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Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours
CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) LOPEZ V. US HOME CORP

NEVADA COURT CASE SUBSTANTIVE MOTIONS FROM
PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANTS, DISCUSSED IN HOA'S
OPPOSITION BRIEF, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY
TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL
PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) FOSTER ET AL V. GREYSTONE
NEVADA LLC CASE NUMBER A15728093D COURT ORDER OF
FINDINGS OF FACT AND LAW, RE: ARGUMENTS SUPPORTING
SUMMARY JUDGMENT BASED ON NRS 11.202(1), IN
PREPARATION FOR OPPOSITION BRIEF ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) JUDGE JOHNSON ORDER
FROM SKY LAS VEGAS CASE INVOLVING MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT BASED ON STATUTE OF REPOSE)
FROM DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS/
COUNTER-DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
PURSUANT   TO NRS 11.202(1), IN PREPARATION FOR REPLY
BRIEF ON BEHALF OF CLIENT BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR
AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER 0.10 16.50

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY LAW
JOURNAL ARTICLE "IN SEARCH OF THE TRANSACTION OR
OCCURRENCE: COUNTERCLAIMS, IN PREPARATION FOR
DRAFTING REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO
BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO
NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MEMO TO FILE, RE:

 (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION
WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24
- 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) ASSOCIATION'S
COUNTERMOTION FOR ADDITIONAL TOLLING PURSUANT TO
NRS 40.695(2), IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED
BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MEMO TO FILE, RE:

(ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

0110 AA3551
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Hours
CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF

BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) OPPOSITION BRIEF ON BEHALF
OF BUILDERS, IN OPPOSITION TO ASSOCIATION'S REQUEST
FOR CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION TO EXTEND TOLLING
FOR THE BASIS OF GOOD CAUSE IN ORDER TO ADDRESS THE
UNTIMELINESS OF THEIR CONSTRUCTION DEFECT CLAIMS 0.65 107.25

03/13/2019 PCB L310 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (FINALIZE) PROPOSED SPECIAL
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS TO THE HOA (ADDING TO BOTH DOCUMENTS
ADDITIONAL SECTIONS ON UNIT 300, THE HISTORY OF CC&R
AMENDMENTS, HISTORY OF REPAIRS, HISTORY OF
MAINTENANCE, AND COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE
BOARD AND THE HOA MEMBERS; AS WELL AS FINALIZATION
OF LETTER TO SPECIAL MASTER HALE EXPLAINING WHY THE
PROPOSED WRITTEN DISCOVERY SHOULD BE APPROVED (AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II). 1.10 203.50

LSG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) OPPOSING PARTY'S
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING STATUTE OF
REPOSE, RE: ARGUMENT FOR COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS AND RELATION BACK DOCTRINE. (MOTION
WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON
01.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

LSG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING STATUTE OF
REPOSE, RE: ANALYSIS ON OPPOSING PARTY'S ARGUMENT
ON COUNTERCLAIMS AND RELATION BACK DOCTRINE
(MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 01.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DISCOVERY SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF
CLIENT WITHIN PREVIOUS FILES (1287.517 AND 1287.519), RE:
DETERMINING IF CLIENT SUBMITTED RESPONSES TO CASE
MANAGEMENT ORDER SUCH AS SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
INSURANCE QUESTIONNAIRE AND STATEMENT OF WORK, IN
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PREPARATION FOR PROVIDING ATTORNEY INSURANCE
QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMATION AND DOCUMENTATION
RELATING TO THE SAME, AS REQUESTED(AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II). 0.45 42.75

CSW L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) BUILDER'S SEPTEMBER 28,
2016 COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, RE:
ARGUMENTS TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION PAPERS TO
BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO
NRS 11.202(1) SPECIFICALLY IN REGARDS TO ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENT JUSTIFYING ITS COUNTERCLAIMS AS
COMPULSORY, IN PREPARATION TO DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF
TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED
BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.95 156.75

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS, IN REPLY TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF
TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE OLSON V. IACOMETTI NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE, RE: PARAMETERS AND DETERMINATION OF
WHEN A COUNTERCLAIM IS DETERMINED TO BE
COMPULSORY VERSUS PERMISSIVE UNDER NRCP 13(A), IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF TO
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDER'S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL
PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) OPPOSITION BRIEF ON BEHALF
OF BUILDERS, IN OPPOSITION TO ASSOCIATION'S REQUEST
FOR CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION TO EXTEND TOLLING
FOR THE BASIS OF GOOD CAUSE IN ORDER TO ADDRESS THE
UNTIMELINESS OF THEIR CONSTRUCTION DEFECT CLAIMS
(ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LOPEZ V US HOME CORP MOTION TO
DISMISS FILED ON AUGUST 1, 2016, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE
THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN THE MOTION, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE JUDGE'S DENIAL OF THE
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MOTION, TO DISTINGUISH THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE
AND THE RULING IN THE LOPEZ CASE, BECAUSE IT WAS
CITED TO AND RELIED UPON IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
REGARDING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.55 90.75

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LOPEZ V US HOME CORP OPPOSITION TO
MOTION TO DISMISS BASED UPON STATUTE OF REPOSE,, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN THE
MOTION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE
JUDGE'S DENIAL OF THE MOTION, TO DISTINGUISH THE
ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THE LOPEZ
CASE, BECAUSE IT WAS CITED TO AND RELIED UPON IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT REGARDING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN
PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.65 107.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LOPEZ V US HOME CORP REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS BASED UPON STATUTE OF
REPOSE, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED IN THE MOTION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
BASIS FOR THE JUDGE'S DENIAL OF THE MOTION, TO
DISTINGUISH THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE
RULING IN THE LOPEZ CASE, BECAUSE IT WAS CITED TO AND
RELIED UPON IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.60 99.00

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ORDER DENYING LOPEZ V US HOME CORP
MOTION TO DISMISS FILED ON AUGUST 1, 2016, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN THE MOTION AND
THE JUDGE'S ORDER, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS
FOR THE JUDGE'S DENIAL OF THE MOTION, TO DISTINGUISH
THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THE
LOPEZ CASE, BECAUSE IT WAS CITED TO AND RELIED UPON
IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE,
IN PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.35 57.75

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) PROPERTY RECORDS FROM THE
PANORAMA TOWERS, RE: ANALYSIS OF CLOSE OF ESCROW
OF HOMEOWNERS THROUGHOUT THE TOWERS, TO MAKE
THE ARGUMENT THAT THE ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS THAT
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SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OCCURRED LATER THAN SHOWN
ON THE CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY INCLUDED IN OUR
MOTION FAILS, AS THIS WAS THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED IN
THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE. (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.30 49.50

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) PROPERTY RECORDS FROM
PANORAMA TOWER I, PERMIT NUMBER 04-36699 (88 PAGES
OF INSPECTIONS), RE: ANALYSIS OF BUILDING INSPECTION
HISTORY, TO COUNTER THE ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS
THAT SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OCCURRED LATER THAN
SHOWN ON THE CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY INCLUDED IN
OUR MOTION FAILS, AS THIS WAS THE ARGUMENT
PRESENTED IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN
PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.40 66.00

03/14/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR
DOCUMENTATION FOR TOWER I AND TOWER II, RE:
DETERMINING CLOSE OF ESCROW DATES FOR TEN UNITS
RANDOMLY SELECTED, IN PREPARATION FOR PROVIDING
ATTORNEY FOR ENCLOSING AS EXHIBITS TO REPLY BRIEF TO
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL
PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 01-24-2019) (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II). 0.45 42.75

JBV L320 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CLOSE OF ESCROW MATRIX OF TEN UNITS
RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM TOWERS I AND II, RE:
IDENTIFYING UNITS, TOWER AND CLOSE OF ESCROW DATE
RANGE TO PROVIDE ATTORNEY FOR ANALYSIS AS ASSESSOR
DOCUMENTATION WILL BE ENCLOSED AS EXHIBITS TO REPLY
BRIEF TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDERS'
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS
11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED
BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 01-24-2019) (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE - TOWER II). 0.10 9.50

PCB L390 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR TODAY'S SPECIAL MASTER
HEARING RE:  GOING OVER THE ISSUES THAT WILL BE
ADDRESSED AT THE MEDIATION AND OUTLINING POSITIONS
TO TAKE ON EACH ISSUE (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.15 27.75

PCB L390 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND SPECIAL MASTER HEARING (NO
TRAVEL TIME INCLUDED IN THIS ENTRY, AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II; AS PER APPROVAL OF SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS,
TWO ATTORNEYS FROM BWB&O PRE-APPROVED FOR
ATTENDANCE AT THIS HEARING). 0.50 92.50
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PCB L390 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND SPECIAL MASTER HEARING (SEPARATE

TRAVEL TIME, BILLED AT 1/2 REGULAR HOURLY RATE, AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE - TOWER II; AS PER APPROVAL OF SHERILYN BRYDON
OF ESIS, TWO ATTORNEYS FROM BWB&O PRE-APPROVED
FOR ATTENDANCE AT THIS HEARING). 0.40 74.00

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COHN V. RITZ TRANSPORTATION INC
NEVADA DISTRICT COURT ORDER, RE: PARAMETERS OF
COMPULSORY COUNTERCLAIM AS APPLIED BY THE NINTH
CIRCUIT AND INTERPRETED BY THE EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT
OF NEVADA, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF
ON BEHALF OF BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE
MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON
ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE IN RE PEGASUS GOLD CORPORATION
NINTH CIRCUIT FEDERAL CASE PARAMETERS OF
COMPULSORY COUNTERCLAIM AS APPLIED BY THE NINTH
CIRCUIT AND INTERPRETED BY THE EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT
OF NEVADA, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF
ON BEHALF OF BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE
MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON
ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPARROW V. MAZDA AMERICA CREDIT
FEDERAL COURT CASE PARAMETERS OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIM AS APPLIED BY THE NINTH CIRCUIT AND
INTERPRETED BY THE EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT OF NEVADA,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE POCHIRO V. PRUDENTIAL CO. OF AMERICA
NINTH CIRCUIT COURT CASE PARAMETERS OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIM AS APPLIED BY THE NINTH CIRCUIT AND
INTERPRETED BY THE EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT OF NEVADA,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF
BUILDERS TO SAME (ALL PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLARK COUNTY RECORDER OFFICIAL
RECORDS: ANALYSIS OF RECORDED DOCUMENTS
PERTAINING TO TOWERS I AND II FOR NOTICES OF
COMPLETION THAT COULD SUPPORT ASSOCIATION'S
POSITION IN OPPOSITION PAPERS FOR ISSUE OF MATERIAL
FACT BASED ON THE SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION DATE OF
THE PROPERTIES IN ORDER TO OBTAIN RECORDS
JUSTIFYING BUILDERS POSITION, IN PREPARATION REPLY
BRIEF ON BEHALF OF BUILDERS TO ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDER'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL PRIOR AND
FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NEVADA COURT WEBSITE ANALYSIS OF
JOINDERS TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO THE APPLICATION OF STATUTE OF REPOSE FOR SKY LAS
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VEGAS CONDOMINIUM CASE, RE: ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUSLY
HELD ARGUMENTS INVOLVING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN
PREPARATION REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF BUILDERS TO
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDER'S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) (ALL
PRIOR AND FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1 - 24 - 19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

DRG L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND UPCOMING SPECIAL MASTER HEARING,
RE: ANALYSIS OF LETTER AND ARGUMENTS FOR DISCOVERY
AND ANALYSIS OF DISCOVERY REQUESTS, ANALYSIS OF
CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER, ANALYSIS OF HEARING
TRANSCRIPT WHERE AMENDMENTS TO CC&R'S WAS RAISED,
ANALYSIS OF CC&RS THEMSELVES REGARDING PROVISIONS
FOR AMENDMENTS, DRAFTED NOTES AND ARGUMENTS TO
RAISE WITH SPECIAL MASTER (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25

DRG L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND SPECIAL MASTER HEARING WITH
FLOYD HALE, RE: ARGUMENTS RAISED REGARDING
DISCOVERY SCHEDULING, SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES AND
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION PROPOUNDED UPON THE
ASSOCIATION (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) PROPERTY RECORDS FROM
PANORAMA TOWER II, PERMIT NUMBER 05-2857 (102 PAGES
OF INSPECTIONS), RE: ANALYSIS OF BUILDING INSPECTION
HISTORY, TO COUNTER THE ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS
THAT SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OCCURRED LATER THAN
SHOWN ON THE CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY INCLUDED IN
OUR MOTION FAILS, AS THIS WAS THE ARGUMENT
PRESENTED IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN
PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.45 74.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) RECENT NEVADA CASE LAW ON
THE POSITION THAT COUNTERCLAIMS TO DECLARATORY
RELIEF-ONLY ACTIONS ARE NOT COMPULSORY, BUT RATHER,
MERELY PERMISSIVE, TO COUNTER THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS THAT THEIR CLAIMS WERE COMPULSORY AND
THEREFORE RELATE BACK TO THE FILING OF THE BUILDERS'
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, IN PREPARATION
FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.80 132.00

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) BOCA PARK MARKETPLACE
SYNDICATIONS GRP. V. HIGCO, INC., THE POSITION THAT
COUNTERCLAIMS TO DECLARATORY RELIEF-ONLY ACTIONS
ARE NOT COMPULSORY, BUT RATHER, MERELY PERMISSIVE,
TO COUNTER THE ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS THAT THEIR
CLAIMS WERE COMPULSORY AND THEREFORE RELATE BACK
TO THE FILING OF THE BUILDERS' COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY RELIEF, IN PREPARATION FOR
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CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE   (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER). 0.30 49.50

