954); see 

also Bellevue Sch. Dist. No. 405 v. Bentley, 38 Wash. App. 152, 155, 684 P.2d 793, 796 (1984).   

In the instant matter, Nanyah clearly and unambiguously acknowledged that the 

Agreements upon which this claim is based provided for two alternative methods of performance.  

See Plaintiff’s MSJ, exhibit 15 of Defendants’ MSJ, at page 3, note 1.  Moreover, Nanyah elected 

the monetary payment option as the method of performance.  Id.  Consequently, Nanyah cannot 

maintain any cause of action with respect to its purported failure to receive an equity interest in 

Eldorado.  Thus, Nanyah has abandoned this claim by choosing the alternative performance, 

which precludes damages based on the other performance option.   

2. Nanyah has offered no admissible evidence whatsoever that would 
preclude summary judgment on its sixth claim for relief. 

2        In Section (B)(2) Nanyah alleges that there is a question of fact as to which trust was 
involved in the Agreements at issue.  It is clear by the signatures in the Agreements which trust 
was involved, however, it is a moot point as neither trust is a party to this action at this point. 
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The Moving Defendants supported their argument that no intent to accomplish an 

unlawful act ever occurred with, among other things, Mr. Rogich’s declaration denying any 

unlawful intent.  The burden then shifted to Nanyah to provide evidence that a genuine dispute as 

to material facts supporting the intent element exists.  Nanyah failed to meet this burden.  

Nanyah cannot offer any admissible evidence whatsoever of an actionable conspiracy.  The 

citation to Mr. Rogich’s deposition testimony is misleading at best.  The signature referenced on 

page 124 of Mr. Rogich’s deposition was a signature by the Rogich Trust, not Mr. Rogich 

individually, and only states that the intent at issue was to “negotiate” potential claims with Mr. 

Huerta’s assistance.  See Opposition at p. 12.   

Recognizing this fatal flaw, Nanyah asserts that there are factual issues with respect to 

which trust is a party to this action.  See Opposition at p. 11.  This is inaccurate.  Nanyah itself 

may be unclear on this point, but there is no dispute about which trust was named a party in this 

lawsuit.  There is also no dispute that the documents provided by Nanyah referencing a different 

trust – in addition to being inadmissible as hearsay – clearly do not reference the trust which 

Nanyah decided to sue in this action.  Accordingly, Nanyah cannot establish a genuine issue of 

material fact to defeat summary judgment based upon its own alleged confusion. 

Moreover, as noted above, it bears repeating that not only did Nanyah fail to meet its 

burden with regard to evidence of intent to harm, Nanyah also failed to provide evidence of an 

unlawful act.  Even if we assume that Mr. Rogich could be liable under the alter ego doctrine, 

Nanyah has not and cannot assert facts that Defendant Imitations ever owed a debt to Nanyah.  As 

such, even if we also assume that Defendant Imitations did intend to not pay Nanyah the $1.5 

million, it was not Defendant Imitations’ debt under even the Plaintiff’s allegations in the 

Complaint.  Therefore, Defendant Imitations could not have intended to engage in an unlawful act 

because Defendant Imitations owed Nanyah nothing.  Nanyah also does not dispute that Mr. 

Rogich is not personally liable for the debt unless the Court finds that Mr. Rogich was the alter 

ego of the Rogich Trust.  Thus, absent the alter ego argument, Mr. Rogich personally cannot have 

conspired to commit an unlawful act where he owed no duty to Nanyah.   
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3. The intra-corporate doctrine applies and, therefore, this claim must 
fail as a matter of law. 

As explained above, the Defendant Imitations could not be a party to the alleged 

conspiracy because there could be no unlawful breach of the Agreements to which Defendant 

Imitations was not a party.  Additionally, Nanyah does not dispute that Mr. Rogich was not a 

party to the Agreements in his personal capacity (as they pertain to Nanyah) and, thus, also could 

not have unlawfully breached the Agreements.  Nanyah maintains that the intra-corporate 

doctrine does not apply because of the application of the alter ego doctrine, which again does not 

apply to trustees.  Because the alter ego doctrine does not apply here, for all the reasons provided 

above, the intra-corporate doctrine applies.  Even if the alter ego doctrine did apply to trustees, 

Nanyah misses the obvious flaw in its argument—Mr. Rogich cannot conspire with himself as 

Mr. Rogich personally and Mr. Rogich as trustee.  It goes without saying that conspiracy requires 

two or more distinct persons to meet the two or more element.   

Accordingly, because Nanyah has not provided facts to support any of the elements 

required for a civil conspiracy claim, and the intra-corporate doctrine applies, the claim must fail 

as a matter of law. 

F. All defenses available against Go Global are available against Nanyah.

Despite the clear statement in Gibbs v. Giles, 96 Nev. 243, 246–47, 607 P.2d 118, 120 

(1980), that “a third-party beneficiary takes subject to any defense arising from the contract that is 

assertible against the promisee”, Plaintiff asserts that somehow it should not be subject to this 

rule.  For purposes of this argument, the Moving Defendants in no way concede that Nanyah was 

in fact a third-party beneficiary of any of the Agreements, but even if it were determined to be its 

argument would fail as a matter of law.   

First, it is irrelevant whether or not the grounds for summary judgment against Go Global 

and Huerta arose from the Agreements at issue, and Plaintiff has no authority supporting his 

contrary assertion.  The single case Plaintiff does cite is the statement in Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v. 

Trustees of Const. Indus., 125 Nev. 149, 156–57, 208 P.3d 884, 889 (2009) that “the notion that a 
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third-party beneficiary steps into the shoes of a contracting party is a ‘misstatement of the law’ ”.  

True, the Hartford opinion contains this statement.  However, the context of the statement 

actually shows that this statement limits the rights granted to a third party beneficiary, it does not 

expand them, nor does it conflict with the Nevada Supreme Court’s holding in Gibbs that a 

purported third party beneficiary is limited by “any defense” that could be asserted against the 

promise.  In fact, the issue in Hartford was whether a trustee even had standing to file a claim on 

a payment bond.  The trustee asserted that it did because it was a third party beneficiary of the 

party that would have such a claim, the Hartford court held that the trustee did not have the 

necessary standing specifically because while the Court held that while it had “recognized that a 

third-party beneficiary has a direct right of action against the promisor in contract, Hemphill v. 

Hanson, 77 Nev. 432, 436 n. 1, 366 P.2d 92, 94 n. 1 (1961), that right is not necessarily carried 

forward to claims against a nonparty surety, which are allowable by statute.”  Hartford, 125 

Nev. at 156 (emphasis added).  Thus, even though the promisee had that right, a third party 

beneficiary did not.  Nowhere does the Hartford decision limit the holding in Gibbs.  And, in 

fact, the Morelli case cited by Hartford specifically notes that such defenses are not limited, and 

that a third party beneficiary has fewer – not more – rights than the original promissee: 

Finally, the contract also provides that respondent will “pay the cost of tuition for 
the college or other school as the parties may reasonably agree upon as the college 
or other school most appropriate for attendance by such child or children.” That 
provision requires the reasonable agreement of the parties. However, the parties 
are the husband and wife. Once the wife died, the provision could no longer 
operate. Respondent contends that appellant, as a third party beneficiary, 
steps into the shoes of the wife. Such an interpretation is a misstatement of the 
law. A third party beneficiary who seeks to enforce a contract does so subject 
to the defenses that would be valid as between the parties.  

Morelli v. Morelli, 102 Nev. 326, 329, 720 P.2d 704, 706 (1986) (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, even if Plaintiff could be a third party beneficiary of any of the Agreements, 

which it is not, all defenses available against Go Global – including judicial estoppel – operate as 

a matter of law against Plaintiff to bar its claims in this matter.  As such the Motion must be 

granted.
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III. CONCLUSION 

For all these reasons, the Moving Defendants request that summary judgment be entered 

in their favor on all remaining claims, that Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas, LLC, be awarded nothing on 

its claims against the Moving Defendants, and for such other and further relief as the Court deems 

just and proper. 

DATED July 24, 2019. 

FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C. 

By:_____/s/ Brenoch R. Wirthlin  
Samuel S. Lionel, Esq. (Bar No. 1766) 
Thomas Fell, Esq. (Bar No. 3717) 
Brenoch Wirthlin, Esq. (Bar No. 10282) 

Attorneys for the Moving Defendants



FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C. 

LA S V EG A S

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 

- 16 -
15050820.1/038537.0004  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of Fennemore Craig, P.C., 

and that on the 24th day of July, 2019, I caused to be electronically served through the Court’s e-

service/e-filing system, true and correct copies of the foregoing REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR ALTERNATIVELY FOR JUDGMENT AS 

A MATTER OF LAW PURSUANT TO NRCP 50(a)  properly addressed to the following: 

Mark Simons, Esq. 
SIMONS HALL JOHNSTON PC
6490 South McCarran Blvd., #F-46  
Reno, Nevada  89509 
Attorney for Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Charles E. (“CJ”) Barnabi, Jr. 
COHEN JOHNSON PARKER EDWARDS 
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 104 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Attorney for Plaintiffs Carlos Huerta  
and Go Global 

Dennis Kennedy 
Joseph Liebman 
BAILEY  KENNEDY 
8984 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89148 
Attorneys for Defendants Pete Eliades, 
Teld, LLC and Eldorado Hills, LLC
Michael Cristalli   
Janiece S. Marshall 
GENTILE CRISTALLI MILLER 
ARMENTI SAVARESE 
410 S. Rampart Blvd., Suite 420 
Las Vegas, NV 89145 

/s/ Morganne Westover 
An employee of  Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Eldorado’s Motion for Summary Judgment addressed one claim and one claim alone—

Nanyah’s equitable claim for unjust enrichment. Nanyah does not have any other pending claims

against Eldorado. Nanyah outlandishly continues to base its arguments on some sort of contract

theory when this Court recently ruled that: (1) “Nanyah voluntarily abandoned its implied-in-fact

contract claim against Eldorado”; (2) Nanyah’s Motion to Amend to add such a claim was

“untimely”; and (3) “it would be unfair and prejudicial to require Eldorado” to defend such a claim.1

Thus, any portion of Nanyah’s Opposition addressing these supposed contractual theories (e.g., the

wild theory that Eldorado is the primary contractual obligor and the Rogich Trust is merely a surety)

is irrelevant and must be ignored.

After Nanyah’s contractual arguments are rightfully stripped away, it is apparent that any

support for its equitable unjust enrichment claim is entirely fictional. Eldorado’s first basis for

summary judgment was that Nanyah—by suing as a third-party beneficiary under the October 30,

2008 Membership Interest Purchase Agreement (the “MIPA”)—agreed to and adopted the language

contained therein. The MIPA explicitly states that the Rogich Trust is “solely responsible” for

Nanyah’s potential claim. When it sued under the MIPA, Nanyah agreed that no one else—

including Eldorado—was responsible for its potential claim. Eldorado cited binding Nevada

Supreme Court precedent and other persuasive authority in support of this argument. Nanyah

responded by simply ignoring all of it.

Eldorado’s second basis for summary judgment was that Nanyah’s contractual legal remedy

against the Rogich Trust barred its equitable claim for unjust enrichment against Eldorado. Nanyah

again conveniently ignored the vast amount of legal authority cited in the Motion, instead simply

responding that Nanyah no longer has an adequate remedy at law against the Rogich Trust because

Nanyah had itself failed to comply with NRS 163.120. Yet that same authority explicitly states that

the disposition of any such claim is irrelevant—all that matters is whether Nanyah had an adequate

1 Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Mot. for NRCP 15 Relief, filed May 29, 2019.
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remedy at law at some point. Nanyah does not dispute that it had an adequate remedy at law against

the Rogich Trust but for its own noncompliance with NRS 163.120. Further, it would be extremely

inequitable to hold Eldorado liable merely because Nanyah—and Nanyah alone—failed to comply

with its notice obligations under NRS 163.120, allowing its legal remedy to be extinguished.

Nanyah completely failed to oppose either basis for summary judgment on its unjust

enrichment claim, instead primarily focusing on an unpled implied-in-fact contract claim that it

abandoned in 2014. Thus, the Motion should be granted on both bases, and Nanyah’s unjust

enrichment claim should be dismissed with prejudice, thereby dismissing Eldorado from the

litigation altogether.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Nanyah Has Agreed That the Rogich Trust is “Solely Responsible” for the Repayment
of Its $1,500,000.00.

Nanyah’s sole argument regarding the binding nature of the MIPA is that “[d]espite

Eldorado’s assertion to the contrary, Nanyah does not agree that the Rogich Trust is ‘solely

responsible’ for the repayment of the $1.5 million.”2 This is not merely “Eldorado’s assertion.”

This is a binding holding from the Nevada Supreme Court. See Canfora v. Coast Hotels and

Casinos, Inc. 121 Nev. 771, 779, 121 P.3d 599, 604 (2005) (“[A]n intended third-party beneficiary is

bound by the terms of a contract even if she is not a signatory.”). As set forth by the Delaware

Chancery Court, “a court will not allow a third-party beneficiary to cherry-pick certain provisions of

a contract which it finds advantageous in making its claim, while simultaneously discarding

corresponding contractual obligations which it finds distasteful.” NAMA Holdings, LLC v. Related

World Market Center, LLC, 922 A.2d 417, 431 (Del. Ch. Ct. 2007). Nanyah does not get to sue

under the MIPA as a third-party beneficiary and unilaterally disavow the other terms of that same

agreement, more specifically, the two provisions which state that the Rogich Trust is “solely

responsible.” If the Rogich Trust is “solely responsible,” Eldorado is not responsible. Thus, as a

2 Opp’n, 9:3-5.
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matter of law, this Court must enter summary judgment in favor of Eldorado on Nanyah’s unjust

enrichment claim.

B. Nanyah’s Contractual Remedy Against the Rogich Trust Bars Its Equitable Claim for
Unjust Enrichment Against Eldorado as a Matter of Law.

Nanyah’s argument regarding its legal remedy against the Rogich Trust is also fleeting and

confined to one paragraph of its prolix Opposition. Specifically, Nanyah claims that “Eldorado’s

motion fails because this Court has ruled that the Rogich Trust is dismissed from this action.

Accordingly, Nanyah currently has no legal remedy against the Rogich Trust.”3 Once again, Nanyah

has ignored the legal authority cited in the Motion, which states the following:

The disposition of those claims is irrelevant. Their mere availability is
a bar to a claim of unjust enrichment.

Fernandes v. Havkin, 731 F.Supp.2d 103, 114 (D. Mass. 2010). Other jurisdictions are in accord:

 CMI Roadbuilding Inc. v. Iowa Parts, Inc., 920 F.3d 560, 566 (8th Cir. 2019) (“We found

that it was the existence of, not the efficacy of, an adequate legal remedy that precluded the

equitable claim.’”) (emphasis in original);

 Garcia v. Tyson Foods, Inc., 766 F.Supp.2d 1167, 1188 n. 17 (D. Kan. 2011) (“The pertinent

inquiry is whether an adequate remedy is available, not whether that remedy is ultimately

obtained.”);

 Brenner v. Heller, No. 1:11-CV-481 (NAM), 2011 WL 6011786, at *3 (N.D.N.Y. Nov. 30,

2011) (“Although unfortunately it appears that the Brenners will not be made whole in the

bankruptcy proceeding, ‘that does not mean their remedy is legally inadequate, simply that it

is imperfect.’”);

 Mosebach v. Blythe, 282 N.W.2d 755, 761 (Iowa Ct. App. 1979) (“Equity generally will not

provide relief where an adequate remedy at law existed and defendant was denied that relief

for appropriate legal reasons.”).

3 Opp’n, 12:8-11.
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To be sure, the United States District Court of the District of Nevada (the Honorable James Mahan)

recently held that “[s]imply ignoring legal remedies does not open the door to equitable relief.”

Guild Mortgage Co. v. Prestwick Court Trust, 293 F.Supp.3d 1228, 1235 (D. Nev. 2018).

It is self-evident from Nanyah’s filing of a third-party beneficiary claim against the Rogich

Trust that Nanyah claims to have an adequate contractual remedy at law against the Rogich Trust

regarding the exact same alleged debt it is also seeking from Eldorado. In fact, Nanyah has been

and still is claiming that this Court made such a finding in the Summary Judgment Order.4 As set

forth by the legal authority above, the fact that Nanyah failed to comply with its notice obligations

under NRS 163.120 and lost its legal remedy against the Rogich Trust is irrelevant. In fact,

considering unjust enrichment is an equitable claim, it would be particularly inequitable to hold

Eldorado liable merely because Nanyah unilaterally failed to comply with NRS 163.120. This Court

should enter summary judgment in favor of Eldorado on Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim.

C. Rule 54(c) Does Not Permit Nanyah to Reassert a Claim Which This Court Already
Deemed to be Abandoned.

Nanyah cites to N.R.C.P. 54(c) in a thinly veiled attempt to convince this Court to reconsider

its recent decision denying its Motion to Amend. N.R.C.P. 54(c) was one of the primary bases for

the denied Motion.5 Yet the Court rejected it when it ruled that: (1) “Nanyah voluntarily abandoned

its implied-in-fact contract claim against Eldorado”; (2) Nanyah’s Motion to add such a claim was

“untimely”; and (3) “it would be unfair and prejudicial to require Eldorado” to defend any such

claim.6 Without a proper motion for reconsideration, Nanyah cannot again cite to N.R.C.P. 54(c) in

a frivolous attempt to avoid summary judgment, especially since this Court already ruled it would be

prejudicial to force Eldorado to defend such an abandoned claim. See Hudson v. Chertoff, 484

F.Supp.2d 1268, 1270 (S.D. Fla. 2007) (Rule 54(c) will not apply if it prejudices the opposing

4 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.

5 Nanyah Vegas LLC’s Opp’n to Eldorado Hills LLC’s Mot. to Extend the Dispositive Motion Deadline and
Motion for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for NRCP 15 Relief, 10:18-12:7, filed Feb. 15, 2019.

6 Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Mot. for NRCP 15 Relief, filed May 29, 2019.
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party); Cioffe v. Morris, 676 F.2d 539, 541-42 (11th Cir. 1982) (“[I]mplied consent under Rule 15(b)

will not be found if the defendant will be prejudiced….”).7

Additionally, recent Nevada Supreme Court authority has confirmed that N.R.C.P. 54(c) is

not nearly as forgiving as Nanyah claims it to be. “[A]lthough courts can grant relief not specifically

requested in the pleadings, see NRCP 54(c), a district court is jurisdictionally limited to rule on

only the legal issues properly before it.” Clark Cty. Credit Union v. Saunders, M.D., No. 69744,

2017 WL 1214508, at *1 (Nev. March 30, 2017) (emphasis added). This Court has already ruled

that Nanyah abandoned its implied-in-fact contract claim, and thus, that particular claim is not

properly before the Court. See also USX Corp. v. Barnhart, 395 F.3d 161, 165 (3d Cir. 2004) (Rule

54(c) “is not designed to allow plaintiffs to recover for claims they never alleged.”).

N.R.C.P. 54(c) must also be analyzed in conjunction within the consent requirements of

N.R.C.P. 15(b). Idaho Resources, Inc. v. Freeport-McMoran Gold Co., 110 Nev. 459, 461-62, 874

P.2d 742, 743-44 (1994). Nanyah has never expressly or impliedly consented to any such implied-

in-fact contract claim, and in fact, explicitly withheld its consent while successfully defeating

Nanyah’s recent Motion to Amend. Further, Nanyah’s oft-repeated (and rejected) argument that

this Court’s prior Summary Judgment Order addressed and ruled on some sort of contract theory

against Eldorado is cut from whole cloth. There are no findings in the Summary Judgment Order

that Eldorado agreed to pay back Nanyah or that Eldorado was liable for Nanyah’s so-called

investment. There are no findings regarding any written contract between Nanyah and Eldorado.8

The Summary Judgment Order certainly does not contain any findings of fact or conclusions of law

supporting the wild theory that the Rogich Trust was a “surety” for Eldorado’s fictional debt

obligation.9 In fact, on March 20, 2019, this Court explicitly ruled that Eldorado is not a party to any

7 Federal cases interpreting rules of civil procedure are persuasive authority in Nevada courts. Exec. Mgmt. Ltd.
v. Ticor Title Ins. Co., 118 Nev. 46, 53, 38 P.3d 872, 876 (2002) (citing Las Vegas Novelty v. Fernandez, 106 Nev. 113,
119, 787 P.2d 772, 776 (1990)).

8 See generally id.

9 Nanyah appears to argue that this Court’s findings and use of the term “assume” implies that there was an
obligor to Nanyah prior to the Rogich Trust. The Summary Judgment Order does not include any such implication.
However, this Court did specifically cite § 4 of the October 30, 2008 Purchase Agreement between Go Global, Huerta,
and the Rogich Trust, which states as follows: “[Go Global and Huerta], however, will not be responsible to pay the
Exhibit A Claimants their percentage or debt. This will be [the Rogich Trust’s] obligation, moving forward….” Thus,



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

Page 7 of 8

of the written contracts at issue in this case.10

Nanyah does not have a contract claim against Eldorado. The only claim at issue is unjust

enrichment, which must be dismissed for the reasons set forth above.

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, summary judgment should be entered against Nanyah and in favor

of Eldorado with respect to Nanyah’s unjust enrichment claim. Because that is Nanyah’s only

pending claim, Eldorado should be dismissed from this case entirely and with prejudice.

DATED this 29th day of August, 2019.

BAILEYKENNEDY

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

JOSEPH A. LIEBMAN

Attorneys for Defendant
ELDORADO HILLS, LLC

under the plain language of the agreements, to the extent anyone was originally liable for Nanyah’s potential claim prior
to the Rogich Trust, it was Go Global and Huerta—not Eldorado. Perhaps Nanyah should have sued them.

10 Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC’s Motion in Limine # 5: Parol Evidence Rule, 2:15-20, filed April 10,
2019.
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jmarshall@gcmaslaw.com
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Pot, meet kettle. Despite just representing to the Nevada Supreme Court that “the trial was

never actually started,” Nanyah Vegas, LLC (“Nanyah”) has the temerity to accuse Eldorado Hills,

LLC (“Eldorado”) of sanctionable conduct for taking the exact same position with this Court.

Nowhere within Nanyah’s Opposition does it provide any legitimate rationale for its conflicting

positions before this Court and before the Nevada Supreme Court. Blindly following the adage that

the best defense is a good offense, Nanyah instead accuses Eldorado’s counsel of violating the Rules

of Professional Conduct for simply agreeing with Nanyah that the trial never commenced.

Regardless, Nanyah fails to grasp that Eldorado never stipulated that trial commenced for the

purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e). As previously recognized by the Nevada Supreme Court, there are

different triggering points for the commencement of trial depending on the legal principle at issue.

See Schwartz v. Estate of Greenspun, 110 Nev. 1042, 1048-49, 881 P.2d 638, 641-42 (1994)

(explaining the different tests for the commencement of trial under N.R.C.P. 41(e), N.R.C.P. 68, and

for the purposes of double jeopardy). Any and all stipulations or agreements relating to the

commencement of trial in this case dealt solely with the right to intervene under NRS 12.130 and

could not change the binding legal requirements for the commencement of trial under N.R.C.P.

41(e). Ahlswede v. Schonoveld, 87 Nev. 449, 451, 488 P.2d 908, 910 (1971) (“Such stipulations as

to the law will be disregarded.”) (emphasis added).1

The Nevada Supreme Court has set forth only two ways to commence trial under N.R.C.P.

41(e). It “held on numerous occasions that the swearing of a witness who gives testimony is

sufficient to commence trial and thus toll the limitations period specified in N.R.C.P. 41(e).” A

French Bouquet Flower Shoppe, Ltd. v. Hubert, 106 Nev. 324, 324, 793 P.2d 835, 836 (1990).

Alternatively, it has “held that a litigant who obtains a trial date within the statutory period, appears

1 Nanyah claims that “Eldorado expressly stipulated in writing and affirmed on the record that the trial
‘commenced’ in this action pursuant to NRCP 41(e) within the applicable time period.” Nanyah further argues that
“Eldorado expressly stipulated to a ‘stay’ of proceedings….” (“Opp’n, 2:10-13.) These are blatant misrepresentations,
and Eldorado challenges Nanyah to identify the specific written (or oral) stipulations where this precise language is
contained. They do not exist.



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

Page 3 of 10

for trial in good faith, argues motions and examines jurors, thereby brings the case to trial.” Lipitt

v. State, 103 Nev. 412, 413, 743 P.2d 108, 109 (1987) (emphasis added). It is undisputed that

neither of these events ever occurred because Nanyah instead chose to file a writ petition with the

Nevada Supreme Court. In other words, Nanyah never commenced trial in compliance with

N.R.C.P. 41(e) despite its obligation to do so. Further, none of the Defendants nor this Court ever

agreed to a complete stay of this litigation pending the outcome of Nanyah’s writ petition, as

evidenced by the fact that the parties have been briefing dispositive motions for the past several

months. Thus, N.R.C.P. 41(e) was not tolled, and dismissal is mandatory pursuant to the binding

precedent of the Nevada Supreme Court.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Eldorado Never Stipulated That Trial Commenced for the Purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e).

As set forth in the Motion, Nanyah recently made the following representations to the

Nevada Supreme Court.

Due to the “suspension” of the trial in this action, the beneficiaries
remain fully capable of intervening if such action is warranted “prior to”
trial in this action. That is because the use of the phrase “suspension”
of the trial is a misnomer. The trial was never actually started. Other
than the ruling addressed herein, no other action occurred on April 22,
2019; no jury was empaneled, no evidentiary stipulations were placed
on the record and no exhibits were marked. Further, there is no record
of any jury panel even being called for the case.2

In light of this unequivocal judicial admission, it is completely absurd that Nanyah is now taking the

position that Eldorado cannot and should not argue that the trial never commenced. See Gospel

Missions of Am. v. City of Los Angeles, 328 F.3d 548, 557 (9th Cir. 2003) (“We have discretion to

consider a statement made in briefs to be a judicial admission, binding on both this court and the trial

court.”). It is even more outrageous that Nanyah would accuse undersigned counsel of violating the

Rules of Professional Conduct and countermove for sanctions. Simply put, Nanyah’s argument is

that Eldorado and its counsel have committed unethical conduct for agreeing with the position

2 Ex. 1 to Mot., 23: n. 8 (emphasis added).
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Nanyah just took before the Nevada Supreme Court. That is a sanctionable argument in and of

itself.

Regardless, Nanyah has completely misunderstood the import of the parties’ stipulations.

These stipulations arose solely as the result of Nanyah’s noncompliance with NRS 163.120. On the

morning of April 22, 2019, this Court had just ruled that “because the trial in this action commenced

on April 22, 2019, Plaintiff Nanyah’s written demand for a list of beneficiaries...was untimely under

NRS 163.120 as such notification would not permit interested beneficiaries of the trust an

opportunity to intervene in this action pursuant to NRS 12.130.”3 Thus, when the parties stipulated

that trial had commenced, the purpose of the stipulation was to conform to this Court’s Order

dismissing the Rogich Trust and it was only relevant to the issue of intervention under NRS

12.130.4

The mere fact that Eldorado agreed with this Court’s ruling that trial had commenced for the

purposes of intervention under NRS 12.130 does not mean that Eldorado agreed that trial had

commenced for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e). Commencement of trial is not a static concept.

There is no hard and fast rule. On the contrary, the Nevada Supreme Court has recognized different

triggering points depending on the legal principle at issue. For example, with respect to N.R.C.P.

68, the Court held that “the policy behind Rule 68 is best served by interpreting the phrase ‘before

trial begins’ to refer to the point in trial when the actual presentation of evidence commences.”

Schwartz, 110 Nev. at 1049, 881 P.2d at 642. With respect to double jeopardy, “trial begins when

the jury is impaneled and sworn.” Id. at 1048, 881 P.2d at 641. “With respect to NRCP 41(e), we

have said that a case is brought to trial by, inter alia, examining jurors.” Id. These are all different

and unique standards for the commencement of trial, and the same is true with respect to

intervention under NRS 12.130. Certainly the Court would not interpret its Order to mean that no

party could now serve an offer of judgment under N.R.C.P. 68, as the Nevada Supreme Court has

3 Ex. 2 to Opp’n, 3:17-22; see also Ex. 2 to Mot., 13:4-5 (“NRS 12.130 requires intervention to occur before
trial.”).

4 Nanyah admits that the Court’s ruling that trial had commenced was for the purposes of NRS 163.120. (Opp’n,
7:5-7 (“As noted above, this Court has already found that trial commenced on April 22, 2019. This ruling was critical to
this Court’s [O]rder granting the motion to dismiss the Rogich Trust based upon alleged noncompliance with NRS
163.120.”).)
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explicitly held that evidence must have been presented for trial to have commenced. The same is

true with respect to N.R.C.P. 41(e). The Court’s ruling that trial commenced for the purposes of

NRS 12.130 does not change the fact that a witness was never sworn and a jurors were never

examined.

Further, in order for the stipulation to have had any effect on N.R.C.P. 41(e), it must have

explicitly referenced that particular rule. Erickson v. One-Thirty-Three, Inc. and Associates, 104

Nev. 755, 757-58, 766 P.2d 898, 900 (1988) (“The stipulation submitted by the respondent is of

no effect because it was not a stipulation to extend time as required by NRCP 41(e).”); Western Cab

Co. v. Dahl, 437 P.3d 1056, 2019 WL 1450205, at *2 (Nev. March 29, 2019) (“Prostack also

explicitly stated that a stipulation that is silent as to the 5-year rule, but that incidentally moves the

trial date beyond the 5-year period, is not sufficient to satisfy NCRCP 41(e)’s written-stipulation

requirement.”). This oral stipulation never referenced N.R.C.P. 41(e) or the 3-year rule. In fact,

following the parties’ oral stipulation that trial had commenced for the purposes of NRS 12.130,

the Court informed the parties that there may still be issues under N.R.C.P. 41(e) because a witness

had not been sworn (consistent with the legal authority above and below). For some inexplicable

reason, Nanyah’s counsel disregarded the Court’s warning.5 More importantly, none of the

Defendants agreed with Nanyah’s counsel’s unilateral characterization that trial had commenced for

the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e).6 Thus, the mere fact that this Court determined—and the parties

ultimately agreed—that trial commenced for the purposes of NRS 12.130 has no bearing on whether

trial commenced for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e) (it did not).

B. The Parties Cannot Stipulate Around Binding Legal Precedent Regarding the
Commencement of Trial Under N.R.C.P. 41(e).

As shown in the Motion, the Nevada Supreme Court has set forth only two ways to

5 Ex. 2 to Mot., 16:8-13.

6 Nanyah baselessly claims that “[t]he Court inquired about the three-year rule, and the understanding of all
involved was that because the trial had been commenced, there was no issue.” (Opp’n, 16-18.) The transcript speaks for
itself, and Nanyah cannot point to any portion of the transcript where any of the Defendants’ counsel agreed that the
Court’s ruling or the parties’ stipulation had resolved any issues with N.R.C.P. 41(e). Only Nanyah’s counsel took that
position, and he did not inquire of the other parties whether or not they agreed. As reflected by this Motion, Eldorado
does not agree.
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commence trial for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e). With respect to a bench trial, the swearing in of

a relevant witness commences trial for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e). A French Bouquet Flower

Shoppe, Ltd., 106 Nev. at 324, 793 P.2d at 836. With respect to a jury trial, trial commences upon

the examination of potential jurors. Lipitt, 103 Nev. at 413, 743 P.2d at 109. California law, which

is generally in accord with Nevada law for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e), follows the same

approach. The Power Co. v. Henry, 130 Nev. 182, 188, 321 P.3d 858, 862 (2014) (looking to

California law for guidance under N.R.C.P. 41(e)); see also Bella Vista Dev. Co. v. Sup. Ct., 36

Cal.Rptr. 106, 109 (Cal. Ct. App. 1963) (“Where the trial is before the court without a jury, the

action is not ordinarily ‘brought to trial’…until at least one witness is called and gives some

testimony; where, however, the case is set for trial before a jury, the case is ‘brought to trial’ when

the parties commence the examination of prospective jurors and the [e]mpanelment of the jury.”).

Whether or not trial has commenced for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e) is an issue of law for

the Court. See D.R. Horton, Inc. v. Dist. Ct., 131 Nev. 865, 358 P.3d 925, 928 (2015); The Power

Co., 130 Nev. at 186, 321 P.3d at 861. And these requisite milestones which trigger the

commencement of trial are binding legal precedent. Accordingly, the parties cannot alter them or

stipulate around these legal requirements. Ahlswede, 87 Nev. at 451, 488 P.2d at 910 (“Such

stipulations as to the law will be disregarded.”) (emphasis added). What happened on April 22,

2019 is explicitly set forth in the Court transcript.7 The parties’ stipulation cannot change the course

of history and the fact remains that none of the requisite triggering events under Nevada law ever

occurred. As set forth by Nanyah in its Writ Petition, “no jury was empaneled, no evidentiary

stipulations were placed on the record and no exhibits were marked.”8 Thus, it is undisputed that

trial never commenced for the purposes of N.R.C.P. 41(e), and no stipulation of the parties—short

of a stipulation to extend time under N.R.C.P. 41(e)—can change that. See Nevada Contractors Ins.

Co., Inc. v. Risk Services-Nevada, Inc., 2016 WL 3257789, at *1 (Nev. June 10, 2016) (“[T]he

parties’ stipulation does not bind the district court on legal questions.”).

7 See generally Ex. 2 to Mot.

8 Ex. 1 to Mot., 23: n. 8.



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

Page 7 of 10

C. N.R.C.P. 41(e) Was Not Tolled by a “Suspension of the Trial.”

Nanyah next argues that N.R.C.P. 41(e) was tolled because there was a stay of the litigation

pending a decision on its writ petition. Wrong. The term “stay” is never mentioned in the April 22,

2019 transcript when this so-called agreement was supposedly made.9 The mere fact that that the

parties agreed to “suspend the trial” does not result in an implied stay of the entire litigation.

Pontikis v. Woodlands Community Ass’n, 432 P.3d 201, 2018 WL 6721367, at *2 (Nev. Dec. 17,

2018) (“[A]n implied agreement to toll the five-year deadline is explicitly rejected by the rules.”).

If Nanyah wanted a stay of the entire case which would toll the time period under N.R.C.P. 41(e), it

“needed to either enter into a written agreement, or move to stay the proceedings pending appeal

under NRAP 8(a).” Id. Nanyah did neither, and thus N.R.C.P. 41(e) was never tolled.10

Even if the “suspension of the trial” could be considered a stay, there certainly was not a

complete stay since all of the parties agreed that dispositive motions would be permitted. Partial

stays do not toll the time period under N.R.C.P. 41(e). See generally Morgan v. Las Vegas Sands,

Inc., 118 Nev. 315, 43 P.3d 1036 (2002) (Rule 41(e) is not tolled during the court-annexed

arbitration program); Martinez v. Landry’s Restaurants, Inc., 237 Cal.Rptr.3d 379, 387 n. 11 (Cal.

Ct. App. 2018) (Tolling “applies only when a stay encompasses all proceedings in the action and

does not include partial stays.”).

Finally, it should be noted that Nanyah choose to forego a trial against Eldorado, Sig Rogich,

and Imitations, LLC because it instead wanted to file a writ petition addressing dismissal of the

Rogich Trust. Under binding Nevada precedent, the time period under N.R.C.P. 41(e) is only tolled

if the plaintiff was completely precluded from bringing the case to trial. D.R. Horton, 131 Nev. 865,

358 P.3d at 930-31. Nanyah could have gone to trial against the remaining Defendants and still filed

9 See generally Ex. 2 to Mot.

10 Although the Court’s April 30, 2019 Order directs the parties “to submit to the Court a stipulation and order
with respect to the agreed upon stay of this action,” there was no such agreement. (Ex. 2 to Opp’n, 4:4-7.) In fact, when
the parties did submit their stipulation, it said nothing about a stay of the litigation, merely a suspension of the trial. (See
generally Ex. 3 to Opp’n.) Even if the Court’s reference to a stay did somehow initiate a stay, it was one day too late,
since the three year time period expired on April 29, 2019.
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its writ petition or challenged the dismissal of the Rogich Trust via appeal.11 The Court never

precluded Nanyah from going to trial against the remaining Defendants. Id. (“The holding in Boren

was based on the fact that the district court prohibited the parties from going to trial and then

dismissed their action for failure to bring it to trial, circumstances that were unarguably ‘unfair and

unjust.’”). Nanyah chose to pursue appellate relief and not to go to trial, and thus does not get the

benefit of tolling. Messih v. Levine, 278 Cal.Rptr. 825, 829 (Cal Ct. App. 1991) (“An appeal from

nonappealable orders does not toll the limitations statute.”).

D. Nanyah’s Countermotion for Sanctions Must Be Denied.

As thoroughly explained above, Nanyah was the first party to take the position that “the trial

was never actually started.”12 Nanyah is now attempting to backtrack by referring to its

representations to the Nevada Supreme Court as “commentary.”13 It is not entirely clear what that is

supposed to mean, but this Court can certainly make that determination on its own. Regardless,

what is clear is that Nanyah has accused Eldorado and its counsel of sanctionable misconduct based

on the fact that Eldorado is taking the exact same position (i.e., that trial never started) as Nanyah

did in its “commentary” to the Nevada Supreme Court.

Nanyah also claims that Eldorado and its counsel should be sanctioned for claiming that the

trial was continued as opposed to suspended.14 Unsurprisingly, Nanyah does not cite the portion of

Eldorado’s Motion where this so-called misrepresentation was made. Nanyah also ignores the

following statement from Eldorado’s Motion: “Ultimately the parties did agree to suspend the trial

indefinitely to permit Nanyah to seek writ relief.”15 Eldorado never maintained that this Court

continued—as opposed to suspended—the trial. Eldorado has instead claimed that a suspension of

11 It is worth noting that although the matters have been consolidated, Nanyah’s claims against Rogich, the Rogich
Trust, and Imitations, LLC are a separate lawsuit from its unjust enrichment claim against Nanyah. Considering these
are separate lawsuits, Nanyah could have certainly gone to trial solely against Eldorado in Case No. A-13-686303-C.

12 Ex. 1 to Mot., 23, n. 8.

13 Opp’n, 5:17-19.

14 Id., 15:16-16:2.

15 Mot., 5:8-9 (emphasis added).
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the trial does not amount to a complete stay of the proceedings, especially considering the parties are

going forward with dispositive motions.

Nanyah’s Countermotion is frivolous, and if anyone should be subjected to sanctions under

NRS 7.085, it should be Nanyah’s counsel.

III. CONCLUSION

Nanyah has admitted that trial never commenced in this matter. The Nevada Supreme

Court’s binding precedent confirms the same. Three years have elapsed since the remittitur was

filed with this Court. Thus, because trial has not commenced and Nanyah failed to procure a written

extension under N.R.C.P. 41(e), any and all claims against Eldorado shall be dismissed with

prejudice.

DATED this 29th day of August, 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 29th day of August,

2019, service of the foregoing REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT ELDORADO HILLS,

LLC’S MOTION FOR DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE UNDER RULE 41(e) 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 HALL JOHNSTON PC
6490 S. McCarran Blvd., Suite F-46
Reno, NV 89509

Email: msimons@shjnevada.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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MEMO
Samuel S. Lionel, Esq. (Bar No. 1766)
Thomas Fell, Esq. (Bar No. 3717)
Brenoch Wirthlin, Esq. (Bar No. 10282)
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
300 S. Fourth Street, Suite 1400
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Tel.: (702) 692-8000; Fax (702)692-8099
Email: sli law.com

inlrDfclaw.com
Attorneys for Sigmund Rogich, Individually qnd as
Trustee of the Rogich Family lruevocable Trust and
Imitations, LLC

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

V

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., aNevada
corporation; NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, A
Nevada limited liability company,

Plaintiffs,

CASENO.: A-13-686303-C

DEPT. NO.: XXVII

DEFENDANTS SIGMUND ROGICH,
INDIVIDUALLY AND AS TRUSTEE

OF THE ROGICH FAMILY
IRREVOCABLE TRUST, AND

IMITATIONS, LLC'S AMENDED
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND
DISBURSEMENTS PURSUANT TO

NRS 18.00s AND NRS 18.110

CONSOLIDATED 'WITH:

CASE NO.: A-16-746239-C

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

Defendants.

NANYAH VEGAS, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company,

Plaintiff,
V

TELD, LLC, aNevada limited liability
company; PETER ELIADAS, individually and
as Trustee of the The Eliades Survivor Trust of
1 0/30/08; SIGMUND ROGICH, individually
and as Trustee of The Rogich Family
Irrevocable Trust; IMITATIONS, LLC, a
Nevada limited liability company; DOES I-X;
andlor ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive,

I

Defendants.