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FOSTER V GREYSTONE MOTION TO
DISMISS REGARDING STATUTE OF REPOSE FILED ON APRIL
15, 2016, INCLUDING EXHIBITS, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN THE MOTION, TO ANALOGIZE
THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THE
FOSTER CASE, TO RELY UPON IT TO COUNTER THE
ARGUMENTS IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN
PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.80 132.00

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FOSTER V GREYSTONE OPPOSITION TO
MOTION TO DISMISS BASED UPON STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN THE
MOTION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE
JUDGE'S RULING ON THE MOTION, TO ANALOGIZE THE
ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THE FOSTER
CASE, TO RELY UPON IT TO COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS IN
THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.65 107.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FOSTER V GREYSTONE REPLY IN SUPPORT
OF MOTION TO DISMISS BASED UPON STATUTE OF REPOSE,
IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN
THE MOTION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE
JUDGE'S RULING ON THE MOTION, TO ANALOGIZE THE
ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THE FOSTER
CASE, TO RELY UPON IT TO COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS IN
THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.60 99.00

03/15/2019 PCB L240 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (FINALIZE) REPLY BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF
REPOSE AS WELL AS THE OPPOSITION TO THE HOA'S
COUNTER-MOTION TO EXTEND THE TIME FOR FILING OF THE
COUNTERCLAIM RE:  ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION AS TO WHY
THE STATUTE HAS NOT BEEN TOLLED, WHY THE OVERALL
POSITION OF THE HOA DOES NOT REFLECT REALITY GIVEN
THE CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY DATES, AND WHY THE
RELIEF BEING REQUESTED BY THE HOA REQUIRES THE
COURT TO DISREGARD SEVERAL EQUITABLE AND LEGAL
POSITIONS THAT ARE IN FAVOR OF THE BUILDERS (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE - TOWER II; ALL WORK ON MOTIONS PRE-APPROVED BY
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SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.70 129.50

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EXHIBITS F THROUGH K OF CLIENT'S REPLY
BRIEF TO ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION BRIEF TO BUILDERS'
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS
11.202(1), RE: VERIFYING EACH IS BATES LABELED SHOULD IT
BE OVER 10 PAGES, IN PREPARATION FOR ENSURING ALL
EXHIBITS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH E.D.C.R. 2.27 SAME
REPLY BRIEF TO MOTION AS YESTERDAY (ALL PRIOR AND
FUTURE MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 01-24-2019) (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.15 14.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING TRANSCRIPT FROM SKY LAS
VEGAS CASE, MOTION FOR SUMMARY ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED AT THE HEARING, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
BASIS FOR THE JUDGE'S RULING ON THE MOTION, TO
COMPARE AND CONTRAST THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE
AND THE RULING IN THAT CASE, TO RELY UPON IT TO
COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION, IN PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.55 90.75

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE FROM SKY LAS VEGAS CASE, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED AT THE
HEARING, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE
JUDGE'S RULING ON THE MOTION, TO COMPARE AND
CONTRAST THE ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING
IN THAT CASE, TO RELY UPON IT TO COUNTER THE
ARGUMENTS IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN
PREPARATION FOR CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.40 66.00

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BYRNE V SUNRIDGE BUILDERS' REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING
STATUTE OF REPOSE AND THE COURT'S ORDER REGARDING
SAME, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR THE JUDGE'S
RULING ON THE MOTION, TO COMPARE AND CONTRAST THE
ARGUMENTS BY THE JUDGE AND THE RULING IN THAT CASE,
TO RELY UPON IT TO COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION, IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINUING/FINALIZING REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.45 74.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: DEVELOPED THE
INTRODUCTION AND ARGUMENTS REGARDING WHY OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT IS SUFFICIENTLY
SUPPORTED UNDER THE LAW REGARDING SUMMARY
JUDGMENT IN NEVADA AND WHY THE ASSOCIATION HAS
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FAILED TO MEET ITS BURDEN IN RESPONSE, AND
ARGUMENTS SUPPORTING THE POSITION THAT SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION OCCURRED ON THE DATE CONTAINED IN THE
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND WHY ANY OTHER
INTERPRETATION IS MISGUIDED, INCLUDING THE ARGUMENT
THAT IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE FOR A LATER SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION DATE TO IMPACT THE BUILDERS', THUS THE
COURT'S, ANALYSIS OF AB 125 IN RELATION TO NRS 40.695
(MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.35 57.75

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: DEVELOPED
ARGUMENTS REGARDING ACCRUAL AND COMMENCEMENT
OF AN ACTION BASED UPON ANALYSIS OF THE LOPEZ,
FOSTER AND SKY CASES, TWO OF WHICH WERE CITED IN
THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION, AND
ADDED TO ARGUMENTS REGARDING THE TOLLING
PROVISIONS, AND ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS INTO HOW THE SKY
COURT'S RULING, THE FOSTER COURT'S RULING, THE LOPEZ
COURT'S RULING, AND THE BYRNE V SUNRIDGE HEIGHTS
CASE RULING, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP THE ARGUMENTS THAT
THOSE CASES IN FACT SUPPORT OUR POSITION AND HURT
THE ASSOCIATION'S POSITION, NOT THE OTHER WAY
AROUND. (MOTION APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON
1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.65 107.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: DEVELOPED
ARGUMENTS IN REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENTS RAISED BY THE
ASSOCIATION REGARDING COMPULSORY COUNTERCLAIMS
AND RELATION-BACK, SUPPLEMENTAL OUR ARGUMENTS
MADE WITH NEW CASE LAW FOUND THAT SHOWS THAT
COUNTER-CLAIMS, AND DRAFTED ANALYSIS OF THE LOGICAL
RELATIONSHIP TEST AND WHY THE BUILDERS' ACTION AND
THE ASSOCIATION'S ACTION FAIL THAT TEST, WHICH HAS
BEEN ADOPTED BY NEVADA COURTS, ALL IN SUPPORT OF
ARGUMENT THAT COUNTERCLAIMS TO DECLARATORY RELIEF
ACTIONS ARE PRESUMPTIVELY PERMISSIVE AND NOT
COMPULSORY LIKE THE ASSOCIATION SUGGESTS  (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.85 140.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
PREPARED THE AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF THE MOTION,
AFFIDAVIT ATTESTING TO EFFORTS MADE WITH RESPECT TO
CONTACTING RELEVANT COUNTY DEPARTMENTS TO
SUPPORT OUR ARGUMENTS THAT SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION OF THE TOWERS WAS AS WE ALLEGED IN OUR
ORIGINAL MOTION, AND ATTESTING TO THE AUTHENTICITY OF
OUR EXHIBITS IN OUR REPLY BRIEF. (MOTION APPROVED BY
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER). 0.30 49.50

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EXHIBITS TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, TO ENSURE THAT THE
EXHIBITS ONLY SUPPORT AND DO NOT IN ANY WAY DETRACT
FROM OUR MOTION'S STRENGTH OR THE ARGUMENTS WE
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MAKE, IN PARTICULAR WITH RESPECT TO THE ARGUMENTS
ABOUT SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION, IN PREPARATION FOR
FINALIZING AND GETTING THE MOTION FILED (MOTION
APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.35 57.75

03/16/2019 PCB L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) FOR UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE RE: 

(AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II; WORK ON ALL MOTIONS PRE-APPROVED BY
SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.25 46.25

03/18/2019 PCB L190 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL FROM PERSONAL COUNSEL FOR MJ
DEAN (MARTY LITTLE), 

(AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE - TOWER II). 0.15 27.75

03/19/2019 PCB L240 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) FOR UPCOMING HEARING
ON THE MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE
OF REPOSE RE: 

)(AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II; ALL WORK ON MOTIONS
PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.40 74.00

DRG L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (BEGIN) STRATEGY FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE
OF REPOSE AND COUNTERMOTION, RE: ANALYSIS OF PRIOR
CASES AND JUDICIAL RULINGS, BOTH IN DEPARTMENT 22
AND OTHERS, ANALYSIS OF BEST APPROACH TO MAKE
ARGUMENTS AND THE ORDER IN WHICH TO ARGUE THEM,
CONSIDERATION OF HOW THE JUDGE WOULD RULE BASED
UPON HER PRIOR RULINGS ON SOME OF OUR ARGUMENTS,
AND WHETHER TO EMPHASIZE CERTAIN ARGUMENTS OVER
OTHERS BASED UPON THIS JUDGE'S INCLINATION FOR
CERTAIN ARGUMENTS AS EVIDENCED BY PRIOR RULINGS
(MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.60 99.00

DRG L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) STRATEGY FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE
OF REPOSE AND COUNTERMOTION, RE: ANALYSIS OF PRIOR
CASES AND JUDICIAL RULINGS, SPECIAL ANALYSIS OF
MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE JUDGE'S ORDER IN THE
FOSTER V GREYSTONE CASE REGARDING THE MOTION TO
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DISMISS SOME OF THE CLAIMANTS, ANALYSIS OF THAT
MOTION AND THE JUDGE'S ORDER GRANTING THE MOTION
TO RECONSIDER HER RULING, TO EVALUATE THE BASIS FOR
THE CHANGE IN POSITION AND WHETHER IT IMPACTS THE
ANALYSIS IN OUR PENDING MOTION (MOTION WORK
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.95 156.75

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FILING NOTICE FROM THE COURT, RE: THE
ASSOCIATION'S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTERMOTION
CHALLENGING OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
PREPARATION FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS OF SAME. (MOTION
WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON
1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

03/20/2019 DRG L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) STRATEGY FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE
OF REPOSE AND COUNTERMOTION, RE: ANALYSIS OF PRIOR
CASES AND JUDICIAL RULINGS, BOTH IN DEPARTMENT 22
AND OTHERS, ANALYSIS OF BEST APPROACH TO MAKE
ARGUMENTS AND THE ORDER IN WHICH TO ARGUE THEM,
CONSIDERATION OF HOW THE JUDGE WOULD RULE BASED
UPON HER PRIOR RULINGS ON SOME OF OUR ARGUMENTS,
AND WHETHER TO EMPHASIZE CERTAIN ARGUMENTS OVER
OTHERS BASED UPON THIS JUDGE'S INCLINATION FOR
CERTAIN ARGUMENTS AS EVIDENCED BY PRIOR RULINGS
(MOTION WORK APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER). 0.20 33.00

DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE TO OPPOSING COUNSEL,
RE: TENTATIVE HEARING DATE ON OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING STATUTE OF REPOSE AND
PROPOSED CHANGES TO DATE, TO CONFIRM WHETHER
COUNSEL IS AGREEABLE TO SAME. (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER
II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

03/21/2019 PCB L130 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE  FROM MKA
CONSULTANTS (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT
WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.10 18.50

JBV L320 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL) WITH CLIENT'S EXPERT,
SHELLY ROBBINS OF MADSEN, KNEPPERS & ASSOCIATES, RE:

AS REQUESTED BY ATTORNEY. 0.10 9.50
DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING

COUNSEL, RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE TO OPPOSING COUNSEL,
RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING
COUNSEL, RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
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SUMMARY JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) STIPULATION AND ORDER FOR
EXTENSION OF HEARING DEADLINE ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON ON
1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

03/22/2019 DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) STIPULATION AND ORDER FOR
EXTENSION OF HEARING DEADLINE ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT REGARDING STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON ON
1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE TO OPPOSING COUNSEL,
RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING
COUNSEL, RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE TO OPPOSING COUNSEL,
RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING
COUNSEL, RE: UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ORDER GRANTING OUR STIPULATION AND
ORDER TO EXTEND HEARING DEADLINE ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, TO VERIFY
THAT THE JUDGE EXECUTED SAME WITHOUT CONDITION
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON ON
1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LETTER FROM OPPOSING COUNSEL TO
THE SPECIAL MASTER, RE: REQUESTING AN EXTENSION OF
RE-HEARING, IN ORDER TO DETERMINE WHETHER
OBJECTION OR CLARIFICATION IS NEEDED. (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25

03/25/2019 PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) COURT RULING ON
DECLARATORY RELIEF ACTION IN ORDER TO MAKE FINAL
DETERMINATION AS TO WHETHER THERE IS A BASIS FOR
EITHER A MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OR A MOTION FOR
CLARIFICATION (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT
WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II; AS PER
SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS, ALL WORK ON MOTIONS
PRE-APPROVED). 0.40 74.00
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PCB L320 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL) WITH COUNSEL

FOR THE HOA RE:  FOLLOW-UP ON HIS PROGRESS IN
OBTAINING THE DOCUMENTATION THAT THE SPECIAL
MASTER AGREED COULD BE PRODUCED NOW RATHER THAN
WAITING FOR THE COURT'S RULING ON THE LATEST MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.10 18.50

DRG L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE STRATEGY AND EVALUATION OF
WHETHER TO FILE A MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE
COURT'S RECENT ORDER ON OUR HEARING ON THE MOTION
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF ON STANDING, ANALYZED
HEARING TRANSCRIPT, AND DEVELOPED ARGUMENTS ON
WHETHER IT MAKES SENSE TO FILE A MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION OF CLARIFICATION GIVEN OUR
STRATEGY FOR RESOLUTION AND ARGUMENTS MADE TO
DATE AND THOSE WITHIN OUR CURRENT MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.70 115.50

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING NOTES AND DISCUSSION THAT
OCCURRED AT THE RECENT SPECIAL MASTER HEARING, TO
DEVELOP A PLAN FOR DEMANDING OPPOSING COUNSEL'S
COMPLIANCE WITH THE SPECIAL MASTER'S RULING FROM
THE HEARING, IN PARTICULAR, ANALYSIS OF THE
ASSOCIATION'S OBLIGATIONS PURSUANT TO THE SPECIAL
MASTER RULING ON DUTIES OF DISCLOSURE OF PRIOR
REPAIR DOCUMENTS, CONTRACTS AND POST-REPAIR
LETTERS, AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE
CC&R'S THE ASSOCIATION PURPORTEDLY (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE DEVELOPED A PLAN FOR DEMANDING
OPPOSING COUNSEL'S COMPLIANCE WITH THE SPECIAL
MASTER'S RULING FROM THE HEARING, IN PARTICULAR,
ANALYSIS OF THE ASSOCIATION'S OBLIGATIONS PURSUANT
TO THE SPECIAL MASTER RULING ON DUTIES OF
DISCLOSURE OF PRIOR REPAIR DOCUMENTS, CONTRACTS
AND POST-REPAIR LETTERS, AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO THE CC&R'S THE ASSOCIATION
PURPORTEDLY (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75

JWS L240 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR  RE: POTENTIAL MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION/CONSIDERATION. TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE. 0.25 46.25

JWS L240 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND IN OFFICE ROUNDTABLE/STRATEGY
SESSION, MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION/CLARIFICATION,
INCLUDED REVIEW/ANALYSIS OF NOTES FROM PRIOR
HEARING. TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE. 0.30 55.50

03/26/2019 PCB L190 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL FROM JAN DUFFALO (COVERAGE
COUNSEL FOR SOMPO) AND PREPARE EMAIL IN RESPONSE
TO SAME RE: 

 (AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.05 9.25

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM JAN DUFFALO,
RE: 
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 (SPLIT WITH

TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.05 8.25
DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT SERVICE NOTICE, RE: SPECIAL

MASTER APPROVAL OF EXTENSION OF HEARING UNTIL
AFTER UPCOMING MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT IS
HEARD. (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.05 8.25

03/28/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM OPPOSING
COUNSEL TO SPECIAL MASTER, RE: UPCOMING HEARING
ISSUES, IN PREPARATION FOR DETERMINING WHEN
ATTENDANCE WILL BE NECESSARY ON CLIENT'S BEHALF TO
ENSURE ATTORNEY HAS ALL NECESSARY MATERIAL FOR
ANALYSIS PRIOR TO HEARINGS (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.05 4.75

For Current Services Rendered 118.26 19,637.26

Recapitulation
Timekeeper Title Hours  Rate  Total
Peter C. Brown PARTNER 9.80 $185.00 $1,813.00
Jeffrey W. Saab PARTNER 6.30 185.00 1,165.50
Jennifer Vela PARALEGAL 2.65 95.00 251.75
Devin R. Gifford ASSOCIATE 49.25 165.00 8,126.25
Crystal Williams PARALEGAL 0.16 89.13 14.26
Cyrus S. Whittaker ASSOCIATE 47.05 165.00 7,763.25
Leesa S. Goodwin ASSOCIATE 3.05 165.00 503.25

Expenses

02/01/2019 L100 E123 OTHER PROFESSIONALS (8914) JOHN A. MARTIN & ASSOCIATES,
INC. (INVOICE NO.: 19442) 125.00

02/01/2019 L100 E124 CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES (6059) ARKADIN INC. (INVOICE
#USINV190108902 DATED:  JANUARY 9, 2019) 10.84

02/01/2019 L100 E124 CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES (6059) ARKADIN INC. (INVOICE
#USINV190108902 DATED:  JANUARY 10, 2019) 6.90

02/01/2019 L100 E124 CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES (6059) ARKADIN INC. (INVOICE
#USINV190108902 DATED:  JANUARY 11, 2019) 13.48

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004588968-260) 323.50

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004502436-260) 62.75

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004630424-260) 292.37

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004535872-260) 24.75

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004691306-260) 263.05

02/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE, INC.- LOS
ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004660158-260) 12.38

02/04/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (PLAINTIFF'S/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS LAURENT
HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MESS,
LLC, AND MJ DEAN CONSTRUCTION INC.'S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THEIR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT

0124 AA3565



Page: 61
CHUBB INSURANCE March 31, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511V
Statement No:  17

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

PANORAMA TOWER CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION'S
APRIL 5, 2018 AMENDED NOTICE OF CLAIMS) 1.75

02/05/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (ERRATA TO PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS'
MOTION FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF REGARDING
STANDING-VOLUME I OF II) 1.75

02/05/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (ERRATA TO PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS REPLY
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF REGARDING
STANDING AND OPPOSITIONS TO
DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT'S COUNTER-MOTIONS TO
EXCLUDE INADMISSIBLE EVIDENCE AND FOR RULE 56(F) RELIEF) 1.75

02/11/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (PLAINTIFF'S/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1)) 104.75

02/12/2019 L100 E109 LOCAL TRAVEL (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD (TO AND FROM COURT FOR
HEARING ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION) (21 MILES AT IRS
2019 MILEAGE RATE OF $0.58/MILE) 6.09

02/12/2019 L100 E109 LOCAL TRAVEL (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD (PARKING) 12.00
03/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES NEVADA

(INVOICE #37021167 DROP OFF TWO COURTESY BINDERS - EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 02/05/2019) 2.88

03/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES NEVADA
(INVOICE #37021167 DROP OFF COURTESY BINDER TO DEPT. 22 -
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON
02/06/2019) 2.88

03/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES NEVADA
(INVOICE #37021454 DELIVERY - REGIONAL JUSTICE CENTER /
SERVICES PROVIDED ON 02/28/2019)(AMOUNT INCLUDES ADV CK
OF $293.00) 174.05

03/12/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (STIPULATION AND ORDER TO CONTINUE HEARING DATE
OF PLAINTIFF'S/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1), AND THE OPPOSITION
AND COUNTERMOTION) 1.75

03/12/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING STIPULATION
AND ORDER TO CONTINUE HEARING DATE OF
PLAINTIFF'S/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1), AND THE OPPOSITION
AND COUNTERMOTION) 1.75

03/15/2019 L100 E102 OUTSIDE PRINTING (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD (PURCHASE FOR
ONLINE RECORDS FROM RECORDER'S OFFICE, IN SUPPORT OF
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE) 10.83

03/15/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (PLAINTIFF'S LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS I,
LLC; PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC; AND MJ DEAN
CONSTRUCTION, INC.'S, REPLY IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202 (1); AND
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT'S CONDITIONAL
COUNTERMOTION) 1.75

03/15/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (APPENDIX TO PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS'
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202 (1) AND OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT'S CONDITIONAL
COUNTERMOTION (VOLUME 1 OF 1)) 1.75

03/22/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (NOTICE OF MULTIPLE DEPOSITIONS) 1.75
03/22/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (NOTICE OF ENTRY OF STIPULATION AND ORDER TO

CONTINUE HEARING DATE OF PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS'
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1);
AND THE OPPOSITION AND COUNTERMOTION-SECOND REQUEST) 1.75

0125 AA3566



Page: 62
CHUBB INSURANCE March 31, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511V
Statement No:  17

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 
03/22/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (STIPULATION AND ORDER TO CONTINUE HEARING DATE

OF PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1); AND THE OPPOSITION
AND COUNTERMOTION-SECOND REQUEST) 1.75

Total Expenses 1,466.00

Total Current Work 21,103.26

Previous Balance before Adjustments $39,710.23

03/14/2019 WRITE-OFF (DMC) -1,439.15

Previous Balance $38,271.08

Payments

03/05/2019 PAYMENT RECEIVED - THANK YOU (ESIS CK #FA 78647328 / STMT
#13) -1,054.47

03/14/2019 PAYMENT RECEIVED - THANK YOU (ESIS CK #FA 78647616 / STMT
#14) -12,231.62

Total Payments -13,286.09

Balance Due $46,088.25

Past Due Amounts
0-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-180 181+

21,103.26 16,929.39 7,825.55 0.00 0.00 230.05

Split Billing Summary
Fees Expenses Advances Total

CHUBB INSURANCE - Panorama Tower I 19,637.26 1,466.00 0.00 21,103.26
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims (2) - Panorama Tower II 19,637.24 1,465.92 0.00 21,103.16

39,274.50 2,931.92 0.00 42,206.42

Task Code Summary
Fees Expenses

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 0.00 1466.00
L120 ANALYSIS/STRATEGY 1190.75 0.00
L130 EXPERTS/CONSULTANTS 18.50 0.00
L190 OTHER CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT & ADMINISTRATION 83.25 0.00

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 1,292.50 1,466.00

L210 PLEADINGS 198.00 0.00
L230 COURT MANDATED CONFERENCES 895.00 0.00
L240 DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS 851.00 0.00
L250 OTHER WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 14615.50 0.00

L200 PRE-TRIAL PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS 16,559.50 0.00

L310 WRITTEN DISCOVERY 525.25 0.00
L320 DOCUMENT PRODUCTION 303.01 0.00
L340 EXPERT DISCOVERY 355.75 0.00
L390 OTHER DISCOVERY 194.25 0.00
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Fees Expenses

L300 DISCOVERY 1,378.26 0.00

L430 WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 407.00 0.00

L400 TRIAL PREPARATION AND TRIAL 407.00 0.00

NOTE:  Please include Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O'Meara account number
on all payments.
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Fees

Hours Amount
04/02/2019 PCB L390 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL)

WITH COUNSEL FOR THE HOA (VIA EMAIL AND
PHONE CALL) RE:  DISCUSSION OF THE
OUTSTANDING ISSUES OVER DOCUMENTS
THAT WERE TO BE PRODUCED FOLLOWING
THE LAST SPECIAL MASTER HEARING (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.05 9.25 2953

04/15/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DEFENDANT'S FIRST
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, RE: THE
DISCLOSURE OF SEVENTH AMENDMENT TO
DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS
AND RESTRICTIONS AS WELL AS
COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING UNIT 300, IN
PREPARATION FOR OBTAINING TO PROVIDE
ATTORNEY FOR ANALYSIS (). 0.05 4.75 2956

04/18/2019 DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE WITH
OPPOSING COUNSEL, RE: DRONE PHOTOS, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE SCOPE OF PHOTOS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2957

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, RE: STATUTE OF REPOSE UNDER
11.202, ANALYZED ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF
CLIENT'S POSITION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
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Hours Amount
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 2964

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE WOOD V SAFEWAY NEVADA
SUPREME COURT CASE, RE: NRCP 56 AND
STANDARD FOR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2965

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE VOLPERT V PAPAGNA
NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, RE: NRCP 56
AND STANDARD FOR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2966

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DYKEMA V. DEL WEBB
COMMUNITIES NEVADA SUPREME COURT
CASE AND SHEPARDIZE CASES, RE: COURT
CASE REGARDING TOLLING AND STATUTE OF
REPOSE PERIOD, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2967

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALLSTATE INS. CO V.
FERGUSON, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
RE: STANDARD FOR STATUTES OF REPOSE
AND CLARIFICATION OF DISTINCTION WITH
THOSE VERSUS STATUTES OF LIMITATION, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2968

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 11.202, RE: TOLLING
BASED UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OF
THE PROJECT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
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Hours Amount
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2969

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 11.2055, RE:
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT,
IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2970

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 40.645, RE; CHAPTER
40 NOTICE REQUIREMENTS, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2971

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 40.695, RE; CHAPTER
40 NOTICE REQUIREMENTS, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2972

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY FOR TOWER I, RE: SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION UNDER NRS 11.202, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2973

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY FOR TOWER II, RE:
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION UNDER NRS
11.202, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2974
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Hours Amount
DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLARK COUNTY

RECORDERS' OFFICE OF RECORDS, RE:
NOTICES OF COMPLETION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2975

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S INITIAL
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2976

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S AMENDED
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2977

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CITY COUNCIL OF RENO V
RENO NEWSPAPERS, NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE AND SHEPARDIZED CASES, RE:
COURT CASE STATUTORY INTERPRETATION,
IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2978

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE ASSOCIATION'S
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT AND
COUNTERCLAIMS, RE: ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED, RELATION TO DECLARATORY
RELIEF ACTION AND CAUSES OF ACTION, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2979

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S
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Hours Amount
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT REGARDING THE AMENDED
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, RE: EXHIBIT E TO OUR
CURRENT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THEIR ARGUMENTS, USE THOSE
ARGUMENTS AND STATEMENTS AGAINST
THEM AS JUDICIAL ADMISSIONS, TO
HIGHLIGHT THAT FOR THE COURT DURING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.65 107.25 2980

04/19/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE D.R. HORTON V EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT (FIRST LIGHT)
NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE AND
SHEPARDIZED CASES, RE: ENACTMENT OF AB
125, EVOLUTION OF CHAPTER 40, NRS 40.600
ET SEQ., TO USE THOSE ARGUMENTS IN OUR
FAVOR, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2981

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BANEGAS V. STATE
INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE SYSTEM, NEVADA
SUPREME COURT CASE AND SHEPARDIZED
CASES, CASE CITED TO IN ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE AMENDED CHAPTER 40
NOTICE, RE: NEVADA'S ADOPTION OF
STATUTORY INTERPRETATION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2982