Case Number: A-13-686303-C

Electronically Filed
10/7/2019 4:20 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Filing Fees.

Copy Charges.

Messenger Fees.

Postage Charges

SOS Record Copy Fees.

Service of Process/Subpoena Issuance Fees

Transcript/Depos ition F ees

Legal Research

DATED: October 7" 2019.

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before me
on

2

NOT

DEFENDANTS SIGMUND ROGICH, INDIVIDUALLY AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE
ROGICH FAMILY IRREVOCABLE TRUST, AND IMITATIONS, LLC'S AMENDED

MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND DISBURSEMENTS PURSUANT TO
NRS 18.005 AND NRS 18.110

. $ 7,900.90

$ 1,365.00

TOTAL:

$ 802.9s

$ s3.6r

$ 368.00

$ 633.s0

$ 7,668.09

$ 20,956.50

$ 39,748.55

See Itemization of Costs, attached hereto.

STATE OF NEVADA )
)ss.

coLrNTY OF CLARK )

Brenoch Wirthlin, Etq., being duly sworn under penalty of perjury states: that

Affiant is the attorney for the Defendant The Rogich Family Irrevocable Trust and has

personal knowledge of the above costs and disbursements expended; that the items

contained in the above Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements Pursuant to NRS 18.005

and NRS 18.110 are true and correct to the best of this Affiant's knowledge and belief; and

that the said disbursements have been necessarily incurred and paid in this action.

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

OCH , ESQ

lsT RYnA-þ
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CERTIF''ICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of Fennemore Craig, P.C.,

and that on October 7 , 2019,I caused to be electronically served through the Court's e-service/e-

filing system, true and correct copies of the foregoing DEFENDANTS SIGMUND ROGICH,

INDIVIDUALLY AND AS TRUSTEE OF' THE ROGICH FAMILY IRREVOCABLE

TRUST, AND IMITATIONS, LLC'S AMENDED MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND

DISBURSEMENTS PURSUANT TO NRS 18.005 AND NRS 18.110 properly addressed to the

following:

Mark Simons, Esq.
SIMONS HALL JOHNSTON PC
6490 South McCarran Blvd., #F-46
Renoo Nevada 89509
Attorneyþr Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Charles E. ("CJ") Barnabi, Jr.
COHEN JOHNSON PARKER EDWARDS
375 E. Vy'arm Springs Road, Suite 104
Las Vegas, NV 89119
Attorney.for Plainti/fs Carlos Huerta
and Go Global

Dennis Kennedy
Joseph Liebman
BAILEY .¡. KENNEDY
8984 Spanish Ridge Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 89148
Attorneys þr Defendants Pete Eliades,
Teld, LLC and Eldorado Hills, LLC
Michael Cristalli
Janiece S. Marshall
GENTILE CRISTALLI MILLER
ARMENTI SAVARESE
410 S. Rampart Blvd., Suite 420
Las Vegas, NV 89145

/s/ Morsanne Vf/estover

An employee of Fennemore Craig, P.C.

J

DATED: October 7,2019
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RncrsmR oF AcrroNs
C¡sn No. A-13-686303-C

Carlos Huerta, Plaintiff(s) vs. Eldorado H¡lls LLC, Defendant(s) Case Type: Breach of Contract
Subtype: Other Contracts/Acc/Judgment

Date Filed: 0713112013
Locat¡on: DepaÉment 27

Cross-Reference Case Number: 4686303
Supreme Court No.: 66823

67595
70492

s
s
s
s
s
s
s
I
a

TED

Related Cases
A- 1 6 -7 46239 -C (Consof ¡dated)

Consolidated Eliades Survivor Trust of I 0-30-03
Case Party

Consol¡dated Eliades, Peter
Case Party

Consolidated S¡gmund Rog¡ch
Case Party

Consolidated TELD, LLC
Case Party

Counter
Cla¡mant

Eldorado Hills LLC

Lead Attorneys

Den{r¡Ê+-l4enn€dy
tuteiâed

7095628820(\44

Samuel S. L¡onel
Reta¡ned

7023838888(W

O€nlr¡€-[*{(etrå€4y
Rejerh€d

7O2562€€2O(Uâ

Dennis L. Kennedy
Reta¡ned

7025628820(W

Charles E. Barnabi
Reta¡ned

702-475-8e03(W

Brandon B McDonald
Reta¡ned

702-385-7411(W

Dennis L. Kennedy
Retained

7025628820(W

Brandon B McDonald
Reta¡ned

702-385-7411(W

Charles E. Barnabl
Retained

702-475-8903(\¡4

Counter
Defendant

Alexander Chr¡stopher Trust

Counter
Defendant

Go Global lnc

Counter
Oefendant

Huerta, Carlos A

Defendant Eldorado Hills LLC

Other Plaintiff Go Global lnc

Plaintlff Huerta, Carlos A

https ://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaselD: I 1093 402 t017l20t9
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101o512018

10t04t2019

0713112013
07 t31t2013

08t01t2013

0813012013

09t12t2013

09t12t2013

0911812013

1011112013

10t2112013

10t30t2013

10t30t2013
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DISPOSITIONS

Partial Summary Judgment (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Pla¡ntiff)
Creditors: Eldorado Hills LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 1 0l01 1201 4, Docketed: 1 OlOel 201 4

Part¡al Summary Judgmênt (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Carlos A Huerta (Plaint¡ff), Alexander Christopher Trust (PlaintifO
Creditors: Sig Rogich (Defendant)
Judgment: 1110512014, Docketed: 1111212014
Comment: Certain Claims

Order of Dismissal (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Carlos A Huerta (Plâint¡f0, Alexander Christopher Trust (PlaintifO, Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintiff)
Creditors: Sig Rogich (Defendant), Eldorado H¡lls LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 1110512014, Docketed: 1112012O14

Order (Judicial Officer: AIlf, Nancy)
Debtors: Carlos A Huerta (PlaintifO, Alexander Christopher Trust (Plaintif0
Creditors: Sig Rogich (Defendant)
Judgment: O2l 101201 5, Docketed: O2l 181201 5
Total Judgment: 237,954.50

Judgment (Judicial Off¡cer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Carlos A Huerta (Pla¡ntifr), Alexander Christopher Trust (Pla¡ntif0
Creditors: Sig Rogich (Defendant)
Judgment: O2l23l2O1 5, Docketed: O3l1 11201 5
Total Judgment: 242,97 1.27
Satisfaction: Satisfaction of Judgment

Clerk's Certificate (Judicial Off¡cer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Eldorado Hills LLC (Defendant)
Cred¡torsi Nanyah Vegas LLC (PlaintifÐ
Judgment: O4l 29 l2O1 6, Docketed : 05 1061 20 1 6
Comment: Supreme Court No 66823 - "APPEAL REVERSED and REMAND"

Clerk's Cert¡ficate (Jud¡cial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Go Global lnc (Other Pla¡nt¡ff), Carlos A Huerta (Plaint¡f0, Alexander Christopher Trust (Plaintif0, Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintif0
Creditors: Sig Rogich (Defendant)
Judgment: 07 121 I2O1 6, Docketed : 07 l28l 20 1 6
Comment: Supreme Court No 67595 - "APPEAL AFFIRMED'

Clerk's Certificate (Judic¡al Officer: Allf, Nâncy)
Debtors: Go Global lnc (Other Pla¡ntiff), Carlos A Huerta (Plaintif0
Creditors: S¡g Rogich (Defendant), Eldorado Hills LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 07 13112017 , Docketed: O8lO7l2O17
Comment: Supreme Court No. 70492 APPEAL AFFIRMED

Order of D¡sm¡ssal With Prejud¡ce (Judic¡al Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Pla¡ntiff)
Cred¡tors: TELD, LLC (Consolidated Case Party), Peter El¡ades (Consolidated Case Party)
Judgment: 1 01051201 8, Docketed: 1OlO8l 2O18
Comment: Consoliated Case Parties Dismissed

Order of Dismissal With Prejudice (Judicial Off¡cer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Carlos A Huerta (Pla¡ntif0, Alexander Christopher Trust (Plaintif0, Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintift
Cred¡tors: Eldorado Hills LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 1010412019, Docketed: 1Ol14l2019

OTHER EVENTS AND HEARINGS

Case Opened
Compla¡nt

Complaint
lnit¡al Appearance Fee Disclosure

lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure (NRS Chapter 19)
Proof of Service

Proof of Serv¡ce - Eldorado H¡ils LLC
Motíon to Dismiss

(Vacated 10/30/2013) Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Mot¡on to Dismiss
lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure

ln¡tial Appearance Fee Disclosure
Proof of Service

Proof of Service - Sig Rog¡ch aka Sigmund Rogich
St¡pulat¡on and Order

St¡pulation and Order to Continue Hear¡ng on Mot¡on Hearings
Amended Complaint

Fhst Amended Complaint
Not¡ce

Defendant Eldorado Hiils LLC'' Not¡ce Vacat¡ng lts Mot¡on fo Dlsmiss
Notice

Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'S Not¡ce Vacating lts Motion fo Dismiss



1013112013

10t31t2013

1110812013

01109t2014

0211212014

0211412014

o2t20t2014

0212012014

03t12t2014

04130t2014

o511412014

07t25t2014

07125t2014

08t1 1t2014

0811312014

08t14t2014

08125t2014

0910212014

09t08t2014

0910912014

09t10t2014

0911112014

09t1112014

0911112014

o911212014

09t16t2014

09/1812014

09t19t2014

09t1912014

0912212014

09t22t2014

09t2512014

0912512014

09t26t2014

0912612014
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CANCELED Motion to Dismiss (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated - On ln Error
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC's Mot¡on to Dism¡ss

10n 6/201 3 Reset by Couñ to 10/31/201 3

CANCELED Mot¡on to Dismíss (9:00 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)
Vacated
pañies stipulated to th¡s continuance

Answer and Counterclaim
Answer to F¡rst Amended Compla¡nt and Counterclaim

Joint Case Conference Report
Jo¡nt Case Conference Repoñ

Comm¡ssioners Oecision on Request for Exempt¡on - Grantêd
Comm¡ssioner's Dec¡sion on Request for Exempt¡on - Granted

Arb¡trat¡on F¡le
Arb¡tration F¡le

Scheduling Order
Schedul¡ng Order

Answer to Counterclaim
Answer to Counterclaim

Order Setting Civil Bench Trial
Order Setting Civil Bench Trial, Pre-Trial/Calendar Call

Motion for Leave to File
Defendants' Motion for Leave to File an Amended Answer on an Order Shortening Time

Mot¡on for Leave (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf , Nancy)
Defendants'Motion for Leave to F¡le an Amended Answer on an Order Shoñening T¡me

Parties Present

Minutes

Result: Granted
Mot¡on for Partial Summary Judgment

Mot¡on for Part¡al Summary Judgment
Notice of Hearing

Notice of Hearing
Mot¡on for Partial Summary Judgment

Defendant S¡g Rogich, Trustee of The Rogich Family lrrevocable Ïrusl's Mot¡on for Pañ¡al Summary Judgment
Oppos¡tion and Countermotion

Plaintifls Opposition to Defendants' Mot¡on for Pañial Summary Judgment and Counter-Mot¡on for Paftial Summary Judgment
ln¡tial Appearance Fee Disclosure

lnitial Appearance and Fee Disclosure
Countêrmotion For Partial Summary Judgment

Plaint¡ff's Oppos¡t¡on to Defendant's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and Counter-Mot¡on for Pañial Summary Judgment
Reply to Opposition

Reply to Appos¡t¡on to Motion for Partial Summary Judgment
Reply to Opposition

Plaint¡ffs'Reply to Defendants'Opposition to Counter-Motion for Partial Summary Judgment
Certif¡cate of Serv¡cê

Ceftificate of Service
Errata

Errata
Mot¡on for Summary Judgment (1 0:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado Hills LLC's Motion for Pañ¡al Summary Judgment
Result: Granted
Oppos¡t¡on and Countermotion (10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Pla¡nt¡ff's Opposition to Defendants' Motion for Part¡al Summary Judgment and Counter-Mot¡on for Pañ¡al Summary Judgment
Result. Denied Wthout Prejudice
All Pending Motions (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Partìes Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Motion to Compel

Defendants'Motion to Compel Discovery Responses on Order Shortening T¡me
Amended Answer

Amended Answer to F¡rst Amended Compla¡nt; and Counterclaim Jury Demand
Reply to Oppos¡t¡on

Reply to Opposition to Motion for Partial Summary Judgment
Opposition to Motion to Compel

Pla¡nt¡ffs' Oppos¡t¡on to Motion to Compel Discove4,/ Responses on an Order Shoñen¡ng T¡me
Notice of Withdrawal of Motion

Not¡ce of Withdrawal of Pla¡nt¡ffs' Counter-Mot¡on for Part¡al Summary Judgment
Certificate of Service

Ceñif¡cate of Serv¡ce
Motion to Continue

Mot¡on to Continue Trial and Discovery on an Order Shortening Time
Opposition to Motion

Defendants Oppos¡t¡on to Motìon to Cont¡nue Trial and Discovery

Page 3 of20

Amended Certificate of Service
Amended Ceñif¡cate of Se'Vice

Motion to Compel (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)
Defts'Mot¡on to Compel D¡scove4¡ Responses on OSï

Result: Off Calendar
Motion to Continue Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Pltfs'Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Tr¡al and D¡scovery on an OST
Result: Den¡ed Wthout Prejudice



09t26t2014

09t30t2014

09t30t2014

1010112014

10to1t2014

10t02t2014

10106t2014

10t08t2014

1010812014

10t08t2014

10108t2014

10t24t2014

0111612015

01t28t2015

02t10t2015

o2t11t2015

02t2312015

02t24t2015

0311312015

10t30t2014

1013012014

10t30t2014

11/0312014

11t05t2014

11t0612014

1110712014

11t19t2014

1210512014

12t11t2014

1211512014

12t30t2014

01115t2015
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All Pending Motions (9:00 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Bulla, Bonnie)
Defts' Motion to Compel D¡scoye4tl Responses on AST ............. Pltfs' Mot¡on to Continue Tr¡al and Discovery on an OST
Parties Presênt

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Motion to Continue Trial

Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Trial on an Order Shortening Time (F¡rst Request)
Certificate of Service

Ceftificate of Service
Order Granting

Order Grant¡ng Partial Summary Judgment
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Opposition to Motion

Opposition to Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Tr¡al
Reply to Oppos¡t¡on

Reply to Defendants'Opposition to Motion to Cont¡nue Tr¡al on Order Shorten¡ng T¡me
Motion for Part¡al Summary Judgment (10:30 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendant Sig Rog¡ch, Trustee of The Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust's Motion for Pañial Summary Judgment
09/25/201 4 Reset by Court to 10/08/201 4

Result: Granted
Opposition and Countermot¡on ('10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendants'Motion for Pa¡íial Summary Judgment and CounterMot¡on for Part¡al Summary Judgment
09/25/2014 Reset by Courtto 10/08/2014

Result: Matter Heard
Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Trial (10:30 AM) (Judic¡al Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Pla¡nt¡ffs'Motion to Continue Trial on an Arder Shoñening Time
Result: No Ruling
All Pending Motions (10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cerAllf, Nâncy)

Part¡es Present

M¡nutes

Result: Mâtter Heerd
Status Check: Compliance (1 1 :00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Minutes

Result: Off Calendar
CANCELED Pretrial/Calendar Call (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy) t

Vacated
Case Appeal Statement

Case Appeal Statement
Notice of Appeal

Notice of Appeal
CANCELED Bench Trial (10:30 AM) (Judiciâl Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Order Granting Summary Judgment

Ordet Grant¡ng Part¡al Summary Judgment
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order Grant¡ng Pañ¡al Summary Judgment
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements

Memorandum of Cosfs and D¡sbursements
Motion for Attorney Fees

Motion for Award of Attorneys'Fees
Oppositíon to Motion

Plaintiffs'Opposition to Defendant's Mot¡on for Award of Attorneys'Fees
Stipulation and Order

Stipulation and Order to Cont¡nue Hearing on Motion Hearing
Notice of Entry of Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Reply in Support

Defendant's Reply ln Support of Motion for Award of Attorneys'Fees
Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Parties Present

Minutes

12/24/2014 Reset by Courtto 01/15/2015
Result: Granted
Recorders Transcript of Hearing

Recorder's Pañ¡al Transcr¡pt of Proceedings: Defendant S¡g Rogich, Trustee of the Rog¡ch Fam¡ly lrrcvocable Trust's Mot¡on for Partial Summary
Judgment Pla¡ntiffs' Oppos¡tion to Defendants' Mot¡on for Part¡al Summary Judgment and Counter-Mot¡on for Partial Summary Judgment Plaint¡ffs'
Motion to Cont¡nue Trial on Order Shoñen¡ng Time - Ruling - October 8, 2014

Notice
Notice of Transcript Request

Order Granting Motion
Order Grant¡ng Mot¡on For Award of Attorneys Fees

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order Granting Award of Attorneys Fees

Judgment
FINAL JUDGMENT

Noticê of Entry of Judgment
Notice of Entry of F¡nal Judgment

Recorders Transcript of Hearing



03t13t2015

03t1312015

0311712015

0412512015

06t15t2015

1112012015

02t22t2016

02t22t2016

0310712016

0311412016

03t22t2016

03t22t2016

0312212016

03t23t2016

0312412016

o410412016

o410412016

04t20t2016

0412812016

0412912016

04t29t2016

05t10t2016

0511612016

05t25t2016

05t25t2016

05t27t2016

0712112016

07t28t2016

07t28t2016

07t29t2016

0811212016

08t24t2016

0813012016

08t31t2016
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Recorder's PaúialTranscr¡pt of Proceed¡ngs: Notice of Hearing
Countermotion for Part¡al Summary Judgment - September 1 1,

Notice of Appeal
Notice of Appeal

Case Appeal Statement
Case Appeal Statement

Recorders Transcript of Hearing
Recorder's Transcript of Proceed¡ngs: Notice of Hear¡ng Plaint¡ff's Appos¡tion to Defendant's Mot¡on for Pañ¡al Summary Judgment and
Countermotion for Paft¡al Summary Judgment - September 1 1 , 2014

Request
Notice of Transcr¡pt Request

Recorders Transcript of Hearing
Recorder's Transcript of Proceedings: Paftial Transcript - Excludes Ruling Defendant, Sig Rogich Trustee of the Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable Trust's
Motion for Paftial Summary Judgment; Plaintiffs'Oppos¡tion to Defendants'Motion for Part¡al Summary Judgment; Plaintiffs'Motion to Continue
Trial on Order Shorten¡ng Time - October 8, 2014

Recorders Transcr¡pt of Hearing
Recorder's Transcript of Proceed¡ngs: Defendant's Motion for Attorneys Fees and Costs - January 1 5, 201 5

Order
Order Setting Status Check

Mot¡on to Recons¡der
Pla¡nt¡ffs' Mot¡on for Reconsiderat¡on or Relief from Order Granting Mot¡on for Part¡al Summary Judgment

Opposition
Opposition to Pla¡ntiffs' Mot¡on for Reconsideration for Relief from Order Granting Motion for Parlial Summary Judgment

Supplement to Opposit¡on
Supplement to Oppos¡t¡on to Pla¡nt¡ffs' Motion for Recons¡deration for Relief from Order Granting Motion for Paftial Summary Judgment

Minute Order (3:00 AM) (Jud¡c¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)
Minute Order: Status Check: Sfafus of Case set 3/24/201 6 VACATED

Minutes

Result: M¡nute Order - No Hearing Held
Reply to Oppos¡tion

Plaintiffs'(A) Reply to Defendants'Oppos¡tion to Mot¡on for Reconsideration or Relief from Order Granting Motion for Parfial Summary Judgment;
and (B) Request for Oral Argument

Application
Plaint¡ffs' Application to Set Oral Argument on Motion for Recons¡deration or Relief from Order Granting Motion for Pañial Summary Judgment

Minute Order (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Minute Order: Matters set on 3/29/201 6 chambers calendar and 5/1 0/201 6 chambers calendar.
Minutes

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held
CANCELED Status Check: Status of Case (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Status Check: Sfafus of Case

Substitut¡on of Attorney
Subst¡tution of Attorneys

Supplement
Plaintiffs' Supplement to Mot¡on for Reconsiderat¡on or Relief from Order Granttng Motion for Partial Summary Judgment