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SENATE BILL 241 HEARING
TRANSCRIPT, AS ENROLLED ON MAY 28, 2003,
AMENDING NRS 40.645, RE: NOTICE OF
DEFECTS AND WHEN REQUIRED, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
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Hours Amount
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2983

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CASE MANAGEMENT
ORDER OF DATES AND DEADLINES FOR
PLEADINGS AND OTHER DISCOVERY, IN
ORDER TO CHALLENGE THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS THAT THEY HAVE ACTED
DILIGENTLY FROM THE OUTSET OF
LITIGATION, AS THEY CONTEND, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2984

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO
AND FROM OPPOSING COUNSEL, IN THIS
MATTER SINE THE LITIGATION COMMENCED,
IN ORDER TO CHALLENGE THE
ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS THAT THEY
HAVE ACTED DILIGENTLY FROM THE OUTSET
OF LITIGATION AS THEY CONTEND, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2985

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING TRANSCRIPT
FROM OCTOBER 2, 2018, (APPROX. 92 PAGES),
RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
AMENDED CH 40 NOTICE, ANALYZED PARTIES'
ARGUMENTS AND THE COURT'S POSITION ON
THOSE ARGUMENTS, IN ORDER TO UTILIZE
THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS DURING
UPCOMING HEARING AND IN PREPARATION
FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.90 148.50 2986

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT'S FINDINGS OF
FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RE:
OCTOBER 2, 2018 HEARING, RE; MOTION FOR
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Hours Amount
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON AMENDED CH 40
NOTICE, ANALYZED THE COURT'S POSITION
ON THE ARGUMENTS RAISED, FACTS AND
LAW, IN ORDER TO UTILIZE THE COURT'S
ARGUMENTS DURING UPCOMING HEARING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THAT HEARING,
ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED
BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 2987

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING TRANSCRIPT
FROM FEBRUARY 7, 2017 HEARING IN THE SKY
CASE, RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, ANALYZED
PARTIES' ARGUMENTS AND THE COURT'S
POSITION ON THOSE ARGUMENTS, IN ORDER
TO UTILIZE THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS
DURING UPCOMING HEARING AND IN
PREPARATION FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.65 107.25 2988

04/20/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT'S FINDINGS OF
FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RE:
FEBRUARY 7, 2017 HEARING IN THE SKY CASE,
RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE, ANALYZED THE
COURT'S POSITION ON THE ARGUMENTS
RAISED, FACTS AND LAW, IN ORDER TO
UTILIZE THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS DURING
UPCOMING HEARING AND IN PREPARATION
FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25 2989

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THEIR ARGUMENTS,
USE THOSE ARGUMENTS AND STATEMENTS
AGAINST THEM AS JUDICIAL ADMISSIONS, TO
HIGHLIGHT THAT FOR THE COURT DURING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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Hours Amount
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00 2990

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT ORDERED STAY OF
LITIGATION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
CORRECTNESS OF STATEMENTS THE
ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN ITS TIMELINE OF
LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP ARGUMENTS FOR THE
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2991

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' FIRST
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE
ORIGINAL CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2992

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' COMPLAINT
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, ARGUMENTS
AND CAUSES OF ACTION, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2993

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF ON STANDING, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS

0135 AA3576



Page: 9
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~
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OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2994

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF ON STANDING, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2995

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT'S
RULING ON THE BUILDERS' MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE ASSOCIATION'S
AMENDED CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2996

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BULBMAN INC V. NEVADA
BELL NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2997

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE POSADAS V CITY OF RENO,
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NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS CITED
TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2998

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE WINN V. SUNRISE HOSPITAL
& MEDICAL CENTER NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE
OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2999

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SHORT HOTEL RIVIERA,
INC., NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 3000

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SAWYER V. SUGARLESS
SHOPS, INC. NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
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(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3001

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SARTOR V ARKANSAS GAS
CORP., U.S. SUPREME COURT CASE, AS CITED
TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3002

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NEVADA STATE BANK V
JAMISON, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF RELATION-BACK DOCTRINE
TO COMPULSORY COUNTERCLAIMS, WHICH
SPECIFICALLY RELATES TO ONE OF THE
ASSOCIATION'S STRONGEST ARGUMENTS IN
ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3003

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE G AND H ASSOCIATES
CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER THAT
GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS WITH THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD , IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3004

04/21/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALSENZ V. TWIN LAKES
VILLAGE, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
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TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER THAT
GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS WITH THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD , IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 3005

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LOPEZ V US HOME
CORPORATION CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE
OF REPOSE, RE: APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING
THE GRACE PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF
WHETHER THAT GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS
WITH THE STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3006

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FOSTER V GREYSTONE
CASE AND COURT'S RULING ON SAME IN ITS
ORIGINAL ORDER, APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING
THE GRACE PERIOD AND INABILITY TO DO SO
ONCE STATUTE OF REPOSE HAS EXPIRED, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75 3007

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DESERT FIREPLACES PLUS
INC V. EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CASE, APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD AND INABILITY TO DO SO ONCE
STATUTE OF REPOSE HAS EXPIRED, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
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(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3008

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BOURNE VALLEY COURT
TRUST V WELLS FARGO BANK CASE, CITED
TO IN ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3009

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE YATES V. WASHOE COUNTY
SCHOOL DIST. CASE, CITED TO IN
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3010

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE KIRKPATRICK V. LENOIR
COUNTY BD. OF EDUCATION CASE, CITED TO
IN ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3011

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRCP 13(A), CITED TO IN
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3012

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE AFFIDAVIT OF
ASSOCIATION'S EXPERT, OMAR HINDIYEH, AS
RAISED IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
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TO OUR MOTION, RE: IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3013

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) REPLY IN SUPPORT
OF OUT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: ANALYZED
ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN REPLY, IN
RESPONSE TO THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3014

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF OUT MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
ANALYZED ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN
REPLY, IN RESPONSE TO THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 3015

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 108.228, RE: NOTICE
OF COMPLETION FOR A PROJECT, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3016

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLAY V EIGHTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT COURT CASE, RE: CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, RE:
STATUTORY INTERPRETATION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
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SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3017

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BYRNE ORDER FROM
JUDGE SCOTTI ON THE  MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN THAT CASE
REGARDING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
ANALYZED JUDGE SCOTT'S ARGUMENTS AS
THEY RELATE TO STATUTES OF REPOSE,
TOLLING AND SERVICE OF CHAPTER 40
NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75 3018

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE MENDENHALL V. TASSINARI
CASE, CITED TO IN OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3019

04/22/2019 JWS L430 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (CONTINUE)
HEARING ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT, INCLUDING, IS NEEDED
ORAL MOTION TO STAY/WRIT OF MANDAMUS
ON STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS ISSUE. PER
ADJUSTER, TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH TOWER
TWO CASE. 0.90 166.50 2958

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BOCA PARK MARKETPLACE
SYNDICATIONS CASE, CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3020

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE IN RE PEGASUS GOLD
CORP. CASE, CITED TO IN OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
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AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3021

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE POCHIRO V. PRUDENTIAL
INS. CO OF AMERICA CASE, CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3022

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE ASSOCIATION'S
CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS
40.695(2) RELIEF, RE: ANALYZED ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED IN COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3023

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S CONDITIONAL
COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS 40.695(2) RELIEF,
RE: ANALYZED ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN
OPPOSITION TO COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3024

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION
FOR NRS 40.695(2) RELIEF, RE: ANALYZED
ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN REPLY TO
COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
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CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3025

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EXHIBITS, INCLUDING
CORRESPONDENCE, EMAILS AND LETTERS IN
SUPPORT OF ASSOCIATION'S REPLY TO ITS
CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS
40.695(2) RELIEF, (APPROX. 50 PAGES), RE:
ANALYZED DOCUMENTS PRESENTED, TO
COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS MADE, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 3026

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BUILDING INSPECTION
HISTORY FOR THE TWO TOWERS, RE:
CONFIRMATION OF FINAL BUILDING
INSPECTION DATES, TO COUNTER ANY
ARGUMENTS THAT SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION DID NOT OCCUR UNTIL YEARS
AFTER, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 3027

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS TO PRESENT AT THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.70 115.50 3028

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS TO PRESENT AT THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3029

DRG L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (BEGIN) UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, PRACTICED OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS, INCLUDING THOSE FOR OUR
MOTION AND OUR REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED BY THE ASSOCIATION IN ITS
MOVING PAPERS, PRACTICED AND
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MEMORIZED THE ARGUMENTS, CASES IN OUR
FAVOR, AND ARGUMENTS AGAINST
APPLICABILITY OF CASES NOT IN OUR FAVOR,
MEMORIZED AND PRACTICED ARGUMENTS
RELATED TO THE COURT'S PRIOR RULINGS
AND OTHER COURTS' PRIOR RULINGS ON
THIS ISSUE. (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25 3030

JWS L240 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (BEGIN) ORAL
ARGUMENT, CLIENTS MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, REVIEW OF ARGUMENTS/CASES
CITED TO ASSIT WITH ORAL ARGUMENT. 1.20 222.00 3035

04/23/2019 JWS L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (FINALIZE) HEARING
ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT. REVIEW/OUTLINE OF
REPLY/CONDITIONAL COUNTER
MOTION/OBJECTION. TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE. 0.85 157.25 2959

JWS L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND HEARING/ORAL
ARGUMENT ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT/HOA'S COUNTER
MOTION. NO TRAVEL TIME IN ENTRY. 1.85 342.25 2960

JBV L320 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
LITIGATION SERVICES-DEPOSITORY, RE:
REQUEST FOR ACCESS TO ONLINE
DEPOSITORY, IN ORDER TO OBTAIN
DOCUMENTATION DISCLOSED ON BEHALF OF
DEFENDANTS 0.05 4.75 2961

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE RESPONSE EMAIL
CORRESPONDENCE FROM LITIGATION
SERVICES-DEPOSITORY, RE: ACCESS TO
ONLINE DEPOSITORY AND STATUS OF
DOCUMENTATION DISCLOSED ON BEHALF OF
DEFENDANTS, IN PREPARATION FOR
PROVIDING ATTORNEY FOR ANALYSIS 0.05 4.75 2962

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DOCUMENTS DISCLOSED
WITHIN DEFENDANTS' INITIAL PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS, RE: VERIFYING DOCUMENTS
MATCH THOSE LISTED IN PLEADING SUCH AS
SEVENTH AMENDMENT TO DECLARATION OF
COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND
RESTRICTIONS AND GRANT AND
RESERVATION OF EASEMENTS FOR
PANORAMA TOWERS AS WELL AS
COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING UNIT 300, IN
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PREPARATION FOR PROVIDING ATTORNEY
FOR ANALYSIS 0.10 9.50 2963

DRG L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (CONTINUE)
PRACTICED OUTLINE OF ARGUMENTS,
INCLUDING THOSE FOR OUR MOTION AND
OUR REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENTS PRESENTED
BY THE ASSOCIATION IN ITS MOVING PAPERS,
PRACTICED AND MEMORIZED THE
ARGUMENTS, CASES IN OUR FAVOR, AND
ARGUMENTS AGAINST APPLICABILITY OF
CASES NOT IN OUR FAVOR, MEMORIZED AND
PRACTICED ARGUMENTS RELATED TO THE
COURT'S PRIOR RULINGS AND OTHER
COURTS' PRIOR RULINGS ON THIS ISSUE.
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00 3031

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND TRAVEL TIME TO
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) (BILLED AT 50%
HOURLY RATE) 0.30 49.50 3032

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND HEARING ON MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) (DRIVE TIME
NOT INCLUDED) 1.95 321.75 3033

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND TRAVEL TIME FROM
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) (BILLED AT 50%
HOURLY RATE) 0.20 33.00 3034

05/03/2019 DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL)
TELEPHONE CALL WITH EXPERT, SIMON
LOADSMAN, RE: 

 (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 3036

05/06/2019 DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL) CONFER
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WITH EXPERT, FENESTRATION, SIMON
LOADSMAN, RE: 

 (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3037

05/10/2019 PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LATEST FROM THE NEVADA
LEGISLATIVE SESSION, INCLUDING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 40
STATUTE, IN ORDER TO ASSESS POSSIBLE
IMPLICATIONS FOR AND IMPACT UPON THE
CASE OVERALL AND THE RECENT MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED ON THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II - 1287.558; ALL WORK
THAT IMPACTS MOTIONS THAT HAVE BEEN
FILED OR WHICH COULD BE FILED
PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON OF
ESIS). 0.35 64.75 3041

05/13/2019 DRG L230 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR UPCOMING SPECIAL
MASTER HEARING, RE: ANALYZED PRIOR
DISCOVERY REQUESTS AND THE
ASSOCIATION'S INITIAL RESPONSE TO SAME,
INCLUDING THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
THE CC&R'S REFLECTING CHANGES AND
ANALYZED NOTES FROM PRIOR SPECIAL
MASTER HEARING AND DRAFTED NOTES TO
RAISE WITH SPECIAL MASTER AND OPPOSING
COUNSEL. (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.70 115.50 3038

DRG L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND SPECIAL MASTER
HEARING (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3039

DRG L230 A103 DRAFT/REVISE NOTES TO OUR FILE RE:
DISCUSSION AND DATES PROPOSED BY
SPECIAL MASTER HEARING. (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3040