Motion For Reconsideration (1 0:30 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)
Pla¡ntiffs' Mot¡on for Reconsideration or Rel¡ef from Order Grant¡ng Motion for Pañial Summary Judgment
Minutes

03/29/2016 Reset by Courtto 04/20/2016
Result: Den¡ed
Order Denying Motion

Order Denying Mot¡on for Reconsideration or Rel¡ef from Arder Granting Motion for Part¡al Summary Judgment
Not¡ce of Entry of Order

Notice of Entry of Order Denying Mot¡on for Recons¡derat¡on or Relief from Order Granting Motion for Partial Summary Judgment
NV Supreme Court Clerks Certificate/Judgment -Remanded

Nevada Supreme Couñ Clerk's Ceñif¡cate Judgment - Reversed and Remand; Rehear¡ng Denied
CANCELED Motion (3:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Pla¡nt¡ffs' Appl¡cation to Set Oral Argument on Mot¡on for Reconsideration or Rel¡ef from Arder Granting Mot¡on for Pañ¡al Summary Judgment

Substitution of Attorney
Subst¡tut¡on of Cou nsel

Notice of Appeal
Notice of Appeal

Case Appeal Statement
Case Appeal Statement

Not¡ce of Posting Bond
Plaintiffs'Not¡ce of Posting Bond

NV Supremê Court Clerks Certificate/Judgment - Affirmed
Nevada Supreme Cou¡f Clerk's Ceñif¡cate Judgment - Affhmed

Motion for Attorney Fees
(Withdrawn 8/30/16) Mot¡on for Award of Attorneys'Fees

Declaration
Declaration of Samuel S. L¡onel ¡n Suppott of Mot¡on for Award of Attorneys'Fees

Amended Certifícate of Service
Amended Certificate of Serv¡ce

Opposition to Motion
Pla¡nt¡ffs'Opposition to Motion for Award of Attorneys'Fees

Reply in Support
Reply in Support of Motion for Award of Attorneys'Fees

Stipulat¡on and Order
Stipulation and Order to Withdraw Mot¡on for Award of Attorneys' Fees Without Prejudice

CANCELED Motion for Attorney Fees (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

PIaìnt¡ff's Oppos¡tion to Defendant's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and
201 4
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11t13t2017

1111612017

11t16t2017

11t16t2017
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1113012017

12t04t2017
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Vacated - per Stipulation and Order
Motion for Award of Attorneys'Fees

Not¡cê
Plaintiffs' Not¡ce of Transcript Request

Recorders Transcript of Hear¡ng
Transcript Re: Plaintiffs' Motion for Reconsiderat¡on or Reliet from Order Granting Mot¡on for Partial Summary Judgment - Apr¡l 20, 2016

Affidavit
Aff¡davit of Judgment

Order to Stat¡stícally Close Case
C¡vil Order to Stat¡stically Close Case

Stipulat¡on and Order
St¡ pu I ation for Consol ¡d ation

Notice of Consolidation
Notice of Consolidation

Answer
Defendants' Answer to Complaint

Joint Case Conferênce Report
Jo¡nt Case Conference Report

Mot¡on to Quash
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Mot¡on for Temporary Protective Order to Quash Depos¡tion Notice and Extend Time to Respond to lnterrogatories

Mot¡on to Quash
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Mot¡on for Temporary Protect¡ve Order to Quash Depos¡tion Not¡ce and Extend T¡me to Respond to lnterrogatories

Opposition and Countermotion
ntermotion for 2 Days to Complete Mr.Harlap's Deposition and Leave fo Serve 25 Additional lnterrogator¡es

CANCELED Mot¡on for Protective Order (9:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Motion for Temporary Protect¡ve Order to Quash Deposition Notice and Extend Time to Respond to lnterrogator¡es

Motion for Protect¡ve Order (9:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Bulla, Bonnie)
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion for Temporary Protect¡ve Order to Quash Deposition Notice and Extend T¡me to Respond to lnterrogator¡es

Result: Granted in Pârt
Oppos¡tion and Countermotion (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Defendants Oppos¡tion to Plaint¡ff s Motion for Temporary Protective Order to Quash Depos¡t¡on Not¡ce and Extend Time to Respond to
lntenogator¡es and Countermotion for 2 Days to Complete Mr. Harlap's Deposition and Leave fo Serve 25 Add¡tional lntenogator¡es

Result: Granted in Part
All Pending Motions (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Parties Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Order Setting Civil Jury Tríal, Pre-Trial, and Calendar Call

Order Setting Civil Jury Trial, Pre-Tr¡aUCalendat Call
NV Supreme Court Clerks Cert¡ficate/Judgment - Aff¡rmed

Nevada Supreme Court Clerk's Cert¡ficate Judgment - Aff¡rmed
Affidavit

Corrected Affidavit of Judgment
Notice of F¡rm Name Change

Notice of F¡rm Name Change
Not¡ce of Dêposition

NOTICE OF TAKING DEPOSITION AND REQUESÎFOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Status Check: Compl¡ance (3:00 AM) (Judic¡al Off¡cer Bulla, Bonnie)

DCRR 7-21-17
Result: Matter Continued
Stipulation

Stipulation re: Re-Open Deadlines
Object¡on

Objection to Notice of Taking Deposit¡on and Request for Product¡on ot Documents
D¡scovery Commissioners Report and Recommendat¡ons

Discovery Commlssloner's Repoñ and Recommendation
Notice

Not¡ce of Issuancê of Subpoenas Duces Tecum
Mot¡on to Compel

Defendants' Motion to Compel
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Subpoena Duces Tecum to Nevada T¡tle Company
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Subpoena Duces Tecum to Kenneth Woloson, Esq.
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Subpoena Duces Tecum to Holley, Driggs, Walch, Fine, Wray, Puzey & Thompson
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Subpoena Duces Tecum to Bradshaw, Sm¡th & Co, LLP
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Subpoena Duces Tecum fo Gerefy & Assoc/afes
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Subpoena Duces Tecum to Bank of Nevada
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Subpoena Duces Tecum to Mutual of Omaha BanR
Subpoena Duces Tecum

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Subpoena Duces Tecum to City Nat¡onal Bank
Notice of Change of Hearing

Notice of Change of Hear¡ng
Opposition

Opposit¡on to Motion to Compel
Reply ¡n Support

Defendants' Reply in Support of Mot¡on to Compel

Page 6 of 20
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Notice
Notice of lssuance of Subpoena Duces Tecum

Subpoena Duces Tecum
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Subpoena Duces Tecum to Blakely lsland Holdings, LLC

Notice
Not¡ce of lssuance of Subpoenas Duces Tecum

Motion to Compel (9:30 AM) (Jud¡cia¡ Off¡cer Bulla, Bonnie)
1 211 512017, 01 I 23t2018, 03tO7 t2018
COURT CALL - Defendants'Mot¡on to Compel
M¡nutes

1 A1 4/201 7 Reset by Court to 1 2n 5/2017

01/1 1/201 8 Reset by Court to 01/23/201 I
02/07/201 8 Reset by Court to 03/07/201 I

Result: Continued
Motion for Leave to File

Mot¡on for Leave to Amend Answer to Complaint
Certificate of Sèrvicê

Ceftificate of Service
Stipulation and Order to Extend Discovêry Deadlines

Stipulation and Order to Extend Discovery Deadl¡nes
Acceptance of Service

Acceptance of Serv¡ce Regard¡ng Subpoena Duces Tecum to Carlos Huefta
Non Opposition

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Non-Oppos¡t¡on to Motion for Leave to Amend Answer to Compla¡nt
Mot¡on to Strike

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Mot¡on to Strike Defendants' Mot¡on to Compel
Stipulation and Order

Stipulat¡on and Order to Vacate Hear¡ng on Defendants' Mot¡on for leave to Amend Answer
Order Shorten¡ng Time

Order Shortening Time to Motion to Strike Defendants'Mot¡on to Compel
Motion to Compel

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'I Motion to Compel Defendanfs Responses to Request for Product¡on and lnterrogatories
Opposit¡on

Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to Strke Defendants'Mot¡on to Compel
Motion to Strike

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Reply in Support of Motion to Strike Defendants'Mot¡on to Compet
CANCELED Motion for Leave (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated - per Stipulation and Arder
Motion for Leave to Amend Answer to Compla¡nt

Motion to Str¡ke (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonn¡e)
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion to Strike Defendants' Motion to Compel

01/25/201 8 Reset by Court to 01/23/201 I
Result: Denied
All Pend¡ng Motions (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Parties Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Amended Answer

(4746239) Defendants' First Amended Answer to Complaint
Cert¡f¡cate of Service

Ceñif¡cate of Service
Opposition to Motion to Compel

Opposition to Motion to Compel and Countermot¡on for an Order that the Answers fo Reguesfs for Adm¡ssions Should be Cons¡dered as Having
Been Timely Filed

Substitution of Attorney
(47 4 6239) Su bstitutio n of Attorn ey s

Reply to Oppos¡tion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Reply in Support of Mot¡on to Compel

Oppos¡t¡on to Motion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Opposition to Countermotion for an Order That the Answers ro Requests for Adm¡ssion Should be Considered as Having
Been Timely Filed

Order Grant¡ng Motion
Order Grant¡ng Mot¡on for Leave to Amend Answer to Complaint

Substitution of Attorney
Substitution of Attorneys

Substitution of Attorney
Subst¡tution of Counsel

Mot¡on for Summary Judgment
Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

Reply in Support
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTERMOTION FOR AN ORDER THAT THE ANSI//ERS TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS SHOULD BF
CONSIDERED AS HAVING BEEN TIMELY FIELD

Supplement to Opposition
Defendants Peter Eliades, ¡nd¡vidually and as Irusfee of The El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and TELD, LLC'9 Supplemental Oppos¡t¡on to
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's 

^lotion 
to Compel

Jo¡nder to Motion For Summary Judgment
Defendants Peter Eliades, individually and as lrusfee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado Hills, LLC, and Teld, LLC'' Joinder to
Motion for Summary Judgment

Motion to Compel (9:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)
CAURT CALL - Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Motion to Compel Defendants Responses fo Request for Production and lnterrogator¡es

02/07/201 8 Reset by Court to 02/07/201 I



0310712018

03t0712018

03/08/20 1 I

0311412018

03t19t2018

03t20t2018

03121t2018

03t22t2018

04t11t2018

0411112018

04t16t2018

0411712018

04t17t2018

0411712018

04t17 t2018

0411812018

o4l1al201a

0411812018

04t18t2018

04t18t2018

0411912018

04t23t2018

04t26t2018

0412712018

0412712018

04t27t2018

05t01t2018

05102t2018

o5t03t2018
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02/07/201 8 Reset by Court to 03/07/201 I
Result: Withdrewn
Opposition and Countermot¡on (9:00 AM) (Judic¡âl Off¡cêr Bulla, Bonnie)

COURT CALL - Opposit¡on to Motion to Compel and Countermot¡on for an Order That the Answers to Requesfs for Adm¡ssions Should be
Considered as Having Been Timely Filed

02/07/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 03/07/201 I
Result: Granted
All Pending Mot¡ons (9:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Parties Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Joinder to Motion For Summary Judgment

Sigmund Rog¡ch, lnd¡vidually and as Trustee of the Rog¡ch Family lnevocable Trust and lmitat¡ons LLC'' Jo¡nder to Defendants Peter El¡ades
lnd¡v¡dually and as Trustee of the Eliades Trust of 10/30/08 Eldorado H¡ils LLC and Teld's Jo¡nder to Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

Discovery Commissioners Report and Recommendations
D¡scovery Commlssioners Report and Recommendation

Opposition and Countermotion
Oppos¡tion to Mot¡on for Summary Judgment; Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment; and Countermotion for NRCP 56(0 Relief

lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure
Fee Disclosure

Notice of Entry
NOTICE OF ENTRY

CANCELED Status Check: Compl¡ance (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)
Vacated - per Commissioner

Reply ¡n Support
Defendants Sigmund Rog¡ch, lndiv¡duaily and as Trustee of the Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lmitat¡ons, LLC'i Reply ¡n Support of Mot¡on
for Summary Judgment and Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC"s Countermotion for Summary Judgment and for NRCP 56(D Rel¡ef

Reply in Support
Defendants Peter Eliades, lnd¡v¡dually and as lrustee of The Eliades Su\ivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado Hiils, LLC, and Teld, LLC'i: (1) Reply ¡n
Suppot-t of their Jo¡nder to Motion for Summary Judgment; and (2) Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Countermotion for Summary Judgment
and for N.R.C.P. 56(0 Relief

Reply to Opposition
Reply to Oppos¡t¡on to Countermotion for Summary Judgment: and Countermot¡on for NRCP 56(0 Rel¡ef

Joinder
S¡gmund Rogich, lndividually and as Irusfee of the Rog¡ch Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tat¡ons, LLC'' Joinder to Defendants Peter El¡ades,
lndividually and as Irusfee of the El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado H¡ils, LLC and Teld's Reply ¡n Support of The¡r Jo¡nder to Motion
for Summary Judgment and Opposition to Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Countermotion for Summary Judgment and NRCP 56(D Rel¡ef

Notice of Taking Dêposition
Not¡ce of Taking Deposition of Sigmund Rogich

Notice of Tak¡ng Deposition
Notice of Tak¡ng Depos¡t¡on of Peter El¡ades

Notice of Taking Deposition
Not¡ce of Taking Depos¡tions

Motion for Summary Judgment (10:00 AM) (Judic¡al Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

03/28/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 04n 8/201 I
Result: Granted in Part
Joinder (10:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendants Peter Eliades, ¡nd¡v¡dually and as Trustee of The El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado H¡ils, LLC, and Teld, LLC'9 Jo¡nder to
Motion for Summary Judgment

03/28/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 04/1 8/201 I
Result: Matter Heard
Joinder (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Ïrusfee of the Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tations LLC'' Joinder to Defendants Peter Eliades
lndividually and as ïrøslee of the Eliades Trust of 10/30/08 Eldorado Hiils LLC and Teld's Jo¡nder to Motion for Summary Judgment

Result: Matter Heard
Opposit¡on and Countermotion (10:00 AM) (Jud¡cial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Oppos¡tion to Motion for Summary Judgment; Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment; and Countermotion for NRCP 56(0 Relief
Result: Denied
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Part¡es Present

M¡nutes

Result: Matter Heard
Recorders Transcript of Hear¡ng

Pañ¡al Transcript of Proceed¡ngs, All Pend¡ng Mot¡ons (Rul¡ng Only), Heard on April 18, 2018
Recorders Transcr¡pt of Hearing

Pañial Transcript of Proceedings, Ail Pending Motions (Excludes Ruling), Heard on April 1 8, 201 I
CANCELED Status Check: Compliance (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Bulla, Bonnie)

Vacated - per Commissioner
Amended Not¡ce of Taking Deposition

Amended Notice of Taking Deposition of Sigmund Rogich
Notice of Taking Deposition

Notice of Taking Depos¡t¡on of Kenneth Woloson, Esq.
Amended Not¡ce of Taking Deposition

Amended Not¡ce of Tak¡ng Deposition of Mel¡ssa Olivas
Discovery Commissioners Report and Recommendations

D¡scovery Commlssioners Report and Recommendations
Notice of Entry

Notice of Entry
Motion to Continuê Tr¡al

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to Continue Trial and to Set F¡rm Trial Date on Order Shoñening T¡me



0510912018

05t10t2018

05t10t2018

05t10t2018

o511012018

0511012018

o't10t2018

0511112018

05t11t2018

o5/1512018

05t17t2018

o5t21t2018

0512212018

05t22t2018

05122t2018

06to1/2018

06101t2018

06t01t2018

0610112018

06to1/2018

06t01t2018

06t04t2018

06104t2018

0610512018

0610612018

0611212018

06t1412018

06t14t2018

0611912018

06119t2018

0611912018

06t21t2018

06t25t2018

06t2512018

06t25t2018
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Not¡ce of Taking Deposition
Amended Not¡ce of Taking Deposit¡ons

Opposit¡on to Motion
Defendants Sigmund Rog¡ch, lnd¡viduaily and As Trustee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tations, LLC'' Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah
yegas,LLC'S Motion to Continue Trial and to Set Firm Tr¡al Date on OST

Notice of Taking Oeposition
Amended Notice of Tak¡ng Deposit¡on of Kenneth Woloson, Esq.

Motion in Limine
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion ¡n L¡m¡ne #1 re: Eldorado H¡lls, LLC Bound by Adm¡ssions and Statements of lts Managing Member

Motion in Lim¡ne
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Mot¡on ¡n Limine #2 re: NRS 47.240(2) Mandates Finding That Nanyah Vegas, LLC lnvested $1 .5 M¡ll¡on lnto Eldorado
H¡ils, LLC

Motion in L¡mine
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion in Limine #3 re: Defendants Bound by Their Answers to Compla¡nt

Motion in Limine
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Mot¡on in Llmine #4 Yoav Harlap's Personal Financ¡als

Notice of Non Opposition
Defendants Peter El¡ades, lnd¡v¡dually and as lrusfee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado H¡ils, LLC, and Teld, LLC'' Not¡ce of
Non-Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Tr¡al and to Set Firm Tr¡al Date on Order Shoñening T¡me

Mot¡on in L¡mine
Defendants' Motion in Lim¡ne to L¡m¡t Tr¡al Testimony of Yoav Harlap at Trial

Reply to Opposition
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Reply ¡n Suppoñ of Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Tr¡al and to Set F¡rm Trial Date

Mot¡on to Continue Trial (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Motion to Continue Tr¡al and to Set Firm Trial Date on Order Shorten¡ng T¡me

Parties Presenl

Minutes

Result: Den¡ed
Joinderto Motion in Limine

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as frusfee of The Eliades Su\ivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado Hiils, LLC, and Teld, LLC'' Joinder to
Motion in L¡m¡ne to L¡mit Tr¡al Test¡mony of Yoav Harlap at Tr¡al

Order Deny¡ng Motion
Order Deny¡ng Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment and Deny¡ng NRCP 56(f) Relief

Order
(4686303) Order Pañ¡ally Granting Summary Judgment

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Orders

Motion for Summary Judgment
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'S Motion for Summary Judgment

Appendix
Appendix

Appendix
Appendix

of Exhib¡ts to Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'' Mot¡on for Summary Judgment Volume 1 of 2

of Exhibits to Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC'S Motion for Summary Judgment Volume 2 of 2
Motion for Summary Judgment

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as lrusfee of The El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC's Motion for Summary Judgment
Appendix

Appendix of Exhibits to Defendants Peter El¡ades, lnd¡vidually and as lruslee of The El¡ades SUN¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC's MotÌon
for Summary Judgment Volume 1 of 2

Appendix
Append¡x of Exh¡b¡ts to Defendants Peter El¡ades, lnd¡viduaily and as Irusfee of The El¡ades SuNivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'' Motion
for Summary Judgment Volume 2 of 2

Order Deny¡ng Motion
Order Deny¡ng Mot¡on to Continue Trial Date and Granting Firm Tr¡al Date Setting

Mot¡on to Reconsider
Mot¡on to Reconsider Order Part¡ally Grant¡ng Summary Judgment

Motiôn
Defendants Sigmund Rog¡ch, lndividually And As Trustee Of The Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable Trust And lm¡tations, Llc's Motion For
Recons¡derat¡on

Order Setting Civil Jury Trial, Pre-Tr¡al, and Calendar Call
Order Setting Civil Jury Tr¡al,Pre-Tr¡al/Calendar Call

Not¡cê of Taking Depos¡tion
Amended Notice of Tak¡ng Deposition of Dolores Eliades

Opposition
Defendants S¡gmund Rogich lndividually and as lrusfee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC'S Opposition to Mot¡on to
Reconsider Order Paftially Grant¡ng Summary Judgment

Joinder To Motion
Defendants Peter El¡ades, lndividually and as lrusfee of The El¡ades SUN¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado Hills, LLC, and Teld, LLC'S Joinder to
Defendants Sigmund Rog¡ch, lndiv¡dually and as Trustee of The Rog¡ch Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tations, LLC'' Motion for Recons¡derat¡on

Motion for Leave to File
Mot¡on for Leave to F¡le Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Opposition to Eliades Defendants' Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for Summary
Judgment ¡n Excess of Th¡tly (30) Pages

Opposition and Countermotion
Oppos¡tion to Eliades Defendants' Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment

Opposition and Countermotion
Opposit¡on to Eldorado H¡il's Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for Summary Judgment

Opposition to Mot¡on
Defendants Peter Eliades, lndiv¡dually and as Ïrusfee of The Eliades SUN¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado Hills, LLC, and Teld, LLC'S Oppos¡t¡on
to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Mot¡on to Reconsider Order Part¡ally Grant¡ng Summary Judgment

CANCELED Jury Trial (10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cerAllf, Nancy)
Vacated

lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure
Fee Disclosure

lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure



06t25t2018

0612512018

07t02t2018

07 11012018

07/10t2018

07 t10t2018

07 t13t2018

07t16t2018

0711612018

0711612018

07t19t2018

07 119t2018

07t20t2018

07t23t2018

0712412018

0712412018

07t24t2018

0712412018

07t25t2018

07t25t2018

07t26t2018

07t26t2018

07t26t2018

0712612018

07126t2018

07t26t2018

07t26t2018

07t2612018
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Fee Disclosure
Reply to Opposition

Repty in Supporf of Mot¡on to Reconsider Order Partiatty Grant¡ng Summary Judgment
Oppos¡tion to Motion

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Opposition to Defendants S¡gmund Rogich, lndividually and as l'rusfee of the Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable Trust and
lmitation, LLC'' Mot¡on for Recons¡deration and Joinder

Reply ¡n Support
Reply in Suppot't of Defendants' S¡gmund Rogich, lnd¡vidually and as lrusfee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations LL"C Motion
for Reconsiderat¡on

Motion to Reconsider (3:00 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)
Mot¡on to Reconsider Order Pañ¡ally Grant¡ng Summary Judgment

Result: Denied
Motion For Reconsideration (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lnd¡v¡dually And As Trustee Of The Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust And lmitations, Llc's Mot¡on For
Reconsiderat¡on

Result: Denied
All Pênd¡ng Motions (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Minutes

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held
Mot¡on to Strike

Defendants Peter El¡ades, lndividually and as Ïrusfee of The Eliades Surv¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, Teld, LLC, and Eldorado Hills, LLC'' Mot¡on, on
Order Shortening T¡me, to Strike Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Untimely Countermot¡ons for Summary Judgment

Receipt of Copy
Rece¡pt of Copy of Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as Trustee of The El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Teld, LLC, and Eldorado Hills,
LLC's Motion, on Order Shoñening Time, to Str¡ke Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Untimely Countermot¡ons for Summary Judgment

Rece¡pt of Copy
Receipt of Copy of Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as rrusfee of The El¡ades Surv¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, Teld, LLC, and Eldorado Hills,
LLC'I Motion, on Order Shorten¡ng Time, to Strike Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Unt¡mely Countermotions for Summary Judgment

Motion
Defendants' Motion for Expedited Hearing on Pend¡ng Mot¡ons in Limine on Arder Shortening Time

Reply in Support
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC's Reply in Suppoñ of lts Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Oppos¡tion to Countermotion for Summary Judgment

Reply in Support
Defendants Peter Eliades, lnd¡v¡dually and as lrusfee of The El¡ades Surv¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'S Reply in Suppoñ of The¡r Motion
for Summary Judgment and Opposition to Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment

Minute Order (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Mtnute Order: Motion for Leave to F¡le Nanyah Vegas LLC's Oppos¡tion to El¡ades Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment and Countermotion
for Summary Judgment in Excess of Th¡rty (30) Pages set 7/25/2018 GRANTED and VACATED

Minutes

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held
Oppos¡tion to Motion

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Opposit¡on to Mot¡on to Strike Untimely Countermotions for Summary Judgment
Ordêr

Order Deny¡ng Mot¡on to Recons¡der
Ê.rrata

Errata to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Oppos¡tion to Motion to Str¡ke Untimely Countermot¡ons for Summary Judgment
Reply ¡n Support

Reply ¡n Support of Defendants Peter El¡ades, lnd¡v¡dually and as lrusfee of The El¡ades SuNivor Trust of 10/30/08, Teld, LLC, and Eldorado
H¡ils, LLC'' Mot¡on, on Order Shortening T¡me, to Str¡ke Nanyah Vegas, LLC'; Untimely Countermotions for Summary Judgment

Opposition to Motion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' L¡m¡ted Oppos¡t¡on to Defendants'Motionf or Expedited Hearing on Pend¡ng Mot¡ons ¡n L¡m¡ne on Order Shortening Time

CANCELED Motion for Leave (9:00 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)
Vacated
Motion for Leave to F¡le Nanyah Vegas LLC'9 Opposit¡on to Eliades Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for Summary
Judgment in Excess of Th¡tty (30) Pages

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Support of Defendants'Mot¡on for Exped¡ted Hear¡ng on Pending Mot¡ons ¡n L¡mine

Motion for Summâry Judgment (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC's Motion for Summary Judgment

07/05/201 8 Reset by Court to 07/26/201 I
Result: Denied
Motion for Summary Judgment (1 0:30 AM) (Jud¡c¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndiv¡dually and as Ïrusfee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'' Motion for Summary Judgment
07/05/201 8 Reset by Coutf to 07/26/201 I

Result: Granted
Opposit¡on and Countermotion (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Opposition to Eliades Defendants Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for Summary Judgment
Result: Den¡ed
Oppos¡tion and Countermotion (10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Oppos¡t¡on to Eldorado Hills Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermot¡on for Summary Judgment.
Result: Denied
Motion to Strike ('10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndiv¡dually and as Trustee of The Eliades SuNivor Trust of 10/30/08, Teld, LLC, and Eldorado Hiils, LLC'i Motion, on
Order Shoñening Time, to Str¡ke Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Unt¡mely Countermotions for Summary Judgment

Result: Denied
Motion (10:30 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendant's Motion for Exp¡deited Hear¡ng on Pend¡ng Mot¡on ln Limine on order Shorten¡ng T¡me
Result: Granted
Notice of Entry of Order

Notice of Entry of Order Deny¡ng Motion for Reconsiderat¡on
All Pend¡ng Motions (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Parties Present



08t02t2018

0810712018

08t10t2018

0811312018

08t13t2018

08t17t2018

0910412018

09t05t2018

09t07t2018

09t07t2018

0910712018

09t19t2018

09t1912018

0911912018

0911912018

09t20t2018

0st2412018

0912412018

09t24t2018

0912612018

09t27t2018

0912712018

09127t2018

0912712018

09t28t2018

09t28t2018

0912812018

0912812018

1010212018
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Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Recorders Transcript of Hearing

Transcript of Proceed¡ngs, Mot¡ons, Heard on July 26, 201 I
Dec¡sion (3:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

DECISION: Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as lrusfee of The El¡ades Surv¡vor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'I Mot¡on for Summary
Judgment and Opposition to Eliades Defendants Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and Countermotion for Summary Judgment
Minutes

Result: Decision Made
Order

Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Mot¡on for Reconsideration
Not¡ce of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order Deny¡ng Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion for Reconsideration
Order Granting Motion

Order
Motion

Mot¡on for Rehear¡ng
Opposit¡on to Motion

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'; Opposition to Mot¡on for Rehear¡ng and Countermot¡on for Award of Fees and Cosfs
Errata

Errata to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Opposition to Motion for Rehear¡ng and Countermot¡on for Award of Fees and Cosfs
Motion in L¡mine

Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'S Mot¡on in Limine to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado Hills, LLC is Bound by Any Testimony or Statements by
Carlos Huerta Following his Resignat¡on as an Eldorado H¡ils, LLC Manager

Motion in L¡m¡ne
Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'9 Motion ¡n Lim¡ne to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado H¡ils, LLC is Bound by Any Contractual Rec¡tals,
Statements, or Language

Motion in Limine
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC's Motion in L¡mine to Preclude Any Evidence or Argument Regarding an Alleged lmplied-ln-Fact Contract Between
Eldorado H¡ils, LLC and Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Oppos¡tion to Mot¡on
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'S Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Mot¡on ¡n L¡m¡ne # 3: Defendants Bound by the¡r Answers fo Complaint

Opposition to Motion
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Oppos¡tion to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion in Limine # 4: Yoav Harlap's Personal F¡nanc¡als

Opposition to Motion
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Mot¡on in L¡mine # 1: Eldorado Hiils, LLC Bound by Adm¡ssions and
Sfatemenfs of its Managing Member

Opposition to Mot¡on
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC's Oppos¡tìon to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion in Limine # 2: NRS 47.240(2) Mandates Find¡ng that Nanyah Vegas,
LLC lnvested $1.5 M¡il¡on lnto Eldorado H¡lls, LLC

Reply in Support
Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lnd¡vidually and as I/usfee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tat¡ons, LLC'9 Reply in Support of Their
Motion for Rehear¡ng

Oppositíon to Mot¡on in Limine
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Opposition to Motion in L¡mine to Preclude any Ev¡dence or Argument Regarding an Alleged lmplied-in-Fact Contract
Between Eldorado Hills, LLC and Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Opposition to Motion ¡n Limine
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Opposition to Mot¡on in Lim¡ne to Preclude any Argument that Eldorado Hlils, LLC ¡s bound by any test¡mony or Statements
by Carlos Hue¡'ta Following his Res¡gnat¡on as an Eldorado H¡lls Manager

Opposition to Mot¡on ¡n Lim¡ne
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Opposit¡on to Mot¡on ¡n L¡m¡ne to Preclude any Argument that Eldorado Hills, LLC is Bound by any Contractual Rec¡tals,
Sfafen?enfs, or Language

Not¡ce of Association of Counsel
Not¡ce of Assoc¡ation of Counsel

Motion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Off¡cerAllf, Nancy)
Motion for Rehearing

09/20/201 8 Reset by Coutf to 09/27/201 I
Result: Decision Made
Opposition and Countermotion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas LLC'S Oppos¡t¡on to Mot¡on for Rehearing and Countermot¡on for Award of Fees and Cosfs
09/20/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 09/27/201 I

Result: Decision Made
Amended Notice

Amended Not¡ce of Associat¡on of Counsel
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Part¡es Present

Mrnutes

Result: Matter Heard
Opposition

Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lnd¡v¡duaily and as Tr¿./sfee of the Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC'' Oppos¡tion to Nanyah
Vegas, LLC'' Motion ¡n L¡mine #2 Rer NRS 47.240(2) Mandates Flnding that Nanyah Vegas lnvested $1.5 Million ¡nto Eldorado H¡ils, LLC

Oppos¡t¡on
Defendants S¡gmund Rog¡ch, lndividually and as lruslee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitaÍons, LLC'S Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah's
Mot¡on ¡n L¡mine #3 re Defendants Bound by the¡r Answers fo Complaint

Non Oppos¡t¡on
Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations Notice of Non-Appos¡tion to
Nanyah's Mot¡on ¡n Lim¡ne #4 Re Yoav Harlap's Personal Financials

Oppos¡tion
Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmita¿ions, LLC5 Oppos¡tion to Nanyah
Vegas, LLC'9 Mot¡on ¡n L¡mine #1 Re Eldorado Hiils, LLC Bound by Admiss¡ons and Statements of its Managing Member

Recorders Transcript of Hearing
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Transcript of Proceedings, Motion for Rehearing; Nanyah yegas LLC'S Opposition to Motion for Rehear¡ng and Counter Motion for Award ot Fees
and Cos¿s, Heard on September 27, 201 I

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Suppoñ of Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC', Motion ¡n L¡m¡ne to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado Hills, LLC is Bound by Any
Contractual Rec¡tals, Sfafenenfs, or Language

Reply ¡n Support
Reply in Support of Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC'I Mot¡on ¡n L¡mine to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado H¡lts, LLC is Bound by Any
Testimony or Statements by Carlos Huerta Following his Res¡gnat¡on as an Eldorado Hiils, LLC Manager

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Suppot't of Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'j Mot¡on ¡n Limine to Preclude Any Evidence or Argument Regarding an Aileged lmpl¡ed-ln-
Fact Contract Between Eldorado Hills, LLC and Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Reply to Opposition
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'i Reply to Opposit¡ons to Motion in L¡m¡ne #1 re: Eldorado Hills, LLC Bound by Admissions and Statements of lts Manag¡ng
Member

Reply to Opposition
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Reply to Oppos¡t¡ons to Motion ¡n LÌm¡ne #2 re: NRS 47.240(2) Mandates Finding that Nanyah Vegas, LLC lnvesfed $7.5
M¡il¡on ¡nto Eldorado Hills, LLC

Reply to Opposition
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Reply to OpposÍions to Motion in Limine l+3 re: Defendants Bound by The¡r Answers to Compla¡nt

Reply to Opposition
Nanyah Vegas, LLC', Reply to Oppositions to Motion ¡n Lim¡ne #4 re: Yoav Harlap's Personal Financials

Decision (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
DECISION: MOTION FOR REHEARING; NANYAH YEGAS LLC,S OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR REHEARING AND COUNTERMOTION FOR
AWARD OF FEES,AND COSIS
Minutes

1 0/09/201 8 Reset by Coutl to 10/05/201 I
Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held
Order

(4686303, 4746239) Order: (1) Granting Defendants Peter El¡ades, lnd¡v¡dually and as lrusfee ofthe El¡ades SurvivorTrust of 10/30/08, and
Teld, LLC'; Motion for Summary Judgment; and (2) Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC'I Countermotion for Summary Judgment

Notice of Entry of Order
Not¡ce of Entry of Order

Motion ¡n Lím¡ne (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Motion ¡n L¡mine #1 re: Eldorado Hills, LLC Bound by Adm¡sslons and Sfafemenfs of lts Managing Member

1 0n 0/201 8 Reset by Caurt to 10n 0/201 I
1 1/01/201 8 Reset by Court to 1 0/1 0/201 I

Result: Denied
Motion in Limine (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion ¡n L¡m¡ne #2 rej /VRS 47.240(2) Mandates F¡nd¡ng That Nanyah Vegas, LLC lnvesfed $1.5 M¡il¡on lnto Eldorado
Hiils, LLC

1 0/1 0/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 1 0/1 0/201 I
11/01/2018 Reset by Courlto 10/10/2018

Result: Den¡ed
Motion in L¡m¡ne (1 0:30 AM) (Jud¡c¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Mot¡on in Limine #3 re: Defendants Bound by Their Answers to Compla¡nt

1 0/1 0/201 8 Reset by Court to 1 0/1 0/201 I
1 1/01/201 8 Reset by Coutt to 10n 0/201 I

Result: Granted
Motion in Limine (10:30 AM) (Jud¡cial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion in Llmine #4 Yoav Harlap's Personal F¡nancials

06/1 4/201 8 Reset by Court to 06/1 3/201 I
1 0h 0/201 8 Reset by Cou¡'t to 10n 0/201 I
1 1/01/201 8 Reset by Court to 10n 0/201 I

Result: Granted in Part
Joinder (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as lruslee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, Eldorado H¡ils, LLC, and Teld, LLC'i Joinder to
Motion in L¡mine to Lim¡t Trial Test¡mony of Yoav Harlap at Tr¡al

06/1 4/201 8 Resef by Court to 06n 3/201 I
1 O/1 0/201 8 Reset by Coutl to 1 0n 0/201 I
1 1 /01/201 8 Reset by Couñ to 1 0/1 0/201 I

Result: Matter Heard
Motion in Limine (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Mot¡on ¡n L¡m¡ne to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado H¡lls, LLC ¡s Bound by Any Testimony or Statements by
Carlos Hueña Follow¡ng his Resignation as an Eldorado H¡ils, LLC Alanager

1 0/1 0/2Ol 8 Reset by Court to 1 0/1 0/201 I
Result: Granted
Mot¡on in Limine (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'9 Mot¡on ¡n Lim¡ne to Preclude Any Argument that Eldorado Hills, LLC is Bound by Any Contractual Rec¡tals,
Sfalemenfs, or Language

1 O/1 0/201 8 Reset by Coutf to 1 0/1 0/201 I
Result: Granted
Mot¡on in Limine (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Motion in L¡m¡ne to Preclude Any Evidence or Argument Regarding an Aileged lmplied-ln-Fact Contract Between
Eldorado Hills, LLC and Nanyah Vegas, LLC

1 O/1 0/201 8 Reset by Court to 1 0n 0/201 I
Result: Deferred Rul¡ng
All Pending Mot¡ons (10:30 AM) (Jud¡cial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)
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Parties Present

Minutes
Result: Matter Heard
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements

Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as Irusfee of The El¡ades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'S Memorandum of Costs and
Disbursements

Pre-Tr¡al Disclosure
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Pretrial D¡sclosures

Motion to Retax
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to Retax and Alternatively Mot¡on to Str¡ke

Recorders Transcript of Hearing
Transcr¡pt of Proceed¡ngs, All Pending Mot¡ons in Limine, Heard on October 10, 201 I

Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs
Defendants Peter El¡ades and Teld, LLC'S Mot¡on for Attorneys'Fees and Costs

Appendix
Appendix of Exh¡bits to Defendants Peter El¡ades and Teld, LLC'i Mot¡on for Attorneys'Fees and Cosfs

Notice of Department Reassignment
Notice of Depañment Reassignment

Noticê
Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'9 Not¡ce of Non-Consent to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Unpleaded lmplied-ln-Fact Contract Theory

Supplement
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Supplemental Pretrial D¡sclosures

Objection
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Object¡ons to Defendants' Pretr¡al Disclosures

Calendar Call (1 1 :00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Part¡es Present

Minutes

06/21 /201 8 Reset by Court to 1 1 /01/201 I
Result: Matter Heârd
CANCELED Motion in Limine ('1 '1 i00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated - per Attorney or Pro Per
Defendants'Motion ¡n Lim¡ne to Limit Trial Testimony of Yoav Harlap at Trial

06/1 4/201 8 Reset by Court to 06/1 3/201 I
07/26/201 8 Reset by Cou¡f to 1 1/01/201 I
07/26/201 8 Reset by Court to 07/26/201 I
1 1/01/201 8 Reset by Couti to 07/26/201 I

Oppos¡tíon to Motion
Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and as Trustee of The Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08, and Teld, LLC'9 Oppos¡tion to Nanyah vegas,
LLC'9 Mot¡on to Retax and Alternatively Motion to Strike

Telephonic Conference (2:30 PM) (Jud¡cial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Part¡es Present

Minutes
Result: Matter Heard
Stipulation and Order

St¡pulation and Order to Extend Pre-Trial Memorandum Deadline
Order

Order Regarding Motions ¡n L¡mine
Notice of Entry of Stipulation and Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Stipulation and Arder to Extend Pre-Tr¡al Memorandum Deadline
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order Regard¡ng Mot¡ons in Limine
CANCELED Jury Tr¡al - FIRM (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
CANCELED Mot¡on to Retax (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated - per Order
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to Retax and Alternat¡vely Motion to Str¡ke

Stipulat¡on and Order
St¡pulation and Order to Continue the Hear¡ngs on: (1) Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion to Retax and Alternatively Mot¡on to Str¡ke; and (2) Defendant
Peter Eliades and Teld, LLC'9 Motion for ATtorneys' Fees and Cos¿s Until After the Trial Date

Notice of Entry of Stipulation and Order
Notice of Entry of Stipulation and Order to Continue the Hear¡ngs on: (1) Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Mot¡on to Retax and Alternat¡vely Mot¡on to Strike;
and (2) Defendants Peter Eliades and Teld, LLC'S Motion for Attonreys' Fees and Cosfs Unt¡l After the Tr¡al Date

CANCELED Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated - per Order
Defendants Peter Eliades and Teld LLC'9 Motion for Attorney's Fees and Cosfs

Order Setting Civil Jury Tr¡al and Calendar Call
Order Re-Sett¡ng Civil Jury Trial and Calendar Call

Order Setting Civ¡l Jury Trial and Calendar Call
Order Re-Setting Civil Jury Trial and Calendar Call

Stipulation and Order
St¡pulat¡on and Order to Set the Hear¡ngs on: (1) Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion to Retax and Alternat¡vely Mot¡on to Strike; and (2) Defendant
Peter Eliades and Teld, LLC'9 Motion for Attorneys'Fees and Cosfs

Notice of Entry of Stipulat¡on and Order
Notice of Entty of Stipulat¡on and Order to Set the Hearings on: (1) Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Motion to Retax and Alternat¡vely Motion to Str¡ke; and
(2) Defendants Peter Eliades and Teld, LLC'' Motion for Attorneys' Fees and Cosls

Mot¡on for Summary Judgment
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Motion to Extend the Dispos¡t¡ve Motion Deadline and Motion for Summary Judgment