05/14/2019 DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER ORDER
REGARDING AMENDED CASE AGENDA AND
POST-SPECIAL MASTER HEARING ORDER, RE:
ANALYSIS OF SAME TO VERIFY THAT SAME
REFLECTS THE AGREEMENTS AND
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UNDERSTANDING OF THE PARTIES AT
YESTERDAY'S SPECIAL MASTER HEARING
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.15 24.75 3044

05/15/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER
RECOMMENDATION AND DISTRICT COURT
ORDER AMENDING CASE AGENDA DATED MAY
13, 2019, RE: DETERMINING DISCOVERY
DEADLINES AND REQUIREMENTS WITHIN, IN
PREPARATION FOR ENSURING CLIENT
COMPLIES WITH ALL NEWLY INCLUDED
INFORMATION (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE-TOWER II). 0.10 9.50 3042

PCB L190 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL)
WITH COVERAGE COUNSEL FOR SOMPO (JAN
DUFFALO) VIA EMAILS (3) THROUGHOUT THE
DAY RE:  

 (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II - 1287.558). 0.05 9.25 3043

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM
JAN DUFFALO, REPRESENTATIVE FOR
SOMPO, RE: 

(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 3045

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CASE AGENDA FROM THE
SPECIAL MASTER, RE: 

(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3046
DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE STATUS UPDATE TO JAN

DUFFALO, RE:

 (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3047

05/20/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER
RECOMMENDATION AND AMENDING CASE
AGENDA DATED MAY 20, 2019, RE:
CONFIRMING ALL NEW DISCOVERY
DEADLINES AND REQUIREMENTS MATCH
THOSE LISTED IN RECENT
CORRESPONDENCE, IN PREPARATION FOR
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ENSURING ALL ARE COMPLIED WITH ON
CLIENT'S BEHALF (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE-TOWER II). 0.10 9.50 3048

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ANALYSIS OF STATE
SENATE LEGISLATURE DATABASE, VIDEO OF
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE HEARING,
AND FINDINGS FROM HEARING ON PROPOSED
ASSEMBLY BILL 421, ANALYSIS OF SAME TO
EVALUATE THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE
BILL AND PROGRESS TOWARD PASSAGE IN
THE SENATE, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
POSSIBILITY OF THE BILL'S PASSAGE AND
THEREFORE THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON OUR
CASE AND PENDING MOTION WORK  (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25 3049

05/22/2019 LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) NEVADA
LEGISLATURE'S WEBSITE, RE: ASSEMBLY BILL
421, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL
IMPACT ON CLIENT AND FUTURE HANDLING
OF CASE, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING
MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING SAME
(SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 3050

LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ASSEMBLY BILL
421, AMENDMENT NUMBER 640, PASSED ON
APRIL 12, 2019 BY THE ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY,
IN ORDER TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL IMPACT
ON CLIENT AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING
MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING SAME
(SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25 3051

LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ASSEMBLY BILL
421, PASSED ON MAY 17, 2019 BY THE SENATE
COMMITTEE JUDICIARY, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT
AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING MEMORANDUM
TO FILE ANALYZING SAME (SPLIT WITH
TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3052

LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ARCHIVED MAY 17,
2019 SENATE COMMITTEE JUDICIARY
MEETING, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE
POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT AND FUTURE
HANDLING OF CASE, IN PREPARATION FOR
DRAFTING MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING
SAME (SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER

0149 AA3590



Page: 23
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 3053

LSG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN MEMORANDUM TO FILE
ANALYZING POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT
AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE BASED ON
ASSEMBLY BILL 421 (SPLIT WITH TOWER 2
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 3054

05/23/2019 PCB L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE 16 PAGE FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FROM THE
COURT ON THE LATEST MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED ON BEHALF OF
THE CLIENTS IN ORDER TO ASSESS ALL THE
REASONS FOR THE RULING, THE POTENTIAL
AREAS FOR EITHER AN APPEAL OR A MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION BY THE HOA, AND
THE POTENTIAL PORTIONS OF THE RULING
THAT COULD BE RELIED UPON TO DEFEAT
ANY APPEAL OR MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II - 1287.558). 0.30 55.50 3074

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE UPDATE TO CARRIERS,
COVERAGE COUNSEL AND CLIENT PERSONAL
COUNSEL RE:  

(AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT
WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II -
1287.558). 0.15 27.75 3075

CSW L430 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) COURT ORDER
GRANTING CLIENT DEFENDANT'S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OF ASSOCIATION'S
CONSTRUCTION DEFECT CLAIMS PURSUANT
TO NRS 11.202(1), IN PREPARATION FOR ANY
SUBSEQUENT APPELLATE WORK AND
DRAFTING ATTORNEY FEES MOTION 0.70 115.50 3087

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ORDER GRANTING OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, RE:
ANALYZED ORDER OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, TO EVALUATE THE
JUDGE'S ARGUMENTS, FINDINGS, AND
CONCLUSIONS, TO DEVELOP THEORIES
ABOUT THE POTENTIAL FOR MOTIONS FOR
RECONSIDERATION AND/OR CLARIFICATION,
TO EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL FOR APPEAL,
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AND TO ENSURE THAT ALL INFORMATION IN
THE ORDER WAS AS WE ARGUED IT TO BE AT
THE HEARING FOR SAME (SPLIT WITH TOWER
II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.70 115.50 3093

05/28/2019 JWS L430 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR MEMORANDUM OF
FEES AND COSTS, LIMITED RESEARCH ON
NRS 18, REVIEW/REVISIONS TO
MEMORANDUM. TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH
TOWER TWO CASE PER ADJUSTER. 0.50 92.50 3055

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
CLIENT'S EXPERT, MKA, RE: TO DETERMINE
THE AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE IN
PREPARATION TO INSERT THE AMOUNT OF
EACH INVOICE INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.40 38.00 3056

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
CLIENT'S EXPERT, REID LOADSMAN, RE: TO
DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE
IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE AMOUNT OF
EACH INVOICE INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3057

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
CLIENT'S EXPERT, EMP CONSULTANTS, RE:
TO DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF EACH
INVOICE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE
AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE INTO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3058

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
CLIENT'S EXPERT, JOHN A. MARTIN &
ASSOCIATES, RE: TO DETERMINE THE
AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE IN PREPARATION
TO INSERT THE AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE
INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH
OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II
1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3059

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
VENDOR, HOLO DISCOVERY, RE: TO
DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE
IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE AMOUNT OF
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EACH INVOICE INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3060

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM
VENDOR, JAMS, RE: TO DETERMINE THE
AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE IN PREPARATION
TO INSERT THE AMOUNT OF EACH INVOICE
INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH
OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II
1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3061

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND
DISBURSEMENTS RE: TO INCORPORATE THE
TOTAL COSTS FOR EACH VENDOR (JAMS AND
HOLO) AND EXPERT (MKA, EMP
CONSULTANTS, JOHN A. MARTIN &
ASSOCIATES AND REID LOADSMAN) AS WELL
AS TO PREPARE A DECLARATION FOR THE
ATTORNEY WITH REGARD TO THE COSTS. 0.40 38.00 3062

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR PHOTOCOPIES FOR BOTH TOWER I AND
TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH PHOTOCOPY
FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF PHOTOCOPY FEES INTO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3063

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR REPRODUCTION FOR BOTH TOWER I
AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH
REPRODUCTION FEE IN PREPARATION TO
INSERT THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF
REPRODUCTION FEES INTO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.40 38.00 3064

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR LOCAL TRAVEL FOR BOTH TOWER I AND
TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH LOCAL
TRAVEL FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE
TOTAL AMOUNT OF LOCAL TRAVEL FEES INTO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3065

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
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FOR PROCESS SERVER FOR BOTH TOWER I
AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH PROCESS
SERVER FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE
TOTAL AMOUNT OF PROCESS SERVER FEES
INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS
PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH
OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II
1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3066

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR PARKING FOR BOTH TOWER I AND
TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH PARKING FEE
IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF PARKING FEES INTO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3067

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR COURT FILING FOR BOTH TOWER I AND
TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH COURT FILING
FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF COURT FILING FEES INTO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3068

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR OUTSIDE PRINTING FOR BOTH TOWER I
AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH OUTSIDE
PRINTING FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT
THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF OUTSIDE PRINTING
FEES INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF
COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3069

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR ATTORNEY SERVICES FOR BOTH TOWER
I AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH
ATTORNEY SERVICES FEE IN PREPARATION
TO INSERT THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF
ATTORNEY SERVICES FEES INTO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3070

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR COURT SERVICES FOR BOTH TOWER I
AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH COURT
SERVICES FEE IN PREPARATION TO INSERT
THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF COURT SERVICES
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FEES INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF
COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3071

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE FIRMS' FEES TO DATE
FOR CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES FOR BOTH
TOWER I AND TOWER II RE: TO ADD UP EACH
CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES FEE IN
PREPARATION TO INSERT THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF CONFERENCE CALL SERVICES
FEES INTO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF
COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3072

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND
DISBURSEMENTS RE: TO INCORPORATE THE
TOTAL COSTS FOR REPRODUCTION, LOCAL
TRAVEL, PROCESS SERVER, PARKING, COURT
FILING, OUTSIDE PRINTING, ATTORNEY
SERVICES, COURT SERVICES, CONFERENCE
CALL SERVICES AND PHOTOCOPYING AS
WELL AS TO ADD UP ALL COSTS/FEES AND
PROVIDE A TOTAL TAXABLE COSTS SOUGHT
BY CLIENTS'. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3073

PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR FILING OF
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS RE:  GOING OVER
THE RECENT REVISIONS TO RULES FOR
FILING AND THEN COORDINATING WITH
PARALEGAL TO MAKE SURE ALL THE
NECESSARY INFORMATION IS INCLUDED IN
THE MEMORANDUM ALONG WITH ALL
INVOICES (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.558 - TOWER II). 0.60 111.00 3088

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) MEMORANDUM OF COSTS
RE:  GOING OVER ALL THE INVOICES AND
MATCHING THEM TO THE CALCULATIONS IN
THE MEMORANDUM; ALSO MAKING SURE MY
DECLARATION IS CORRECT WITH REGARD TO
THE SUPPORT FOR THE INVOICES (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - 1287.558 - TOWER II). 0.30 55.50 3089

05/29/2019 CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
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CLIENT'S EXPERT, MKA, RE: TO OBTAIN A LIST
OF ALL INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN
ORDER TO VERIFY OUR OFFICE HAS ALL
INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN
PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN ERRATA TO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3076

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
CLIENT'S EXPERT, REID LOADSMAN, RE: TO
OBTAIN A LIST OF ALL INVOICES SUBMITTED
TO DATE IN ORDER TO VERIFY OUR OFFICE
HAS ALL INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN
PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN ERRATA TO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3077

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
CLIENT'S EXPERT, EMP CONSULTANTS, RE:
TO OBTAIN A LIST OF ALL INVOICES
SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER TO VERIFY
OUR OFFICE HAS ALL INVOICES SUBMITTED
TO DATE IN PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN
ERRATA TO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF
COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3078

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
CLIENT'S EXPERT, JOHN A. MARTIN &
ASSOCIATES, RE: TO OBTAIN A LIST OF ALL
INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER TO
VERIFY OUR OFFICE HAS ALL INVOICES
SUBMITTED TO DATE IN PREPARATION TO
PREPARE AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3079

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
HOLO DISCOVERY, RE: TO OBTAIN A LIST OF
ALL INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER
TO VERIFY OUR OFFICE HAS ALL INVOICES
SUBMITTED TO DATE IN PREPARATION TO
PREPARE AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.10 9.50 3080

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE
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RECEIVED FROM HOLO DISCOVERY, RE: TWO
INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER TO
CROSS-REFERENCE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WITH EACH INVOICE INCLUDED
AS AN EXHIBIT TO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS TO ENSURE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WAS INCLUDED IN THE
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS IN PREPARATION
TO DRAFT AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO INCLUDE ANY
INVOICE WHICH WAS INADVERTENTLY NOT
INCLUDED. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3081

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE
RECEIVED FROM EXPERT, EMP
CONSULTANTS, RE: TWO INVOICES
SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER TO
CROSS-REFERENCE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WITH EACH INVOICE INCLUDED
AS AN EXHIBIT TO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS TO ENSURE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WAS INCLUDED IN THE
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS IN PREPARATION
TO DRAFT AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO INCLUDE ANY
INVOICE WHICH WAS INADVERTENTLY NOT
INCLUDED. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3082

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE
RECEIVED FROM EXPERT, MKA, RE: THIRTEEN
INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN ORDER TO
CROSS-REFERENCE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WITH EACH INVOICE INCLUDED
AS AN EXHIBIT TO CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS TO ENSURE EACH INVOICE
SUBMITTED WAS INCLUDED IN THE
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS IN PREPARATION
TO DRAFT AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO INCLUDE ANY
INVOICE WHICH WAS INADVERTENTLY NOT
INCLUDED. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.40 38.00 3083

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE
RECEIVED FROM EXPERT, REID LOADSMAN,
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RE: THREE INVOICES SUBMITTED TO DATE IN
ORDER TO CROSS-REFERENCE EACH
INVOICE SUBMITTED WITH EACH INVOICE
INCLUDED AS AN EXHIBIT TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO ENSURE EACH
INVOICE SUBMITTED WAS INCLUDED IN THE
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS IN PREPARATION
TO DRAFT AN ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO INCLUDE ANY
INVOICE WHICH WAS INADVERTENTLY NOT
INCLUDED. [AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II 1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3084