Satisfaction of Judgment
Sat¡sfaction of Judgment
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Motion for Summary Judgment
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Mot¡on to Extend the Dispos¡tive Mot¡on Deadl¡ne and Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

lnítial Appearance Fee Disclosure
Fee D¡sclosure

Motion for Relief
Mot¡on for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)

Order Shorten¡ng Time
Order Shoñening T¡me

Ex Parte Motion
Ex Pañe Mot¡on for an Order Shortening T¡me on Mot¡on for Relief from the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant ta NRCP 60(b)

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Receipt of Copy
Receipt of Copy

Opposition to Motion For Summary Judgment
Defendant Eldoado H¡ils, LLC's Oppos¡tion to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion for Summay Judgment

Oppos¡tion to Motion For Summary Judgment
Nanyah Vegas LLC's Opposition to Eldorado H¡ils LLC's Motion to Extend the D¡spos¡t¡ve Mot¡on Deadlìne and Mot¡on for Summary Judgment and
Countermotton for NRCP 15 Relief

Opposition to Motion
Nanyah Vegas LLC's Opposition to Motion for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)

Motion in Limine
Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Mot¡on in L¡m¡ne #5 re: Parol Ev¡dence Rule

Motion in L¡m¡ne
Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Mot¡on in Limine #6 re: Date of D¡scovery

Opposition
Defendants S¡gmund Rogich as lrrusfee of The Rogich Family lrrevocable Trus¿ Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and lm¡tat¡ons, LLC'S Omnibus
Opposit¡on to (1) Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Motion for Summary Judgment and (2) L¡mited Oppos¡t¡on to Eldorado Hiils, LLC'S Mot¡on for Summary
Judgment

Cert¡ficate of Serv¡ce
Ceñif¡cate of Service

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Suppod of Motion for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)

Motion for Relief (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Mot¡on for Rel¡ef From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)

03n 4/201 9 Reset by Cout't to 02/21/201 I
Resultr Denied
Opposit¡on (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Oppos¡t¡on to Mot¡on for Rel¡ef from the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)
Result: Matter Heard
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Parties Present

Minutes
Result: Matter Heard
Notice of Change of Firm Name

Not¡ce of Firm Name Change
Motion ¡n Limine

Defendants' Motion ¡n L¡mine to Preclude the Altered Eldorado Hills'General Ledger and Related Test¡mony at Trial
Motion in L¡m¡ne

Defendants' Mot¡on in L¡mtne to Preclude Plaint¡ff and Carlos Hueña from Presenting at Trial any Contrary Ev¡dence as to Mr. Hueña's Tak¡ng of
$1.42 Million from Eldorado H¡lls, LLC as Go Global, lnc.'s Consulting Fee lncome to Attempt to Ref¡nance

Motion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Mot¡on to Settle Jury lnstructions Based Upon the Court's October 5, 2018, Order Granting Summary Judgment

Motion to Compel
Motion to Compel Product¡on of Plaint¡ffs Tax Returns and For Attorneys'Fees on Order Shoñen¡ng T¡me

CANCELED Decision (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated - Duplicate Entry

Dec¡sion (3:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Decision Motion for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b) and Nanyah yegas LLC'S Opposit¡on to Mot¡on tor Rel¡ef from
the October 5, 201 I Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)

Minutes
Result: Minute Order - No Hear¡ng Held
CANCELED Motion for Summary Judgment (10:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC's Motion to Extend the Dispositive Motion Deadl¡ne and Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

0227/201 9 Reset by Couñ to 03/06/201 9

CANCELED Motion for Summary Judgment (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion to Extend the Dispos¡t¡ve Mot¡on Deadl¡ne and Motian for Summary Judgment

CANCELED Opposition and Countermot¡on (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Vacated
Nanyah Vegas LLC'i Oppos¡t¡on to Eldorado Hills LLC's Motion to Extend the D¡spositive Mot¡on Deadl¡ne and Motion for Summary Judgment anl
Countermotion for NRCP 15 Relief

Opposit¡on
Opposit¡on to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion in L¡mine #6 RE: Date of Discovery

Opposition
OPPOSITION TO NANAY yEGÁS, LLC'S MOTION lN LIMINE#5 RE; PAROL EVTDENCE RULE

Opposit¡on to Motion in L¡m¡ne
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion in L¡m¡ne # 5 Re: Parol Ev¡dence Rule

Opposition to Motion in Limine
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC's Oppos¡t¡on to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Mot¡on ¡n Lim¡ne # 6 Re: Date of D¡scovery

Clerk's Notice of Hear¡ng
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Not¡ce of Hear¡ng
Reply

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Reply ¡n Support of Motion in Lim¡ne #5 re: Parol Evidence Rule
Reply

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Reply in Support of Motion ¡n Limine #6 re: Date of Discovery
Opposition to Motion to Compel

Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Opposition to Rogich Defendants'Motion to Compel
Clerk's Notice of Hearing

Not¡ce of Hear¡ng
Reply in Support

Reply ¡n Support of Motion to Compel Product¡on of Pla¡nt¡ffs Tax Returns
Motion in Limine (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Mot¡on ¡n L¡mine #5 Re: Parole Ev¡dence Rule
Result: Denied
Motion in Limine (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Motion in L¡mine #6 Re: Date of Discovery
Result: Denied
Motion to Compel (9:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Motion for Compel Product¡on of Pla¡nt¡ffs'Tax Return and for Attorney's Fees and Order Shoñen¡ng Time

03/08/201 9 Reset by Court to 03/20/201 I
Result: Granted in Part
Opposition to Motion in Limine

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Opposition to Rog¡ch Defendants' Mot¡on in Lim¡ne re: Carlos Huefta
Opposition to Mot¡on in Limine

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Opposit¡on to Rogich Defendants'Motion in Limine to Preclude the Altered Eldorado H¡ll's General Ledger and Related
Test¡mony at Trial

Opposit¡on to Motion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Oppos¡tion to Rogich Defendants'Motion for Summary Judgment

Opposit¡on
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC's Oppos¡tion to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Mot¡on to Settle Jury lnstruct¡ons Based upon the Couñ's October 5, 2018
Order Granting Summary Judgment

Opposition to Motion
Rog¡ch Defendants'Opposition to Pla¡ntiff's Motion to Settle Jury lnstruct¡ons

All Pending Motions (9:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)

Part¡es Present

Minutes

Resull: Matter Heard
Êrrata

Errata to Rog¡ch Defednatns'Oppos¡tion to Pla¡nt¡ff's Mot¡on to Settle Jury lnstruct¡ons
Recorders Transcr¡pt of Hearing

Transcript of Proceedings, Mot¡ons, Heard on March 20, 2019
Order

Order Str¡k¡ng Filings
Pre-Trial D¡sclosure

Defendants Sigmund Rog¡ch, lnd¡vidually and as Trustee of the Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable Trust and Im¡tat¡ons, LLC'' 2nd Supplemental Pre-Tr¡al
Dlsc/osures

Mot¡on to Recons¡der
Motion to Reconsider Order on Nanyah's Motion in L¡mine#5: Parol Ev¡dence Rule on Order Shoñen¡ng T¡me

Order Deny¡ng Motion
Order Deny¡ng The Rog¡ch Defendants'NRCP 60(b) Motion

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Not¡ce of Entry of Order

Reply
Nanyah Vegas LLC'9 Reply in Support of Mot¡on to Settle Jury lnstructions Based Upon the Court's October 5, 2018, Order Granting Summary
Judgment

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Support of Defendants' Motton ¡n Lim¡ne to Preclude the Altered Eldorado H¡lls'General Ledger and Related Testimony at Tr¡al

Reply
Rogich Defendants' Reply in Suppo¡f of Mot¡on in Limine Regard¡ng Consulting Fee Admission

CANCELED Motion for Summary Judgment (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Bell, L¡nda Marie)
Vacated
Mot¡on for Leave to F¡le Motion for Summary Judgment and Motion for Summary Judgment

03/20/201 9 Reset by Court to 04/04/201 I
CANCELED Motion to Reconsider (9:30 AM) (Judicìal Officer Bell, Linda Marie)

Vacated - Dupl¡cate Entry
Motion to Recons¡der Order on Nanyah's Motion ¡n Limine #5: Parol Ev¡dence Rule on Order Sho¡1en¡ng T¡me

Opposition to Mot¡on
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Opposition to Mot¡on to Reconsider Order on Nanyah's Motion in L¡m¡ne # 5: Parol Evidence Rule

Opposition
Opposit¡on to Pla¡nt¡ffs Motion to Recons¡der Order on Motion in Limine #5 Re Parol Evidence Rule on OST

Reply to Opposition
Reply in Suppoft of Motion to Reconsider Order on Nanyah's Motion in L¡mine #5: Parol Evidence Rule on Order Shortening Time

Objection
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Objections to Defendants' Pretrial D¡sclosures

Pre-Trial Disclosure
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's 2nd Supplemental Pretrial Disclosures

Objection
Objections to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Pre-Trial Dlsclosures

Objection
Object¡ons to Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'9 Pre-Trial Disclosures

Motion to Reconsider (10:00 AM) (Judic¡al Officer Allf, Nancy)
Motion to Recons¡der Order on Nanyah's Mot¡on ¡n L¡m¡ne #5: Parol Evidence Rule on Order Shoñen¡ng Time
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04/04/201 9 Reset by Court to 04/0U201 I
04/1 8/2019 Reset by Cou¡l to 04/1 8/201 I
04n 8/2019 Reset by Coutt to 04/04/201 I

Result: Denied
Motion in Lim¡ne (10:00 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Defendants Motion in Limine to Preclude the Altered Eldorado H¡lls General Ledger and Related Test¡mony at Tr¡al
04/04/2019 Resel by Court to 04/08/201 I

Result: Denied Wthout Prejudice
Motion in Limine (10:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendants Mot¡on in Limine to Preclude Pla¡ntiff and Carlos Huerta from Present¡ng at Tr¡al any Contrary Evidence as to Mr. Huerta's Tak¡ng of
$1.42 M¡il¡on from Eldorado H¡ils LLC as Go Gobal lnc's Consulting Fee lncome o Attempt to Ref¡nance

04/04/2019 Reset by Court to 04/08/2019
Result: Denied Wthout Prejud¡ce
Motion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'9 Motion to Settle Jury lnstructions Based Upon the Coutf's October 5, 2018, Order Granting Summary Judgment
04/04/2019 Reset by Courtto 04/08/2019

Result: Denied
CANCELED Mot¡on (10:00 AM) (Jud¡cial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Defendant Eldarado H¡ils, LLC's Motion to Extend the D¡spos¡t¡on Motion Deadline and Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

04/04/2019 Reset by Courtto 04/08/2019

04n7/2019 Reset by Couttto 04/04/2019
CANCELED Motion for Summary Judgment (10:00 AM) (Judicial Off¡cerAllf, Nancy)

Vacated
Nanyah Vegas LLC'' Motion to Extend the D¡spos¡t¡ve Motion Deadline and Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

04/04/201 9 Reset by Court to 04/08/201 I
CANCELED Motion to Reconsider (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated - Duplicate Entry
Motìon to Recons¡der Order on Nanyah's Motion in L¡mine #5: Parol Ev¡dence Rule on Order Shoñen¡ng T¡me

04/04/2019 Reset by Courtto 04/08/2019
All Pending Mot¡ons (10:00 AM) (Judic¡al Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Parties Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Order

Order Granting in Part and Deny¡ng ¡n Pañ Motion to Compel Production of Plaint¡ff's Tax Returns and for Attorneys' Fees
Notice of Entry of Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice

Eldorado Hiils, LLC'9 Notice of Non-Consent to Nanyah yegas, LLC's Unpleaded lmpl¡ed-ln-Fact Contract Theory
Pre-Trial Disclosure

Defendants 3rd Supplemental Pre-Tr¡al D¡sclosure Statement
Joinder

S¡gmund Rogich, lndividually and as a Trustee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tatlons, LLC'S Jo¡nder to Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'i Not¡ce
on Non-Consent to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Unpleaded lmpl¡edln-Fact Contract Theory

Oppos¡tion
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Opposition to Nanyah yegas, LLC s Countermotion for NRCP 1 5 Rel¡ef

Order Denying
Order Deny¡ng Nanyah Vegas, LLC'I Mot¡on in L¡mine #5: Parol Evidence Rule

Joinder
Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and As Trustee of the Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC s Jo¡nder to Eldorado Hills, Llc's
Objections To Nanyah yegas, LLC'S 2nd Supplemental Pre-Trial Disclosures

Notice of Entry of Order
Not¡ce of Entry of Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Motion in L¡mine # 5: Parol Ev¡dence Rule

Pre-Tr¡al Disclosure
Defendants Fourth Supplemental Pre-Trial D¡sclosure Statement

Prê-Triâl D¡sclosure
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's 3rd Supplemental Pretrial Disc/osures

Request for Jud¡c¡al Notíce
Request for Judicial Notice

Objection
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC'S Objections to Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S 3rd Supplemental Pre-Tr¡al Disclosures

Objection
Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC's Objections to Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of The Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust,
and lm¡taitons, LLC'9 Third and Fourth Supplemental Pre-Trial D¡sclosure Statement Pursuant to NRCP 16.1(a)(3)

Notice of Compliancê
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Notice of Compliance With 4-9-19 Order

04/16/20191 Objection
I Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Supplement to Object¡ons to Defendants' Pretr¡at Disctosures

04 h 61 2019 | Prc-trial Memorandum
I Pre-Triat Memorandum
Ex Parte Motion

Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Emergency Mot¡on to Address Defendant The Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable lrusfs NRS 163.120 Notice and/or Motion to
Continue Trial for Purposes of NRS 163.120

Pre-trial Memorandum
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Pretr¡al Memorandum

Pre-tr¡al Memorandum
Eldorado Hiils, LLC'9 Pre-Tr¡al Memorandum

Errata



04t17t2019

0411712019

04t17t2019

04t17t2019

04t17t2019

04t17t2019

04t17t2019

04117 t2019

0411812019

04118t2019

04t19t2019

o4t19t2019

04121t2019

04t21t2019

o412212019

04t22t2019

04122t2019

0412212019

0412312019

o413012019

04t30t2019

0510112019

05t01t2019

05t01t2019

0510112019

05t01t2019

05t06t2019

0510612019

05t07t2019

0511012019

05t13t2019

05t16t2019

0511612019

05t21t2019

05t22t2019

05t22t2019
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Rogich Defendants' Errata to Pretr¡al Memorandum
Certificate of Service

Ceñif¡cate of Service
Order Denying Motion

Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Mot¡on in Lim¡ne #6 re: Date of D¡scovery
Notice of Entry of Ordêr

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Request for Judicial Notice

Request for Judic¡al Notice and Applicat¡on of the Law of the Case Doctrine
Trial Subpoena

Trial Subpoena - C¡v¡l (Carlos Huerta)
Trial Subpoena

Tr¡al Subpoena - Cìvil (Dolores Eliades)
Trial Subpoênâ

Trial Subpoena - Civ¡l (Cra¡g Dunlap)
Trial Subpoena

Trial Subpoena - Civ¡l (Peter El¡ades)
Telephonic Conference (4:00 PM) (Jud¡c¡al OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Partres Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Opposition to Motion

Oppos¡t¡on to Pla¡nt¡ffs Emergency Motion to Address Defendant The Rogich Fmaily lrrevocable lrusf's NRS 163.120 Not¡ce and/or Motion to
Continue Tr¡al for Purposes of NRS 163.120

Objection
Objection to Nanyah's Request for Judicial Not¡ce and Application of Law of the Case Doctrine

Response
Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Response to Nanyah yegas, LLC'S Request for Jud¡c¡al Not¡ce and Application of Law offhe Case Doctrine

Supplemental Br¡ef
Nanayah Vegas, LLC's Supplement to ¡ts Emergency Motion to Address Defendant The Rog¡ch Family lrrevocable Ïrusf's NRS 163.120 Notice
and/or Motion to Continue Trial for the Purposes of NRS 163.120

Memorandum of Points and Authorities
The Rogich Defendants Memorandum of Points and Authorit¡es Regarding L¡m¡ts of Jud¡cial D¡scret¡on to Mod¡fy Notice Requirements to Trust
Beneficiar¡es Provided under NRS Chapter 163

Jury Trial - FIRM (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Result: Off Calendar
Motion ('10:00 AM) (Judicial Off¡cer Allf, Nancy)

Emergency Mot¡on to Cont¡nue Trial
Result: Matter Heard
Motion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Plaintiff's Rule under NRCP 15 to Amend Complaint
Result: Den¡êd
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Pañies Present

Minutes

Result: Matter Heard
Recorders Transcript of Hear¡ng

Transcr¡pt of Proceedings, Jury Trial, Heard on April 22, 2019
Order

(4746239) Order
Notice of Entry of Ordêr

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Order Denying

Order Denying Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas, LLC'' Mot¡on to Settle Jury lnstructions
Order Denying

Arder Deny¡ng Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Motion to Recons¡der Order on Motion ¡n L¡m¡ne #5 re: Parol Ev¡dence Rule
Recorders Transcript of Hearing

Transcript of Proceedings, Telephonic Conference, Heard on Apr¡l 1 8, 201 I
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order
Ordêr

Order Denying the Rog¡ch Defendants' Motions in Limine
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements

Defendant the Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust's Memorandum of Cosfs and Dlsbursements Pursuant to NRS l8.OO5 and NRS 18.1 10
Notice of Entry of Order

Not¡ce of Entry of Order Deny¡ng The Rog¡ch Defendants' Motions in Limine
Motion for Summary Judgment

Mot¡on for Summary Judgment or Alternatively for Judgment as Matter of Law Pursuant to NRCP 50(a)
Clerk's Notice of Hearing

Notice of Hearing
Stipulation and Order

STIPULATION AND ARDER SUSPE/VD/A/G JURY TRIAL
Notice of Entry

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF STIPULATION AND ORDER SUSPEND/NG JURY TRAIL
Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs

Defendant The Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable lr¿lsf's Mot¡on for Attorneys'Fees and Cosfs
Clerk's Notice of Hearing

Not¡ce of Hearing
Certificate of Service

Ce¡fificate of Service



05t22t2019

0512312019

05t2412019

05t2912019

05t29t2019

06t13t2019

0611312019

06t13t2019

06113t2019

0611312019

06t24t2019

06t24t2019

06126t2019

0711112019

07t22t2019

07t22t2019

07124t2019

07t30t2019

07t30t2019

08/06/20 1 I

08t29t2019

0812912019

09105t2019

0910512019

09to5t2019

0910512019

09t0912019

09t24t2019

1010412019

10t04t2019
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Motion for Summary Judgment
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC'i Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

Clêrk's Notice of Hear¡ng
Not¡ce of Hearing

Opposition to Motion For Summary Judgmênt
Oppos¡tion to Motion for Summary Judgment or Alternatively for Judgment as a Matter of Law Pursuant to NRCP 50(a)

Order
Order Deny¡ng Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion for NRCP 15 Rel¡ef

Order
Arder Regarding Plaintiff's Emergency Motion to Address Defendant The Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust's NRS 163.120 Not¡ce and/or Motion to
Continue Trial for Purposes of NRS 163.120

CANCELED Mot¡on to Retax (9:30 AM) (Jud¡c¡al Officer Cherry, Michael A,)
Vacated - per St¡pulat¡on and Order
Mot¡on to Retax and Alternatively Motion to Strike

CANCELED Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs (9:30 AM) (Jud¡cial Ofücer Cherry, Michael A.)
Vacated - per Stipulation and Order

Stipulat¡on and Order
Stipulation and Order Regard¡ng Rogich Fam¡ly lrrevocable Ïrusfb Memorandum of Costs and Motion for Attorneys'Fees

Stipulation and Order
Stipulat¡on and Order Regarding Motions for Summary Judgment

St¡pulation and Order
St¡pulation and Order Regard¡ng The Eliades Defendants'Memörandum of Costs and Motion for Attorneys'Fees

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Not¡ce of Entry of Order

CANCELED Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs (9:00 AM) (Jud¡c¡al Off¡cer Cherry, Michael A.)
Vacated - per St¡pulation and Order
Defendant the Rog¡ch Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust's Mot¡on for Attorneys'Fees and Cosfs

Opposition to Motion
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Opposition to Eldorado H¡lls, LLC's Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

Motion to D¡sm¡ss
Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'' Motion for Dismissalw¡th Prejud¡ce Under Rule 41(e)

Clerk's Not¡ce of Hearing
Notice of Hear¡ng

Reply in Support
Reply ¡n Support of Motion for Summary Judgment or Alternatively for Judgment as a Matter of Law Pursuant to NRCP 50(a)

Stipulat¡on and Order
St¡pulat¡on and Order to Resef l/,e Hearings on: (1) Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'i Motion for Summary Judgment; and (2) Defendant Eldorado
Hills, LLC's Mot¡on for D¡smissal Under Rule 41(e)

Notice of Entry of Stipulation and Order
Notice of Entry of Stipulat¡on and Order to Resef f/re Hearings on: (1) Defendant Eldorado Hiils, LLC'' Motion for Summary Judgment; and (2)
Defendant Eldorado Hills, LLC'S Mot¡on for Dism¡ssal Under Rule 41(e)

Opposition to Motion to Dismiss
Nanyah Vegas, LLC'S Oppos¡tion to Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'' Motion for D¡sm¡ssal with Prejudice Under Rule 41(e)

Reply in Support
Reply in Suppott of Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'S Mot¡on for Summary Judgment

Reply ¡n Support
Reply in Support of Defendant Eldorado H¡lls, LLC'S Mot¡on for D¡smissal w¡th Prejud¡ce Under Rule 41(e)

Motion for Summary Judgment (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)
Mot¡on for Summary Judgment or Alternat¡vely for Judgment as a Matter of Law Pursuant to NRCP 5O(a)

O6n 3/201 9 Reset by Court to 07/31 /201 9

07/31/2019 Reset by Couñ to 09/05/2019

07/31 /201 9 Reset by Court to 09/05/201 I
09/05/201 9 Reset by Courl to 07/3 1 /201 I

Result: Granted
Motion for Summary Judgment (10:30 AM) (Judicial OfficerAllf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC's Motion for Summary Judgment
06/26/201 9 Reset by Couft to 07/31/201 I
07/31/201 9 Reset by Court to 09/05/201 I

Result: Denied
Motion to Dismiss (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Defendant Eldorado H¡ils, LLC'9 Mot¡on for D¡sm¡ssal w¡th Prejudice Under Rule 41(e)

08/242ü9 Reset by Court to 09/05/2019
Result: Granted
All Pend¡ng Motions (10:30 AM) (Judicial Off¡cerAllf, Nancy)

Partìes Present

M¡nules

Result: Matter Heard
Recorders Transcript of Hearing

Recorder's Transcr¡pt of Proceed¡ngs Re: Mot¡ons, Heard on September 5, 2019
CANCELED Status Check (3:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Allf, Nancy)

Vacated
Status Check: Decis¡on

Not¡ce of Entry of Decis¡on and Order
Notice of Entry of Decis¡on and Order

Decision ând Order
(4686303, A7 4 6239) D ecis¡on

¡.INANCIAL INFORIIIATION

https ://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaselD: I I 093 402 r01712019



0310612018
03/06/201 8
06t04t2018
0610412018

0212312018
0212312018

03t08t2018
o3l08l201a

05t10t2019
05t10t2019

0412612017
04t26t2017

0911212013
0911212013
07t25t2014
07t2512014
o4t29t2016
04t29t2016
08t24t2016
o812412016
o6t04l201a
06t04t2018
01t28t2019
01t2812019
03t13t2019
03t13t2019
05t22t2019
05t22t2019

oBt01t2013
08t01t2013
04t28t2016
0412812016

0911212013
0911212013
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400.00
400.00

0.00

Consolidated Case Party Eliades, Peter
Total Finâncial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of l0/07/2019

Transact¡on Assessment
Ef¡le Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 8-1 5968-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 201 8-371 89-CCCLK

200.00
(200.00)

200.00
(200.00)

Consol¡dated Case Party Sigmund Rogich
Total Financiâl Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of '1010712019

Transaction Assessment

Efile Payment Receipt # 2018-1 3678-CCCLK

Transaction Assessment

Efile Payment Receipt # 201 8-16795-CCCLK

Transaction Assessment
Ef¡le Payment Receipt # 2019-291o3-CCCLK

Consol¡dãted Case Party TELD, LLC
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt # 201 7-38879-CCCLK

Counter Claimant Eldorado Hills LLC
Total F¡nancial Assessment
Total Payments and Cred¡ts
Balance Due as of l0/07/2019

Transaction Assessment

Eliades, Peter

Eliades, Peter

Sigmund Rog¡ch as Trustee of the Rogich Family
lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC

Sigmund Rog¡ch as Trustee of thê Rogich Family
lrrevocable Trust and lm¡tations, LLC

Sigmund Rogich

TELD, LLC

Eldorâdo Hills LLC

Eldorado Hills LLC

Eldorado Hills LLC

Eldorado H¡lls LLC

Eldorâdo Hills LLC

Eldorado H¡lls LLC

Eldorado Hills LLC

Eldorado Hills LLC

Alexander Chr¡stopher Trust

Alexander Christopher Trust

200.00

(200.00)

200.00

(200.00)

200.00
(200.00)

600.00
600.00

0.00

3,50
3.50
0.00

476.00
476.00

0.00

Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Ef¡le Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 3-1 1 1 1o4-CCCLK

Receipt # 2014-85677-CCCLK

Receipt # 2016-41812-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-81 933-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 8-371 83-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 9-05587-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 201 9-1 6077-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 9-31434-CCCLK

1,230.00
I,230.00

0.00

223.00
(223.00)

200.00
(200.00)

3.50
(3.50)

3.50
(3.s0)

200.00
(200.00)

200.00
(200.00)

200.00
(200.00)

200,00
(200.00)

3.50
(3,50)

33.50
33.50

0.00

30.00
(30.00)

3.50
(3.50)

Counter Defendant Alexander Christopher Trust
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 3-93387-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-41498-CCCLK

Defendant Rog¡ch, Sig
Total Financial Assessment
Totaf Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of l0/07/2019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt # 201 3-l I 1 1o5-CCCLK Rogich, Sig

30.00
(30.00)



08t11t2014
0811112014
02t10t2015
02t10t2015
02t11t2015
o2t11t2015
0212312015
0212312015
02t24t2015
02t24t2015
02t24t2015
0212412015
03t07t2016
0310712016
0311512016
03t15t2016
07t2812016
07t28t2016
07t29t2016
07t29t2016
08t30t2016
0813012016
0212112017
02t21t2017
02122t2017
0212212017
02t23t2017
0212312017
o2t19t2019
02t19t2019

08101t2013
08t01t2013
08t14t2014
08114t2014
0812612014
08t26t2014
0311312015
0311312015
05t25t2016
05t25t2016

08101t2013
o3t01t2013
11t03t2014
11t03t2014
03t20t2018
03120t2018
06t25t2018
0612512018
06t25t2018
06t25t2018
01t31t2019
o1t31t2019
0311412019
0311412019

ogt01t2013
0810112013

https ://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaseID: I 1 093 402 r017l20t9
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Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Wndow)
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Ef¡le Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transact¡on Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Pâyment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 4-921 54-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 201 5-1 4232-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 201 5-1 4347 -CCCLK

Receipt # 201 5-18818-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 5-1 9031 -CCCLK

Receipt # 201 5-1 9063-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-23304-CCCLK

Receipt # 20 1 6 -2597 7 -CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-72633-CCCLK

Receipt # 20 1 6-72696-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-83980-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 7-1 6998-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 7-1 7549-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 201 7-1 795o-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 9-1 0798-CCCLK

Rogich, S¡g

Rogich, S¡g

Rog¡ch, Sig

Rogich, Sig

American Legal lnvest¡gation

Rogich, Sig

Rogich, S¡g

Rogich, Sig

Rog¡ch, Sig

Rogich, Sig

Rogich, Sig

American Legal lnvestigation

Rogich, S¡g

American Legal lnestigation Services Nevada, lnc

Rogich, Sig

Huerta, Carlos

Huerta, Carlos

Huerta, Carlos

Huerta, Carlos

Huerta, Carlos

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

200.00
(200.00)

3.50
(3.50)

3.50
(3.50)

3.50
(3.50)

3.00
(3.00)

(3.50)

(3 50)
3.50

(3.s0)
3.50

(3.50)
3.50

(3.50)
3.50

(3.50)
5.00

Plaintiff Huerta, Carlos A
Total Financ¡al Assessment
Total Pâyments and Credits
Balance Due as of 10/07/20'19

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Ef¡le Payment

Rece¡pt # 201 3-93386-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 4-93838-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 4-9821 g-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 5-26335-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 6-50882-CCCLK

(5.00)
3.50

(3.50)
3.00

(3.00)
200.00

(200,00)

718.00
718.00

0.00

270.00
(270.00)

200.00
(200.00)

200.00
(200.00)

24.00
(24.00)

24.00
(24.00)

1,054.00
1,054.00

0.00

30.00
(30.00)

24.00
(24.00)
200.00

(200.00)
200.00

Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas LLC
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 3-93389-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 4-1 23797-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 8-1 9700-CCCLK

Receipt # 20 1 I -42217 -CCCLK

Receipt # 201 8-42220-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 9-06556-CCCLK

Receipt # 20'l 9-161 82-CCCLK

Plaintiff Ray, Robert
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1O1O712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt# 2013-93388-CCCLK Ray, Robert

(200.00)
200.00

(200.00)
200.00

(200.00)
200.00

(200.00)

30.00
30.00
0.00

30.00
(30.00)
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Rnclsren oF ACTIoNS
C¡sn No. 

^-16-7 
46239-C

Nanyah Vegas LLC, Plaintiff(s) vs. Peter Eliadas, Defendant(s) Case Type: Other Contract
Date F¡led: 11104120'16

Location: Department2T
Cross-Reference Case Number: A746239

s
s
s
S
6
6

RELATED CAstr INFoRMATToN

Related Cases
A-1 3-686303-C (Consolidated)

PARTY INFORMATION

Defendant Elladas,Peter

Defendant Eliades Survivor Trust of l0/30/08

Defendant lm¡tationsLLC

Defendant Rogich,Sigmund

Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas LLC

Lead Attorneys
Denrl¡s-l-K€nn€Cy

P,elein€C
7025€28820{¡44

D€t¡ni8-l-{(ennedy
Êplaired

7e25€2882s(rÅ4

Samuel S. L¡onel
Reta¡ned

7023838888(W)

Samuel S. L¡onel
Reta¡ned

7023838888(W

Mark G. Simons
Reta¡ned

775-785-0088(W

EVENTS & ORDf,RS OF THE CoURT

0512212018

o5t22t2018

'tolo5l2018

10t05t2018

0413012019

DISPOSITIONS
Partial Summary Judgment (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)

Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintiff)
Creditors: TELD LLC (Defendant), Peter Eliadas (Defendant), Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08 (Defendant), Sigmund Rogich (Defendant),
Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust (Defendant), lm¡tat¡ons LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 0512212018, Docketed: osl22l2o18
Comment: Filed in 4686303 Certa¡n Claims

Order of D¡smissal With Prejud¡ce (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Pla¡ntiff)
Creditors: TELD LLC (Defendant), Peter Eliadas (Defendant), Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08 (Defendant), S¡gmund Rog¡ch (Defendant),
Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust (Defendant), lmitations LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: OSl22l2O18, Docketed: OSl22l2O18
Comment: F¡led in 4686303 Certain Claims

Summary Judgment (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaint¡ff)
Creditors: TELD LLC (Defendant), Peter El¡adas (Defendant), Eliades Survivor Trust of 10/30/08 (Defendant)
Judgment: 1OlO5l2O18, Docketed: 1010812018
Comment: Filed in 4686303

Order of Dismissal With Prejudice (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyâh Vegas LLC (Plaintiff)
Creditors: TELD LLC (Defendant), Peter Eliadas (Defendant), Eliades SurvivorTrust of 10/30/08 (Defendant)
Judgment: 1 0l 051201 8, Docketed: 1 0 I o8l 201 I
Commenl: Filed in 4686303

Order of Dismlssal With Prejudice (Judicial Officer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust (Defendant)
Creditors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintifq
Judgment: 0413012019, Docketed: 05lo1l2o19

https://www.clarkcountycoufts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaselD:1 1729702 101712019
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101o4t2019

1110412016

12t16t2016

12t16t2016

1211612016

12t16t2016

1211612016

12t16t2016

1212212016

12t22t2016

o1109t2017

0111712017

02t07t2017

02t15t2017

02t16t2017

0312212017

03t23t2017

03t29t2017

0410312017

04t05t2017

04t05t2017

o3t14t2019

Comment: Filed ¡n 4686303

Summary Judgment (Judicial Otficer: Allf, Nancy)
Debtors: Nanyah Vegas LLC (Plaintiff)
Creditors: Sigmund Rogich (Defendant), lmitations LLC (Defendant)
Judgment: 1010412019, Docketed: 1010412019
Comment: Filed in Cons. Lead Case 4686303

OTHER EVENTS AND HEARINGS
Compla¡nt

Compla¡nt
Summons

Summons-TELD, LLC
Summons

Summons - Civil (The Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust)
Summons

Summons - Civ¡l (lm¡tat¡ons, LLC)
Summons

Summons - C¡v¡l (Peter Eliadas)
Summons

Summons -C¡v¡l (The Eliadas Surv¡vor Trust of 10/30/08)
Summons

Summons - Sigmund Rogich
Motion to Dismiss

Motion to D¡sm¡ss or Str¡ke Unauthorized Pleadings
ln¡tial Appearance Fee Disclosure

Defendants'ln¡t¡al Appearance Fee D¡sclosure (NRS Chapter 19)
Opposition to Motion

Pla¡nt¡ffs Opposit¡on to Motion to Dismiss or Str¡ke Unauthor¡zed Plead¡ng
Stipulation and Order

St¡pulation and Order to Cont¡nue Hearing
Reply in Support

Reply in Support of Motion fo D/sm/:ss or Sfrlke Unauthorized Pleading
Motion to D¡smiss (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Herndon, Douglas W)

Motion to D¡smiss or Str¡ke Unauthorized Pleadings

Parties Present

Minuies

01/25/2017 Reset by Couti to 0A15/2017
Result: Reserve Ruling
Demand for Jury Tr¡al

Demand for Ju¡y Tr¡al
CANCELED Status Check (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Herndon, Douglas W)

Vacated
Status Check: Consolidation/Decis¡on

Notice of Early Case Conference
Notice of NRCP 16.1 Early Case Conference

Amended
Amended Not¡ce of NRCP 16.1 Early Case Conference

Notlce of Consolidat¡on
Not¡ce of Consolidat¡on

Stipulation and Order
Sti pu I ation for Con sol idat¡on

Notice of Department Reass¡gnment
Not¡ce of DepaÌfment Reass¡gnment

Glerk's Notice of Hear¡ng
Notice of Hearing

FTNANcIAL INFoRMATToN

Oefendant Eliadas, Peter
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1 0/07/201 I
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt # 201 6-1 23849-CCCLK

Defendant Eliades Survivor Trust of I 0/30/08
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of l0/07/2019

Transact¡on Assessment
Efile Paymênt Receipt # 2016-1 23850-CCCLK

30.00
30.00

0.00

12t22t2016
12t22t2016

12t22t2016
12t22t2016

Eliadas, Peter
30.00

(30.00)

30.00
30.00
0.00

30.00
(30.00)Eliâdes Survivor Trust of '10/30i08

https://www.clarkcountycoufts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaselD:l 1729702 t017l2019
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1212212016
12t22t2016

12t22t2016
1212212016

12t22t2016
1212212016
12t22t2016
12t23t2016
12t23t2016

12t22t2016
12t22t2016
02t08t2017
02t0812017

1110712016
11t0712016

Defendant lmitaiions LLC
Total Financ¡al Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt # 201 6-1 23852-CCCLK

Defendant Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment Receipt#2016-123851-CCCLK

Defendant Rog¡ch, S¡gmund
Total F¡nancial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1010712019

lmitations LLC

Rog¡ch Fam¡ly lrrevocable Trust

Rogich, Sigmund

TELC LLC

TELC LLC

Nanyah Vegas LLC

30.00
30.00
0.00

30.00
(30.00)

30.00
30.00

0.00

30.00
(30.00)

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 2016-1 23847-CCCLK
Receipt # 2016-123853-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 20'16-1 24006-CCCLK

Rog¡ch, S¡gmund
Rogich, Sigmund

230.00
230.00

0.00

226.50
(223.00)

(3.50)
3.50

(3.50)

Defendant TELD LLC
Total F¡nanc¡al Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 1OlO7l2O19

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment
Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Plaintiff Nanyah Vegas LLC
Total F¡nancial Assessment
Total Payments and Cred¡ts
Balance Due as of 1010712019

Transaction Assessment
Efile Payment

Receipt # 201 6-1 23848-CCCLK

Receipt # 201 7-1 2586-CCCLK

Rece¡pt # 2016-'l 08582-CCCLK

33.50
33.50
0.00

30.00
(30.00)

3.50
(3.50)

270.00
270.00

0.00

270.00
(270.00)

htçs://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaselD:1 1729702 101712019



Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust adv. Nanyah Vegas, LLC

Copy Charges
Work Date Description Amount
1 1117 12016 General Copies
313112017 General Copies
41712017 GeneralCopies
411412017 General Copies
612112017 General Copies
612112017 General Copies
612212017 General Copies
71712017 General Copies
811012017 General Copies
912712017 General Copies
10/912017 General Copies

10/1Q12017 General Copies
10124/2017 General Copies
10/3012017 General Copies
1 1 114/2017 General Copies
1 111612017 General Copies

11512018 General Copies
212112018 General Copies
212112018 General Copies
2122/2018 General Copies
212612018 General Copies
2128/2018 General Copies
3/2112018 General Copies
3121l2O1B General Copies
41912018 GeneralCopies

4n112A18 General Copies
4/12/2018 General Copies
511512018 General Copies
511612018 General Copies
5/1612018 General Copies
511612018 General Copies
5118/2018 General Copies
512212018 General Copies
512312018 General Copies
512312018 General Copies
5/2512018 General Copies
5/2912018 General Copies
512912018 General Copies
61512018 GeneralCopies

6111 12018 General Copies
6111/2018 General Copies
6114l2O1B General Copies
611912018 General Copies
7 13012018 General Copies
713012018 General Copies
713112018 General Copies
915l2O1B GeneralCopies
101412018 General Copies
101412018 Genêrâl Copies
101412018 General Copies
101512018 General Copies
101512018 General Copies
1Ol5l201B General Copies
10lBl201B General Copies
10lBl2O1B General Copies

$

$
c
a

$

$
.,

$

$

$

$

$

$
ù

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$
iD

ôv
I
e

ù

$

$
$
$

$

$

$
ô

$

$

$
$
Þ
c

$

$
Þ
Q

$

$
$

$

$
$
$
$
ù

200
17.00
84.40
24.04

9.00
10.00
13,20
16.40
26.80

5.00
109.20
53 40
72.40

1.90
63.20

1.60
35.20
0.40
1.60
0.20

70.60
0.40

40.00
7.00
3.40

46,44
139.20

0,80
2.80
2.4Q

't2.ô0

0.20
1.00
0.20
0.20
0.40
0.20
1.2Q

1.4Q

0.40
1.2Q

2.20
70.20

239,60
239.80

64.60
34.80

1.60
1.20
2.20
4,4Q

11.2Q

3.20
2.20
6.20
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Work Date Description Amount
10lBl2O18 General Copies
10/9l2O1B General Copies
1Al9l2O18 General Copies
10tgl2j1Ù General Cop¡es
1011012018 General Copies
1011 1 12018 General Copies
10/1 I 12018 General Copies
101 11 12018 General Copies
101 1 5/2Q18 General Copies
10/ 16/2018 General Copies
10117 12018 General Copies
1012512018 General Copies
10125/2018 General Copies
10/2612018 General Copies
1Ol261201B General Copies
1012612018 General Copies
1013012018 General Copies
11/1l2O1B General Copíes
312512019 General Copies
312512019 General Copies
312612019 General Copies
4/512019 GeneralCopies

0.20
0.20
o.20
5.40
0,40
8.80
4.60
2.OO

0.40
3.60
0.20

51 00
2.40
1.20
1.40

1 1.60
3.80
3.00

10.20
56.20

106.20
85 60

$ 1,920.90

F¡líng Fees
Work Date Description Amount

12/22/2016 Defendants'lnitial Appearance Fee Disclosure (NRS Chapter 19) $ 3.50
21712017 Reply in Support of Motion to Dismiss or Strike Unauthorized $ 3 50