CW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE
RECEIVED FROM EXPERT, JOHN A. MARTIN &
ASSOCIATES, RE: TWO INVOICES SUBMITTED
TO DATE IN ORDER TO CROSS-REFERENCE
EACH INVOICE SUBMITTED WITH EACH
INVOICE INCLUDED AS AN EXHIBIT TO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO
ENSURE EACH INVOICE SUBMITTED WAS
INCLUDED IN THE MEMORANDUM OF COSTS
IN PREPARATION TO DRAFT AN ERRATA TO
CLIENTS' MEMORANDUM OF COSTS TO
INCLUDE ANY INVOICE WHICH WAS
INADVERTENTLY NOT INCLUDED. [AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.20 19.00 3085

CW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE ERRATA TO CLIENTS'
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS RE: TO UPDATE
THE COSTS FOR EXPERTS MKA, REID
LOADSMAN AND JOHN A. MARTIN &
ASSOCIATES AND TO UPDATE THE
ATTORNEY'S DECLARATION AS WELL AS TO
INCORPORATE THE SIX MISSING INVOICES AS
EXHIBITS TO THE ERRATA. [AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II 1287.558] 0.30 28.50 3086

PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE REQUEST FOR
INFORMATION FROM COVERAGE COUNSEL
FOR EXCESS CARRIER AND PROVIDE
RESPONSE TO SAME RE:  

(AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
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SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.558 - TOWER II). 0.10 18.50 3090

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) NOTICE OF ERRATA FOR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS RE:  CONFIRMING
THE NEW CALCULATIONS ARE CORRECT
AFTER INCLUDING THE INVOICES THAT WERE
INADVERTENTLY NOT INCLUDED IN THE
ORIGINAL MEMORANDUM AND THEN
CONFIRMING THAT THE DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT OF THE NOTICE OF ERRATA IS
CORRECT AS WELL (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - 1287.558 - TOWER II). 0.10 18.50 3091

CSW L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EMAIL FROM JAN H.
DUFFALO FROM LONDON FISCHER LLP, RE:

0.10 16.50 3092

05/31/2019 JWS L160 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (LIMITED SCOPE) HOA'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX FEES AND SETTLE
COSTS. PER ADJUSTER TIME TO BE SPLIT
WITH TOWER TWO CASE. 0.20 37.00 3094

PCB L190 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) THE HOA'S MOTION
TO TAX COSTS IN ORDER TO BEGIN
IDENTIFYING BOTH THE WEAKNESSES OF THE
MOTION AS WELL AS TO IDENTIFY THE
POSITIONS THAT INEVITABLY WILL BE USED
BY THE HOA IN OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION
FOR FEES (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II - 1287.558). 0.10 18.50 3095

06/01/2019 CSW L460 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING MOTION FOR
ATTORNEY FEES ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
BUILDERS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3096

06/03/2019 DRG L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE STRATEGY FOR
OPPOSING MOTION TO TAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS, RE: ANALYSIS OF
MOTION, CONSIDERATION OF ARGUMENTS
MADE, REVIEW OF OUR PRIOR MOTION WORK
TO DEVELOP AND UTILIZE ARGUMENTS
CONTAINED THEREIN TO SUPPORT OUR
CURRENT OPPOSITION, IN PARTICULAR THE

0158 AA3599



Page: 32
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount
BYRNE CASE, AND DEVELOPED A PLAN FOR
ATTACKING THE OPPOSITION (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00 3097

PCB L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ARGUMENTS MADE BY THE
HOA IN THE MOTION TO TAX COTS AND BEGIN
TO OUTLINE POSSIBLE RESPONSE TO SAME
(AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT
WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II -
1287.558; AS PER SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS,
ALL WORK ON MOTIONS IN THIS CASE
PRE-APPROVED). 0.30 55.50 3102

CSW L460 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 18.005-NRS 18.110, RE:
NEVADA STATUTES PERTAINING TO LEGAL
BASES AND FILING DEADLINES FOR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND ATTORNEY
FEES, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING SAME
ON BEHALF OF CLIENT (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3133

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CONTINUE) DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING MOTION FOR
ATTORNEY FEES ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
BUILDERS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.50 82.50 3134

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) MEMORANDUM OF
FEES AND COSTS ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
INCLUDING EXHIBITS 1-9, IN PREPARATION
FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3135

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) MEMO TO FILE OF
LEGAL ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF CLIENT'S
POSITION IN MEMORANDUM OF FEES AND
COSTS AND IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3136

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EBERLE V. STATE EX REL.
NELL J. REDFIELD TRUST NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE CITED IN DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, RE: LEGAL
SCOPE OF PREVAILING PARTY AS IT
PERTAINS TO COURT ORDER GRANTING
CLIENT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3137
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CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE REYHER V. STATE FARM

MUTUAL AUTO INSURANCE COMPANY COURT
CASE CITED IN DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO
RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, RE: LEGAL
SCOPE OF PREVAILING PARTY AS IT
PERTAINS TO COURT ORDER GRANTING
CLIENT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.50 82.50 3138

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BENTLEY V. STATE,
OFFICER OF STATE ENGINEER, RE: LEGAL
SCOPE OF PREVAILING PARTY AS IT
PERTAINS TO COURT ORDER GRANTING
CLIENT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3139

06/04/2019

DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) SUPPLEMENTAL
STATUS REPORT TO CARRIER, RE: 
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(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER). 1.70 280.50 3100

DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) SUPPLEMENTAL
STATUS REPORT TO CARRIER, RE:

(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 1.40 231.00 3101
PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) WORK ON

ARGUMENTS TO USE IN OPPOSITION TO THE
HOA'S MOTION TO TAX COSTS RE:  CONTINUE
TO FIND BASIS TO GET AROUND THE HOA'S
CONTENTION THAT THE MEMORANDUM OF
COSTS WAS PREMATURE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II - 1287.558; AS PER
SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS, ALL WORK ON
MOTIONS IN THIS CASE PRE-APPROVED). 0.20 37.00 3103
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CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3183

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) MEMORANDUM OF
FEES AND COSTS ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
INCLUDING EXHIBITS 1-9, IN PREPARATION
FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS OF
SAME (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 3184

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) SUPPLEMENTAL
ERRATA OF MEMORANDUM OF FEES AND
COSTS ON BEHALF OF CLIENT INCLUDING
SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS, IN PREPARATION
FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS OF
SAME (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3185

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) BUILDER'S
COMPLAINT, RE: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST THE
ASSOCIATION AND THE BUILDERS'
CORRESPONDING PRAYER FOR RELIEF
PERTAINING TO DECLARATORY RELIEF 0.40 66.00 3186

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) ASSOCIATION'S
COUNTERCLAIM FOR CONSTRUCTION
DEFECT AGAINST THE BUILDERS BASED ON
ALLEGED WINDOW DEFECTS AND
ASSOCIATION'S CORRESPONDING BASES FOR
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RELIEF, RE: ARGUMENTS MADE IN
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS, IN PREPARATION FOR
DRAFTING OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3187

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) MAY 23, 2019
COURT FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW, AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFFS'
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1), RE: LEGAL
STANDARDS USED BY COURT PERTAINING TO
ARGUMENTS MADE IN DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3188

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LAS VEGAS METRO POLICE
DEPT V. BLACKJACK BONDING INC NEVADA
COURT CASE CITED IN DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, RE: LEGAL
ARGUMENTS PERTAINING TO DEFINITION OF
PREVAILING PARTY IN REGARD TO THE
REQUEST FOR FEES AND COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 3189

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE MATTER OF WATER RIGHTS
OF BD OF COUNTY COM'RS OF COUNTY OF
ARAPAHOE COLORADO COURT CASE CITED IN
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS, RE: LEGAL ARGUMENTS
PERTAINING TO DEFINITION OF PREVAILING
PARTY IN REGARD TO THE REQUEST FOR
FEES AND COSTS, IN PREPARATION FOR
DRAFTING OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3190

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE RINCON EV REALTY LLC V.
CP III RINCON TOWERS INC CALIFORNIA
COURT CASE CITED IN DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS, RE: LEGAL
ARGUMENTS PERTAINING TO DEFINITION OF
PREVAILING PARTY IN REGARD TO THE
REQUEST FOR FEES AND COSTS, IN
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PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3191

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CADLE CO V. WOODS AND
ERICKSON NEVADA COURT CASE CITED IN
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS, RE: REQUIREMENTS UNDER
NRS 18.020 FOR FEES AND COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3192

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BOBBY BEROSINI LTD V.
PEOPLE FOR THE ETHICAL TREATMENT OF
ANIMALS NEVADA COURT CASE CITED IN
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS, RE: REQUIREMENTS UNDER
NRS 18.020 FOR FEES AND COSTS, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO RE-TAX AND
SETTLE COSTS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE
PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 3193

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) MEMO TO FILE 

(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 1.80 297.00 3194

06/05/2019

0165 AA3606



Page: 39
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount

0166 AA3607



Page: 40
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount

0167 AA3608



Page: 41
CHUBB INSURANCE June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5511M
Statement No:  18

Panorama Tower I
48062208278589-A
PANORAMA TOWER I
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BYRNE V SUNRIDGE
HEIGHTS CASE, RE: ANALYZED DEVELOPER'S
MOTION TO RETAX AND THE OPPOSITION
THERETO, TO EVALUATE ARGUMENTS IN
SUPPORT OF OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S MOTION TO RETAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 1.10 181.50 3140

DRG L340 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE WITH
EXPERT, MICHELLE ROBBINS, RE: HER
QUALIFICATIONS, IN SUPPORT OF
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO TAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3141

DRG L340 A103 DRAFT/REVISE CORRESPONDENCE WITH
EXPERT, TRAILER MARTIN, RE: HER
QUALIFICATIONS, IN SUPPORT OF
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO TAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3142
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PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) OPPOSITION TO MOTION
TO RE-TAX COSTS RE:  ADDITIONAL WORK ON
ALL THE REASONS WHY THE HOA'S
ARGUMENTS AS TO WHY COSTS THAT
PRE-DATE THE MOST RECENT MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD NOT BE
RECOVERABLE (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.588 - TOWER II; ALL WORK ON THIS
MOTION PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN
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BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.40 74.00 3131

DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL)
COMMUNICATE WITH EXPERT, ROBERT
SMITH, RE: QUALIFICATIONS AND RATES, IN
SUPPORT OF OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S MOTION TO RETAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3144

DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL)
COMMUNICATE WITH EXPERT, SHELLY
ROBBINS, RE: QUALIFICATIONS AND RATES, IN
SUPPORT OF OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S MOTION TO RETAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3145

DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL)
COMMUNICATE WITH EXPERT, TRAILER
MARTIN, RE: QUALIFICATIONS AND RATES, IN
SUPPORT OF OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S MOTION TO RETAX OUR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3146
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CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 18.010(2)(A), RE:
STATUTORY BASIS FOR GRANTING OF
ATTORNEY FEES FOR CLIENT BUILDERS, IN
SUPPORT OF DRAFTING MOTION FOR
ATTORNEY FEES ON BEHALF OF CLIENT
BUILDERS (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 3181

CSW L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) MEMO TO FILE OF
LEGAL ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF
DRAFTING MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES ON
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BEHALF OF CLIENT BUILDERS BASED ON
APPLICATION OF NRS 18.010(2)(A) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.50 82.50 3182

06/10/2019 CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) MEMO TO FILE OF
LEGAL ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF
DRAFTING MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES ON
BEHALF OF CLIENT BUILDERS BASED ON
APPLICATION OF NRS 18.010(2)(A) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.90 148.50 3196

CSW L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE ATTORNEY FEES MOTION ON
BEHALF OF CLIENT BUILDERS BASED ON
APPLICATION OF NRS 18.010(2)(A) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 1.30 214.50 3197
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THE POTENTIAL BASIS FOR OPPOSING THE
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION FILED BY
OPPOSING COUNSEL (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - 1287.558 - TOWER II; ALL WORK
ON MOTIONS PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.20 37.00 3206

06/12/2019 DRG L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR STRATEGY FOR
MOTION FOR FEES AND COSTS, RE:
ANALYZED PERTINENT NEVADA SUPREME
COURT DECISIONS AND CONCURRING
OPINIONS, DEVELOPED ANALYSIS OF WHICH
IS THE BEST ANALYSIS TO PROVIDE
ARGUMENT UNDER, EVALUATED PROS AND
CONS VERSUS CERTAIN ARGUMENTS
AGAINST OTHER ARGUMENTS, TO ENABLE US
TO APPEAL THE DECISION IF NECESSARY
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 1.30 214.50 3205

PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) FOR
CLIENTS' MOTION FOR FEES RE:   CONTINUE
TO GO OVER SECTIONS OF THE STATUTE
THAT SUPPORT A REQUEST FOR FEES AND
DETERMINE HOW BEST TO UTILIZE THE
FACTS OF THE CASE TO SUPPORT THE
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ARGUMENTS THAT ARE BEING MADE
PURSUANT TO TWO DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF
THE FEE STATUTE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II - 1287.558; ALL WORK
ON MOTIONS PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.40 74.00 3209

For Current Services Rendered 62.60 10,027.50

Recapitulation
Timekeeper Title Hours  Rate  Total
Peter C. Brown PARTNER 3.40 $185.00    $629.00
Jeffrey W. Saab PARTNER 5.50 185.00 1,017.50
Jennifer Vela PARALEGAL 0.45 95.00 42.75
Devin R. Gifford ASSOCIATE 32.25 165.00 5,321.25
Crystal Williams PARALEGAL 6.40 95.00 608.00
Cyrus S. Whittaker ASSOCIATE 13.60 165.00 2,244.00
Leesa S. Goodwin ASSOCIATE  1.00 165.00    165.00
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Expenses