412412017 Defendants'Answer to Complaint $ 3.50
6126/2017 Notice of Hearing $ 3.50
911212017 Samuel Lionel- NOTICE OF TAKING DEPOSITION AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION $ 3.50

OF DOCUMENTS
11113/2017 Samuel Lionel: Defendants' Motion to Compel $ 3.50
12/812017 Samuel Lionel: Defendants' Reply in Support of Motion to Compel $ 3.50

1211512017 Samuel Lionel: Motion for Leave to Amend Answer to Complaint $ 3.50
1211812017 Samuel Lionel: Acceptance of Service Regarding Subpoena Duces Tecum to Carlos Huerla $ 3.50

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$
$

$

$

$
o

$

$
$

$

$

$

1l5l2O1B Samuel Lionel: Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to Strke Defendants' Motion to
Compel

112312018 Brenoch Wirthlin; Defendants' First Amended Answer to Çomplaint
1123/2018 Samuel Lionel: Opposition to Motiorr to Compel and Countermotion for an Order that the

Answers to Requests for Admissions Should be Considered as Having Been Timely Filed

$

a

$

350

1t29t2o1B
2t23t2018
2t27 /2018

3t8t2018

3t14t2018
3t21t2018
4/11t2018

Brenoch Wirthlin: Order Granting Motion for Leave to Amend Answer to Complaint $
Samuel L¡onel: Motion for Summary Judgment $
Samuel Lionel: Reply ln Support Of Countermotion For An Order Thai The Answers To $
Requests For Admissions Should Be Considered As Having Been Timely Filed
Samuel Lionel: Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich Family $
lrrevocable ïrust and lmitations LLC'S Joinder to Defendants Peter El¡ades lndividually and
as Trustee of the Eliades Trust of 10/30/08 Eldorado Hills LLC and Teld's Joinder to Motion
for Summary Judgment
Samuel Lionel: Drscovery Commissionefs Report and Recommendation $
Samuel Lionel: Notice of Entry $
Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Reply in Support of Motion for Sumrnary
Judgment and Opposition to Nanyâh Vegas, LLC"S Countermotion for Summary Judgrnent
and for NRCP 56(f) Relief

3.50
209.50

350

20s 50

3.50
3.50

3.50
3.50
3.50
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Work Date Descriofion Amount
4/17/2018 Samuel Lionel: SigrrrundRog¡ch, lndividuallyandasTrusteeoftheRogichFamily $

lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Joinder to Defendants Peter Eliades, lndividually and
as lrustee of the Eliades Survivor Trust of 10i30/08, Eldorado Hills, LLC and Teld's Reply in
Support of Their Joinder to Motion for Summary Judgment and Opposition to Nanyah
Vegas, LLC's Countermotion for Surnrnary Judgrnent and NRCP 56(f) Relief

5/1l2O1B Samuel Lionel: Discovery Commissioners Report and Recommendations $
5/2/2018 Samuel Lionel: Notice of Entry $

511Ol201B Samuel Lionel, Defendânts Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and As Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Ïrust and lmitat¡ons, LLC's Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion to
Continue Trial and io Set Firm Trial Date on OST

5/1112018 Brenoch Wirthlin: Defendants' Motion in Limine to Limit Trial Testimony of Yoav Harlap at $
Trial

615/2018 Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually And As Trustee Of The Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust And lmitations, LLC's Motion For Reconsideration

611412018 Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Opposition to Motion to Reconsider Order
Partially Granting Summary Judgment

712/2018 Samuel Lionel: Reply in Support of Defendants' Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as $
Trustee of the Rogich Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations LLC Motion for
Reconsideration

712412018 Sar¡uel Lionel: Order Denying Motion For Reconsideration $
7l25l2A1B Samuel Lionel: Reply in Support of Defendants' Motion for Expedited Hearing on Pending $

Motions in Limine
712612018 Samuel Lionel: Notice of Entry of Order Denying Motion for Reconsiderat¡on $
Bl17l2O1B Samuel Lionel: Motion for Re-hearing $
9l2Ol201B Samuel Lionel: Defendanls Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $

Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitaiions, LLC's Reply in Support of Their Motion for
Rehearing

9l2Bl2O1B Samuel Lionel: Defendants S¡gmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations; Notice of Non-Opposition to Nanyah's Motion in
Limine #4 Re: Yoav Harlap's Personal Financials

9l2Bl2O1B Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Opposition to Nanyah's Motion in Limine #3
re: Defendants Bound by their Answers to Complaint

9l2Bl2O1B Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion in
Limine #2 re: NRS 47.240(2) Mandates Find¡ng that Nanyah Vegas lnvested $1.5 Mill¡on
into Eldorado Hills, LLC

9l2Bl201B Samuel Lionel: Defendants Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee oFthe Rogich $
Family lrrevocabte Ïrust and lmitations, LLC's Opposit¡on to Nanyâh Vegas, LLC's Motion in
Limine #1 re: Eldorado Hills, LLC Bound by Admissions and Stater¡ents of its Managing
Member

2/612019 Samuel Lionel: Motion for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b) $

2/8t2019

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50
350

3.50

3.50

350

3.50

3.50

350

3.50

3.s0
3.50

3.50
3.50
3.50

209.50

350
3.50
3.50

3.50
3.50
350

2/Bl2Q19
2tBt2A19
2t13t2019
2t15t2019

2t19t2019

2t19t2019
2/20t2019

Brenoch Wirthlin; Ex Parte Motion for an Order Shortening ïime on Motion for Relief from $
the October 5, 2018 Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)
Brenoch Wirthlin: Order Shortening Time $
Brenoch Wirthlin: Notice of Êntry of Order $

Brenoch Wirthlin: Receipt of Copy $
Brenoch Wirthlin: Motion for Leâve to File Motion for Summary Judgment and Motion for $

Summary Judgment
Brenoch Wirthlin: Defendants Sigmund Rogich as Trustee of The Rogich Family lrrevocable $

Trust, Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and lmitations, LLC's Omnibus Opposition to (1) Nanyah
Vegas LLC's Motion for Summary Judgment and (2) Limited Opposition to Eldorado Hills,
LLC's Motion for Summary Judgmerrt
Brenoch Wirthlin: Ceftificate of Service $

Brenoch Wirthlin. Reply in Support of Motion for Relief From the October 5, 2018 Order $

Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)
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Work Date Description Amount
212612019 Brenoch Wirtlrlirt: Deferrdants' Motion in Lirrine to Preclude Plaintiff and Carlos Huerta from $

Presenting at Trial any Contrary Evidence as to Mr. Huerta's Taking of ü.42 Million from
Eldorado Hills, LLC as Go Global, lnc.'s Consulting Fee lncome to Attempt to Refinance

212712019 Brenoch Wirthlin: Motion to Compel Production of Plaintifls Tax Returns and For Attorneys' $
Fees on Order Shortening Time

3lBl2O19 ïhomas Fell: Opposition to Nânyåh Vegas, LLC'S Motion in Limine #5 Re: Parof Evidence $
Rule

31812019 ïhomas Fell: Opposition to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion in Limine #6 Re: Date of Discovery $

3!1912019 Brenoch Wirlhlin: Reply in Support of Motion to Compel Produciion of Plaintiff's Tax Returns $

312112019 Brenoch Wirthlin: Errata to Rogich Defendants' Opposition to Plaintiff s Motion to Seitle Jury $
lnstructions

312112019 Brenoch Wirthlin: Rogich Defendants' Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Settle Jury $
lnstructions

312212019 Brenoch Wirthlin: Defendants Sigmurrd Rogich, lndividually and as Trustee of the Rogich $
Family lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's 2nd Supplemenial Pre-Trial Disclosures

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

350

3.50

3.50

3.50

3t26t2419
3t26t2019
3t28t2019

3t2912019

4t5t2019

4t6t2019
4t6t2019
4tst201s

4t912019
4t9t2019
4t9t2019

4t't0t2019

4t10t2019

4h1t2015
4/15/2019
4/16t2019
4t17t2019
4t17 t2019
4t17 t2o1S

Brenoch Wirthlin: Notice of Entry of Order
Brenoclr Wirlhlin: Order Denying The Rogiclr Defendarrts' NRCP 60(tr) Motion
Brenoch Wirthlin: Reply in Support of Defendants' Motion in Limine to Preclude the Altered
Eldorado Hills' General Ledger and Related Testimony at Trial
Brenoch Wirthlin: Rog¡ch Defendants' Reply in Support of Motion in Limine Regarding
Consulting Fee Adnrission
Brenoch Wirthlin: Opposition to Pfaintiff's Motion to Reconsider Order on Motion in Limine
#5 Re Parol Evidence Rule on OST
Brenoch Wirthlin: Objections to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Pre-Trial Disclosures
Brenoch Wirihlin: Objections to Eldorado Hills, LLC's Pre-Trial Disclosures
Brenoch Wirthlin: Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Motion to Compel Production
of Plaintiff s Tax Returns and for Attorneys' Fees
Brenoch Wifthhn: Notice <if Entry of Order
Brenoch Wirthlirr: Defendants' 3rd Supplemental Pre-Trial Disclosure Statement
Brenoch Wirthlin: Sigmund Rogich, lndividually and as a Trustee of the Rogich Family
lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Joinder to Eldorado Hills, LLC's Notice on Non-
Consent to Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Unpleaded lmpfied-ln-Fact Contract Theory
Brenoctr Wirlhlin: Signrund Rogiclr, lndividually and As Trustee of the Rogich Fanlily
lrrevocable Trust and lmitations, LLC's Joinder to Eldorado Hills, LLC's Objections To
Nanyah Vegas, LLC's 2nd Supplemental Pre-Trial Disclosures
Brenoch Wirthlin: Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion in Limine #5: Parol Evidence
Rule
Brenoch Wirthlin: Defendants' Fourth Supplemental Pre-Trial Disclosure Statement
Brenoch Wirthlin: Request for Judicial Notice
Brenoch Wirthlin: Pre-Trial Memorandum
Brenoch Wirthlin: Certificate of Service
Brenoch Wirthlin: Rogich Defendants' Errata to Pretrial Memorandum
Brenoch Wirthlin: Order Denying Nanyah Vegas, LLC's Motion in Limine #6 re: Date of
Discovery
Brenoch Wirthlin: Notice of Êntry of Order
Brenoch Wirthlin: Opposition to Plaintiffs Emergency Motion to Address Defendant The
Rogich Fmaily lrrevocable Trust's NRS 163 120 Notice and/or Motion to Continue Trial for
Purposes of NRS 163.120
Brenoch Wirthlin: Objection to Nanyah's Request for Judicial Notice and Application of Law
of the Case Doctrine
Brenoch Wirthlin: The Rogich Defendants' Memorandum of Points and Authorities
Regarding Limits of Judicial Discret¡on to Modify Notice Requ¡rements to Ïrust Beneficiaries
Provided under NRS Chapter 163

$

$
$

$

$

$

$
óu

$

$
ù

$

$
6v
$
$
$
ô+

c

$

3.50
350
3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50
3.50
3.50

3.50
3.50
3.50

$ 3.s0

3.50

3.50
3.50
3.50
3.50
3.50
3.50

4t17 t2019
4t18t2019

3.50
3.50

4t19/2019 $

$

3.50

3.504t22/2019
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Work Date Descrlption Amount

Messenger Fees
Work Date Description Amount

2t8t2017
1t23t2018
10t29t2018
2t1112019
2t27 t2015
3t2612019
3t26t2019
3t29t2019
4t2t2019

21.95
39.25
24.00
85.75

131.50
4Q.25
67.75
4Q.25
40.25

Eighth Judicial District - Clark County
Eighth Judicial District Court
Offer of judgment in Hueda et al. vs. Roglch et al.
Mark Simmons
Mark Simons
Eíghth Judicial District Court
Bailey Kennedy
Bailey Kennedy
Eighth Judicial District Courl

$

$
ô

ù

$

$
$

$

$

$ 490.95

Postage Charges
Work Date Description Amount
12t22t2016
12t22t2016
4t2',U2017
5/26t2017
5126t2017
7t7t2017
8t10t2017
st12t2017
10t13t2417
10t24/2017
1111012417
11t28t2017
12t18t2017
1t5t2018

1t23t2018
3/15t2018
5t7t2018
6t7t2018

Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage
Postage

$

$

$

$

$

$(
I

$
$
$

$

$

$

$

$

6.45
0.47
1.40
0.46
067
0.46
8.65
0.46
0.67
1.34

1 1.15
0.46
0.46
1.40
2.68
0.47
1.21

0.47
aô a?

SOS Record Copy Fees
Work Date Description

4t6t2017
7 A 1t2417
7 t17 t2017
7/2612017

11t3Qt2Q17

Entity copies (4) $

Entíty Copies ISIGMUND ROGICH - Nanyah Vegas, LLC.v. Eldorado Hills, LLCI $
Entity copies; Copies - Certification of Documenl; NVSOS ICANAMEX NEVADA, LLC] $
Entity Copies ISIGMUND ROGICH - Nanyah Vegas, LLC.v. Eldorado Hills, LLCI $

NVSOS - Entity Cop¡es; SIGMUND ROGICH - Nanyah Vegas, LLC.v. Ëldorado Hills, LLC $

$

8.00
14.00
44.04
28.00
4.00

121412017 NVSOS - Entity copies; SIGMUND ROGICH - Nanyah Vegas, LLC.v. Eldorado Hills, LLC

121412017 NVSOS - Entity copies; Copies - Certification of Documen! SIGMUND ROGICH - Nanyah
Vegas, LLC.v. Eldorado Hìlls, LLC

12t29t2017 NVSOS - ENTITY COPIES, IMITATIONS, LLC
111912018 NVSOS - Entity Copies; Copies - Certification of Document, SIGMUND ROGICH

$

$

$

$

1 4.00

32,00

28.00
164 00
336.00

Service Fees
Work Date

17

11t29t2017
12t1t2017
12t4t2017

Cârlos Huerta
Carlos Huerta
Carlos Huerta
Carlos Huerta

$

$
$
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Work Date Description Amount
$ 400.00

Transcript/Deposition Fees
Work Date Qqsc¡iption Amount
912112017 Check 5346 to Clark County ïreasurer for CD of hearing
10111nA17 Deposition of Yoav Harlap - 1011112017
1211512017 Check #5372 to Clark County Treasurer for CD of hearing before discovery commissioner

$

$
$

$

$

$
ôv
ù
a

$
Þ

$

$

$
$

$

$

65.00
1,577.85

65.00

4t20t2Q18
4t24t2018
5t2t2018

5t17t2018
5t24t2018
5t25t2018
6t15t2018
8t2t2018
8t2t2018

10t3t2018
10t3t2a1B
3t20t2019
3t21t2419
4t22t2019

128.18
329.23

2,149.02
449.52

1,041.81
383.46
321.48
1 S5.39
40 00
40.00
68.40

24A.gA
40 00

128.48

#5429 Clark County Treasurer lor 4118118 hearing transcript
Transcript fee lor 4/18118 hearing
Depo transcript of Melissa Olivas
Deposition f ranscript of Woloson
Depo transcript of Sig Rogich
Depo transcript of Peter Eliades
Depo transcript of Dolores Eliades
#5449 JD Reporting, lnc. for transcript
#5450 Clark County Treasurer for transcript
#5459 Clark County Treasurer - Transcript f or gl27l18 hearing
#5460 Shawna Ortega - Transcripts
#5519 JD Reporting, lnc. for 3l21l19 hearing transcript
District Court câse4686303
Trial Transcript

$ 7,263.72

Legal Research Fees
Work Date Descrlptlon Amount
1111612A16 WestladLexis Electronic Research $ 198.00
1 1 12312016 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1112812016 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

11512017 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
11612017 WestlaMLexis Electronic Research

1 11012017 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
111112017 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
31112017 WestlaøLexis Electronic Research

4l2Ol2O17 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
611212017 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
2121 12018 WestlaMlexis Electronic Research
4111 12018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
413012018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
511012018 WestlaMLexis Eleclronic Research
61612018 WestlaMLexis Electronic Research
71412A18 Westlawlex¡s Electronic Research
7nAnA1Ù Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
7 11312018 WestlaúLexis Electronic Research
7 n7l2A18 Westlaw/Loxis Electronic Research
7 12412018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
7 13012018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
Bl1l2O18 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
81212018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
8l8l211B WestlaùLexis Electronic Research

8l1Bl201B WestlawLexls Electronic Research
91612018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
91712018 WestladLexis Electronic Research
9lBl2O1B Westlaw/lexis Electronic Research
911012018 WestlawLexis Electronic Research
911 I 12018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
911212018 WestlaWLexis Electronic Research
sl13l2j18 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

$
$

$
c

$
r¡

q

ôv
$

$
$
c
G

$

$

$
ô

$
$

$
$

$

$

$
$

$
$
$
$
¡r

$

49.50
49.50
99.00
99.00
49.50

198.00
198.00
49.50
99.00

476.00
17.5Q
79.00

1.00
637.00
178.50
75.00
40.50

1 59.00
39.50

197.50
42.50
42.50
42.50

150.00
75.00

1,200.00
150.00

1,800.00
600.00

1,950.00
600.00
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Work Date Description Amount
9115l2O1B Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
9l161201B Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1Ol4l2O1B Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1Ol5l2O1B WestlaWLexis Electronic Research
1OlBl201B Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

101 1012018 Wesilaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1 O / 1 31 201 I Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
10/ 19/2018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
10/23/2018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1 Ol25 12018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
111512018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
11lBl2O18 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

1 111212018 WestlaWLex¡s Electron¡c Research
11 l1212Q'lB Westlaw/Lexis Ëlectronic Research
1 1 I 1312018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1 111312018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1 1 12612018 WestiaúLexis Electronic Research
121 12/2018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1211 412018 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
12117 l2O1B Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
12127 l2O1B WestlaWlexis Electron¡c Research

11312019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
11412019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
11712019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
11912019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

1/1612019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1/1912019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
112612019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
1128/2419 WestlaMLexis Electrontc Research
21212019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

2/1212019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
U1412A19 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
2nBl2A19 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
212112019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
2/27 /2A19 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
31A12019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
31412A19 Westlaw/Lexis Electron¡c Research

3130/2019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
41412019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research

411112019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
411212019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
4117 12019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
4119/2019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
4120/2019 Westlaw/Lexis Electronic Research
412212019 Westlaw/Lexis Electron¡c Research

$ 1B,912.00

TOTAL:

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$
$

$

$

$
ù
ôv
$

$

$

$

Þ

$

$

$
Þ

$

ù

$
$

$

$
$
ù

$

$
$

$
$

$
$

$

$

375.00
1 ,125.00

42.50
59.50

125.50
59.50
59.50
59.50

255.00
1 ,1 73.00

59 50
40.50

119.00
204.00

39 50
59.50

238.00
85.00
42.50

340.00
328.50

51.00
102.00
90 00
90.00

412.50
90.00

153,00
102.00
51.00
40 50
51.00

500.50
51.00

715.00
39.50
71.50

194.00
51 00

143.00
474.00

39.50
378.50
450,00

39.50

30
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# '* t'n**rl t'',,, *,uÇ)
nl$tût,IRY

BILL TO

Fennemore Cralg
300 $ Fourth St #1400
Las Vogas, NV 89101

ORDERFN BY

DanielMaul

HOLO Ðleeovory
301S ïtÍsat Charloston Slvd

Sulle 170

Lae Vagae, NV S9102

703.333.4321

CLlEI'¡TMATTER

û3S537,0004/Rogich

lnvoice

rti

REP

Jon

ffiÆHfim¡i

IIHKqrcfrffi

ftTrf.f,f,Iï! [![ffin

CLIFNT MATTERI 038537.0ü04 . Raglch adv. Nanyah

Descriptlon: Print docurnerrts, tab and place in þlnders.

üÂft Prlnting

Cclor Digital Prirrling

lndex Tabs

lnclex Tabs - 1û0+, ÂA+

1.5 lnch Hinder

4 lnch Bínder
Sales ïax

0,00

,6ö8.ttùT336,t88

ß70

s6ü

1,1û6

6

4û

?g?.30T,

r?6,007
i

524.7CIT

5¡1.0CIT l

T3û.007
440.70 ì

rr
SS 5?"w*'{

Proje*l Nunrbar- ?1û03
D#tç D€lfvãred- 04/191201S

TptalDue
Paymantt/Credlts

$5,782.sCI

$0.00

Thank yor lor your businesc. Plc¿to mako thscke payahla TCI HOLO Dlscovery.

Tax lÞ: S1-?160838

ffi
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