03/27/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.15 268
04/01/2019 L100 E123 OTHER PROFESSIONALS (8914) JOHN A. MARTIN &

ASSOCIATES, INC. (PANORAMA TOWER
LITIGATION) (INVOICE NO.: 19686) 375.00 269

04/01/2019 L100 E124 ATTORNEY SERVICES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021687 DELIVERY -
WELLS FARGO TOWER 17TH FLOOR, LAS VEGAS
NV / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/06/2019) 21.76 270

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021687 LETTER
AND PROPOSED ORDER TO DEPT. 22 EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/07/2019) 2.88 271

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 COURTESY
BINDER TO DEPT. 22 - EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/19/2019) 2.88 272

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 COURTESY
BINDER TO DEPT. 22 - EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/20/2019) 2.88 273

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT FEES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES
NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 FILING - EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/22/2019) 27.55 274

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT FEES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES
NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 STIPULATION AND
ORDER FROM KEMP JONES / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/22/2019) 31.36 275

04/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,
INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004756946-260) 226.86 281

04/21/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 3.20 277
04/22/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 1.45 278
04/23/2019 L100 E109 LOCAL TRAVEL (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD (TO AND

FROM HEARING) (21 MILES AT 2019 IRS MILEAGE
RATE OF $0.58/MILE) 6.09 279

04/23/2019 L100 E124 PARKING (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD 12.00 280
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004790734-260) 37.13 287
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004305064-260) 204.28 288
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004073790-260) 100.75 289
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004440016-260) 150.26 290
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,
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INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004367830-260) 49.50 291
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004096332-260) 173.24 292
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004047252-260) 298.76 293
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004723666-260) 247.50 294
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0003997322-260) 330.50 295
05/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,

INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004022634-260) 222.75 296
05/06/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.60 282
05/13/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.05 283
05/15/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.35 284
05/20/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.30 285
05/22/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 1.75 286
05/28/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER AS TO

PLAINTIFF'S COUNTER-DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202L
FILED FEBRUARY 11, 2019 AND DEFENDANT'S
COUNTER-CLAIMANT'S CONDITIONAL
COUNTER-MOTION FOR RELIEF PURSUANT TO NRS
40.695(2) FILED MARCH 1, 2019 3.50 297

05/29/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED MEMORANDUM
OF COSTS AND DISBURSEMENTS) 3.50 298

05/29/2019 L100 E112 ODYSSEY (NOTICE OF ERRATA TO PLAINTIFFS'
VERIFIED MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND
DISBURSEMENTS) 3.50 299

06/03/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 15.00 300
06/05/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 25.30 301
06/08/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 49.70 302
06/11/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 18.70 303
06/13/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 44.60 304

Total Expenses 2,695.58

Total Current Work 12,723.08

Previous Balance before Adjustments $46,088.25

04/09/2019 WRITE-OFF (DMC) -230.05
04/09/2019 WRITE-OFF (DMC) -462.46
06/11/2019 WRITE-OFF (DMC) -1,941.09

Previous Balance $35,340.65

Payments

04/09/2019 PAYMENT RECEIVED - THANK YOU (ESIS CK #FA
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78648592 / STMT #15) -7,363.09 8
06/10/2019 PAYMENT RECEIVED - THANK YOU (ESIS CK #FA

78651107 / STMT #16) -14,988.30 9

Total Payments -22,351.39

Balance Due $41,940.34

Aged Due Amounts
0-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-180 181+

20,837.08 0.00 21,103.26 0.00 0.00 0.00

Split Billing Summary
Fees Expenses Advances Total

CHUBB INSURANCE - Panorama Tower I 5,262.75 717.11 0.00 5,979.86
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims (2) - Panorama Tow 5,262.75 717.06 0.00 5,979.81

10,525.50 1,434.17 0.00 11,959.67

Task Code Summary
Fees Expenses

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 0.00 2695.58
L120 ANALYSIS/STRATEGY 1751.50 0.00
L160 SETTLEMENT/NON-BINDING ADR 37.00 0.00
L190 OTHER CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT & ADMINISTRATION 27.75 0.00

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 1,816.25 2,695.58

L230 COURT MANDATED CONFERENCES 507.25 0.00
L240 DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS 388.50 0.00
L250 OTHER WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 14632.50 0.00

L200 PRE-TRIAL PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS 15,528.25 0.00

L320 DOCUMENT PRODUCTION 99.75 0.00
L340 EXPERT DISCOVERY 148.50 0.00
L390 OTHER DISCOVERY 9.25 0.00

L300 DISCOVERY 257.50 0.00

L430 WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 374.50 0.00
L460 POST-TRIAL MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 165.00 0.00

L400 TRIAL PREPARATION AND TRIAL 539.50 0.00

NOTE: Please include Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O'Meara account number on all
payments.
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Attn: Sherilyn Brydon

Panorama Tower II
5143220827859X-A Interim Statement
PANORAMA TOWER II
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Fees

Hours Amount
04/02/2019 PCB L390 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL)

WITH COUNSEL FOR THE HOA (VIA EMAIL AND
PHONE CALL) RE:  DISCUSSION OF THE
OUTSTANDING ISSUES OVER DOCUMENTS
THAT WERE TO BE PRODUCED FOLLOWING
THE LAST SPECIAL MASTER HEARING (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER II). 0.05 9.25 2591

04/15/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DEFENDANT'S FIRST
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, RE: THE
DISCLOSURE OF SEVENTH AMENDMENT TO
DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS
AND RESTRICTIONS AS WELL AS
COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING UNIT 300, IN
PREPARATION FOR OBTAINING TO PROVIDE
ATTORNEY FOR ANALYSIS (). 0.05 4.75 2592

04/18/2019 DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE WITH
OPPOSING COUNSEL, RE: DRONE PHOTOS, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE SCOPE OF PHOTOS
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2593

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, RE: STATUTE OF REPOSE UNDER
11.202, ANALYZED ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF
CLIENT'S POSITION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
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Hours Amount
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 2600

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE WOOD V SAFEWAY NEVADA
SUPREME COURT CASE, RE: NRCP 56 AND
STANDARD FOR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2601

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE VOLPERT V PAPAGNA
NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, RE: NRCP 56
AND STANDARD FOR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2602

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DYKEMA V. DEL WEBB
COMMUNITIES NEVADA SUPREME COURT
CASE AND SHEPARDIZE CASES, RE: COURT
CASE REGARDING TOLLING AND STATUTE OF
REPOSE PERIOD, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2603

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALLSTATE INS. CO V.
FERGUSON, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
RE: STANDARD FOR STATUTES OF REPOSE
AND CLARIFICATION OF DISTINCTION WITH
THOSE VERSUS STATUTES OF LIMITATION, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2604

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 11.202, RE: TOLLING
BASED UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OF
THE PROJECT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
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Hours Amount
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2605

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 11.2055, RE:
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT,
IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2606

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 40.645, RE; CHAPTER
40 NOTICE REQUIREMENTS, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2607

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 40.695, RE; CHAPTER
40 NOTICE REQUIREMENTS, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2608

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY FOR TOWER I, RE: SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION UNDER NRS 11.202, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2609

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY FOR TOWER II, RE:
SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION UNDER NRS
11.202, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2610
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Hours Amount
DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLARK COUNTY

RECORDERS' OFFICE OF RECORDS, RE:
NOTICES OF COMPLETION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2611

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S INITIAL
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2612

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S AMENDED
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2613

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CITY COUNCIL OF RENO V
RENO NEWSPAPERS, NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE AND SHEPARDIZED CASES, RE:
COURT CASE STATUTORY INTERPRETATION,
IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2614

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE ASSOCIATION'S
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT AND
COUNTERCLAIMS, RE: ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED, RELATION TO DECLARATORY
RELIEF ACTION AND CAUSES OF ACTION, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2615

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S
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Hours Amount
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT REGARDING THE AMENDED
CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, RE: EXHIBIT E TO OUR
CURRENT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THEIR ARGUMENTS, USE THOSE
ARGUMENTS AND STATEMENTS AGAINST
THEM AS JUDICIAL ADMISSIONS, TO
HIGHLIGHT THAT FOR THE COURT DURING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.65 107.25 2616

04/19/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE D.R. HORTON V EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT (FIRST LIGHT)
NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE AND
SHEPARDIZED CASES, RE: ENACTMENT OF AB
125, EVOLUTION OF CHAPTER 40, NRS 40.600
ET SEQ., TO USE THOSE ARGUMENTS IN OUR
FAVOR, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2617

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BANEGAS V. STATE
INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE SYSTEM, NEVADA
SUPREME COURT CASE AND SHEPARDIZED
CASES, CASE CITED TO IN ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE AMENDED CHAPTER 40
NOTICE, RE: NEVADA'S ADOPTION OF
STATUTORY INTERPRETATION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2618

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SENATE BILL 241 HEARING
TRANSCRIPT, AS ENROLLED ON MAY 28, 2003,
AMENDING NRS 40.645, RE: NOTICE OF
DEFECTS AND WHEN REQUIRED, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
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Hours Amount
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2619

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CASE MANAGEMENT
ORDER OF DATES AND DEADLINES FOR
PLEADINGS AND OTHER DISCOVERY, IN
ORDER TO CHALLENGE THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS THAT THEY HAVE ACTED
DILIGENTLY FROM THE OUTSET OF
LITIGATION, AS THEY CONTEND, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2620

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO
AND FROM OPPOSING COUNSEL, IN THIS
MATTER SINE THE LITIGATION COMMENCED,
IN ORDER TO CHALLENGE THE
ASSOCIATION'S ARGUMENTS THAT THEY
HAVE ACTED DILIGENTLY FROM THE OUTSET
OF LITIGATION AS THEY CONTEND, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2621

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING TRANSCRIPT
FROM OCTOBER 2, 2018, (APPROX. 92 PAGES),
RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
AMENDED CH 40 NOTICE, ANALYZED PARTIES'
ARGUMENTS AND THE COURT'S POSITION ON
THOSE ARGUMENTS, IN ORDER TO UTILIZE
THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS DURING
UPCOMING HEARING AND IN PREPARATION
FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.90 148.50 2622

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT'S FINDINGS OF
FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RE:
OCTOBER 2, 2018 HEARING, RE; MOTION FOR
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Hours Amount
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON AMENDED CH 40
NOTICE, ANALYZED THE COURT'S POSITION
ON THE ARGUMENTS RAISED, FACTS AND
LAW, IN ORDER TO UTILIZE THE COURT'S
ARGUMENTS DURING UPCOMING HEARING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THAT HEARING,
ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED
BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 2623

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE HEARING TRANSCRIPT
FROM FEBRUARY 7, 2017 HEARING IN THE SKY
CASE, RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON STATUTE OF REPOSE, ANALYZED
PARTIES' ARGUMENTS AND THE COURT'S
POSITION ON THOSE ARGUMENTS, IN ORDER
TO UTILIZE THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS
DURING UPCOMING HEARING AND IN
PREPARATION FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.65 107.25 2624

04/20/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT'S FINDINGS OF
FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RE:
FEBRUARY 7, 2017 HEARING IN THE SKY CASE,
RE; MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE, ANALYZED THE
COURT'S POSITION ON THE ARGUMENTS
RAISED, FACTS AND LAW, IN ORDER TO
UTILIZE THE COURT'S ARGUMENTS DURING
UPCOMING HEARING AND IN PREPARATION
FOR THAT HEARING, ON OUR MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25 2625

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THEIR ARGUMENTS,
USE THOSE ARGUMENTS AND STATEMENTS
AGAINST THEM AS JUDICIAL ADMISSIONS, TO
HIGHLIGHT THAT FOR THE COURT DURING
AND IN PREPARATION FOR THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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Hours Amount
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00 2626

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE COURT ORDERED STAY OF
LITIGATION, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
CORRECTNESS OF STATEMENTS THE
ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN ITS TIMELINE OF
LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP ARGUMENTS FOR THE
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2627

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' FIRST
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE
ORIGINAL CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2628

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' COMPLAINT
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF, ARGUMENTS
AND CAUSES OF ACTION, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2629

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF ON STANDING, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
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Hours Amount
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2630

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF ON STANDING, IN
ORDER TO EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2631

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE BUILDERS' MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT'S
RULING ON THE BUILDERS' MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE ASSOCIATION'S
AMENDED CHAPTER 40 NOTICE, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE THE CORRECTNESS OF
STATEMENTS THE ASSOCIATION HAS MADE IN
ITS TIMELINE OF LITIGATION EVENTS IN ITS
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
ARGUMENTS FOR THE UPCOMING HEARING
ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2632

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BULBMAN INC V. NEVADA
BELL NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2633

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE POSADAS V CITY OF RENO,

0197 AA3638



Page: 10
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5581M
Statement No:  16

Panorama Tower II
5143220827859X-A
PANORAMA TOWER II
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount
NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS CITED
TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2634

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE WINN V. SUNRISE HOSPITAL
& MEDICAL CENTER NEVADA SUPREME
COURT CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE
OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2635

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SHORT HOTEL RIVIERA,
INC., NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 2636

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SAWYER V. SUGARLESS
SHOPS, INC. NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
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(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2637

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SARTOR V ARKANSAS GAS
CORP., U.S. SUPREME COURT CASE, AS CITED
TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO
OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: STANDARD
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2638

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NEVADA STATE BANK V
JAMISON, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE,
AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF RELATION-BACK DOCTRINE
TO COMPULSORY COUNTERCLAIMS, WHICH
SPECIFICALLY RELATES TO ONE OF THE
ASSOCIATION'S STRONGEST ARGUMENTS IN
ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND
OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 2639

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE G AND H ASSOCIATES
CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S
OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER THAT
GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS WITH THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD , IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2640

04/21/2019 DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ALSENZ V. TWIN LAKES
VILLAGE, NEVADA SUPREME COURT CASE, AS
CITED TO IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION

0199 AA3640
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TO OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER THAT
GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS WITH THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD , IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 2641

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LOPEZ V US HOME
CORPORATION CASE, AS CITED TO IN THE
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE
OF REPOSE, RE: APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING
THE GRACE PERIOD IRRESPECTIVE OF
WHETHER THAT GRACE PERIOD OVERLAPS
WITH THE STATUTE OF REPOSE PERIOD, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.40 66.00 2642

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE FOSTER V GREYSTONE
CASE AND COURT'S RULING ON SAME IN ITS
ORIGINAL ORDER, APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING
THE GRACE PERIOD AND INABILITY TO DO SO
ONCE STATUTE OF REPOSE HAS EXPIRED, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75 2643

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DESERT FIREPLACES PLUS
INC V. EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CASE, APPLICABILITY OF TOLLING THE GRACE
PERIOD AND INABILITY TO DO SO ONCE
STATUTE OF REPOSE HAS EXPIRED, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
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(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2644

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BOURNE VALLEY COURT
TRUST V WELLS FARGO BANK CASE, CITED
TO IN ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2645

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE YATES V. WASHOE COUNTY
SCHOOL DIST. CASE, CITED TO IN
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2646

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE KIRKPATRICK V. LENOIR
COUNTY BD. OF EDUCATION CASE, CITED TO
IN ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2647

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRCP 13(A), CITED TO IN
ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION TO OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2648

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE AFFIDAVIT OF
ASSOCIATION'S EXPERT, OMAR HINDIYEH, AS
RAISED IN THE ASSOCIATION'S OPPOSITION
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TO OUR MOTION, RE: IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2649

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) REPLY IN SUPPORT
OF OUT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE: ANALYZED
ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN REPLY, IN
RESPONSE TO THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 2650

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (CONTINUE) REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF OUT MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
ANALYZED ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN
REPLY, IN RESPONSE TO THE ASSOCIATION'S
ARGUMENTS IN ITS OPPOSITION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2651

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE NRS 108.228, RE: NOTICE
OF COMPLETION FOR A PROJECT, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2652

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CLAY V EIGHTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT COURT CASE, RE: CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, RE:
STATUTORY INTERPRETATION, IN ORDER TO
DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,

0202 AA3643
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SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2653

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BYRNE ORDER FROM
JUDGE SCOTTI ON THE  MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN THAT CASE
REGARDING THE STATUTE OF REPOSE, RE:
ANALYZED JUDGE SCOTT'S ARGUMENTS AS
THEY RELATE TO STATUTES OF REPOSE,
TOLLING AND SERVICE OF CHAPTER 40
NOTICE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.35 57.75 2654

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE MENDENHALL V. TASSINARI
CASE, CITED TO IN OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2655

04/22/2019 JWS L430 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (CONTINUE)
HEARING ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT, INCLUDING, IS NEEDED
ORAL MOTION TO STAY/WRIT OF MANDAMUS
ON STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS ISSUE. PER
ADJUSTER, TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH TOWER
TWO CASE. 0.90 166.50 2594

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BOCA PARK MARKETPLACE
SYNDICATIONS CASE, CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2656

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE IN RE PEGASUS GOLD
CORP. CASE, CITED TO IN OUR MOTION,
RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP

0203 AA3644



Page: 16
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5581M
Statement No:  16

Panorama Tower II
5143220827859X-A
PANORAMA TOWER II
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2657

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE POCHIRO V. PRUDENTIAL
INS. CO OF AMERICA CASE, CITED TO IN OUR
MOTION, RELATION-BACK OF COMPULSORY
COUNTERCLAIMS, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2658

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE THE ASSOCIATION'S
CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS
40.695(2) RELIEF, RE: ANALYZED ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED IN COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2659

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE OUR OPPOSITION TO THE
ASSOCIATION'S CONDITIONAL
COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS 40.695(2) RELIEF,
RE: ANALYZED ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN
OPPOSITION TO COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2660

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ASSOCIATION'S REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION
FOR NRS 40.695(2) RELIEF, RE: ANALYZED
ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN REPLY TO
COUNTERMOTION, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP
AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II

0204 AA3645



Page: 17
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5581M
Statement No:  16

Panorama Tower II
5143220827859X-A
PANORAMA TOWER II
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

 
 

Hours Amount
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2661

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE EXHIBITS, INCLUDING
CORRESPONDENCE, EMAILS AND LETTERS IN
SUPPORT OF ASSOCIATION'S REPLY TO ITS
CONDITIONAL COUNTERMOTION FOR NRS
40.695(2) RELIEF, (APPROX. 50 PAGES), RE:
ANALYZED DOCUMENTS PRESENTED, TO
COUNTER THE ARGUMENTS MADE, IN ORDER
TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE ARGUMENTS FOR
UPCOMING HEARING ON MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.55 90.75 2662

DRG L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE BUILDING INSPECTION
HISTORY FOR THE TWO TOWERS, RE:
CONFIRMATION OF FINAL BUILDING
INSPECTION DATES, TO COUNTER ANY
ARGUMENTS THAT SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETION DID NOT OCCUR UNTIL YEARS
AFTER, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP AND OUTLINE
ARGUMENTS FOR UPCOMING HEARING ON
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.20 33.00 2663

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN) OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS TO PRESENT AT THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.70 115.50 2664

DRG L250 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (CONTINUE) OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS TO PRESENT AT THE UPCOMING
HEARING ON OUR MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON THE STATUTE OF REPOSE
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.60 99.00 2665

DRG L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (BEGIN) UPCOMING
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, PRACTICED OUTLINE OF
ARGUMENTS, INCLUDING THOSE FOR OUR
MOTION AND OUR REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENTS
PRESENTED BY THE ASSOCIATION IN ITS
MOVING PAPERS, PRACTICED AND
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MEMORIZED THE ARGUMENTS, CASES IN OUR
FAVOR, AND ARGUMENTS AGAINST
APPLICABILITY OF CASES NOT IN OUR FAVOR,
MEMORIZED AND PRACTICED ARGUMENTS
RELATED TO THE COURT'S PRIOR RULINGS
AND OTHER COURTS' PRIOR RULINGS ON
THIS ISSUE. (MOTION APPROVED BY
ADJUSTER, SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19)
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25 2666

JWS L240 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (BEGIN) ORAL
ARGUMENT, CLIENTS MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT, REVIEW OF ARGUMENTS/CASES
CITED TO ASSIT WITH ORAL ARGUMENT. 1.20 222.00 2671

04/23/2019 JWS L120 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (FINALIZE) HEARING
ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT. REVIEW/OUTLINE OF
REPLY/CONDITIONAL COUNTER
MOTION/OBJECTION. TIME TO BE SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE. 0.85 157.25 2595

JWS L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND HEARING/ORAL
ARGUMENT ON CLIENT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT/HOA'S COUNTER
MOTION. NO TRAVEL TIME IN ENTRY. 1.85 342.25 2596

JBV L320 A103 DRAFT/REVISE EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE TO
LITIGATION SERVICES-DEPOSITORY, RE:
REQUEST FOR ACCESS TO ONLINE
DEPOSITORY, IN ORDER TO OBTAIN
DOCUMENTATION DISCLOSED ON BEHALF OF
DEFENDANTS 0.05 4.75 2597

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE RESPONSE EMAIL
CORRESPONDENCE FROM LITIGATION
SERVICES-DEPOSITORY, RE: ACCESS TO
ONLINE DEPOSITORY AND STATUS OF
DOCUMENTATION DISCLOSED ON BEHALF OF
DEFENDANTS, IN PREPARATION FOR
PROVIDING ATTORNEY FOR ANALYSIS 0.05 4.75 2598

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE DOCUMENTS DISCLOSED
WITHIN DEFENDANTS' INITIAL PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS, RE: VERIFYING DOCUMENTS
MATCH THOSE LISTED IN PLEADING SUCH AS
SEVENTH AMENDMENT TO DECLARATION OF
COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND
RESTRICTIONS AND GRANT AND
RESERVATION OF EASEMENTS FOR
PANORAMA TOWERS AS WELL AS
COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING UNIT 300, IN
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PREPARATION FOR PROVIDING ATTORNEY
FOR ANALYSIS 0.10 9.50 2599

DRG L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR (CONTINUE)
PRACTICED OUTLINE OF ARGUMENTS,
INCLUDING THOSE FOR OUR MOTION AND
OUR REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENTS PRESENTED
BY THE ASSOCIATION IN ITS MOVING PAPERS,
PRACTICED AND MEMORIZED THE
ARGUMENTS, CASES IN OUR FAVOR, AND
ARGUMENTS AGAINST APPLICABILITY OF
CASES NOT IN OUR FAVOR, MEMORIZED AND
PRACTICED ARGUMENTS RELATED TO THE
COURT'S PRIOR RULINGS AND OTHER
COURTS' PRIOR RULINGS ON THIS ISSUE.
(MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.80 132.00 2667

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND TRAVEL TIME TO
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) (BILLED AT 50%
HOURLY RATE) 0.30 49.50 2668

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND HEARING ON MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF
REPOSE (MOTION APPROVED BY ADJUSTER,
SHERILYN BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) (DRIVE TIME
NOT INCLUDED) 1.95 321.75 2669

DRG L250 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND TRAVEL TIME FROM
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ON STATUTE OF REPOSE (MOTION
APPROVED BY ADJUSTER, SHERILYN
BRYDON, ON 1.24.19) (SPLIT WITH TOWER II
CASE PER ADJUSTER) (BILLED AT 50%
HOURLY RATE) 0.20 33.00 2670

05/03/2019 DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL)
TELEPHONE CALL WITH EXPERT, SIMON
LOADSMAN, RE: 

 (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.25 41.25 2672

05/06/2019 DRG L340 A108 COMMUNICATE (OTHER EXTERNAL) CONFER

0207 AA3648
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Hours Amount
WITH EXPERT, FENESTRATION, SIMON
LOADSMAN, RE: 

 (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2673

05/10/2019 PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LATEST FROM THE NEVADA
LEGISLATIVE SESSION, INCLUDING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 40
STATUTE, IN ORDER TO ASSESS POSSIBLE
IMPLICATIONS FOR AND IMPACT UPON THE
CASE OVERALL AND THE RECENT MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED ON THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER I - 1287.551; ALL WORK
THAT IMPACTS MOTIONS THAT HAVE BEEN
FILED OR WHICH COULD BE FILED
PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON OF
ESIS). 0.70 129.50 2589

PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE LATEST FROM THE NEVADA
LEGISLATIVE SESSION, INCLUDING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 40
STATUTE, IN ORDER TO ASSESS POSSIBLE
IMPLICATIONS FOR AND IMPACT UPON THE
CASE OVERALL AND THE RECENT MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED ON THE
STATUTE OF REPOSE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER II - 1287.558; ALL WORK
THAT IMPACTS MOTIONS THAT HAVE BEEN
FILED OR WHICH COULD BE FILED
PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN BRYDON OF
ESIS). 0.35 64.75 2677

05/13/2019 DRG L230 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR UPCOMING SPECIAL
MASTER HEARING, RE: ANALYZED PRIOR
DISCOVERY REQUESTS AND THE
ASSOCIATION'S INITIAL RESPONSE TO SAME,
INCLUDING THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
THE CC&R'S REFLECTING CHANGES AND
ANALYZED NOTES FROM PRIOR SPECIAL
MASTER HEARING AND DRAFTED NOTES TO
RAISE WITH SPECIAL MASTER AND OPPOSING
COUNSEL. (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER

0208 AA3649
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Hours Amount
ADJUSTER) 0.70 115.50 2674

DRG L230 A109 APPEAR FOR/ATTEND SPECIAL MASTER
HEARING (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2675

DRG L230 A103 DRAFT/REVISE NOTES TO OUR FILE RE:
DISCUSSION AND DATES PROPOSED BY
SPECIAL MASTER HEARING. (SPLIT WITH
TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2676

05/14/2019 DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER ORDER
REGARDING AMENDED CASE AGENDA AND
POST-SPECIAL MASTER HEARING ORDER, RE:
ANALYSIS OF SAME TO VERIFY THAT SAME
REFLECTS THE AGREEMENTS AND
UNDERSTANDING OF THE PARTIES AT
YESTERDAY'S SPECIAL MASTER HEARING
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER). 0.15 24.75 2680

05/15/2019 PCB L190 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL)
WITH COVERAGE COUNSEL FOR SOMPO (JAN
DUFFALO) VIA EMAILS (3) THROUGHOUT THE
DAY RE:  

 (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER I - 1287.551). 0.10 18.50 2590

JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER
RECOMMENDATION AND DISTRICT COURT
ORDER AMENDING CASE AGENDA DATED MAY
13, 2019, RE: DETERMINING DISCOVERY
DEADLINES AND REQUIREMENTS WITHIN, IN
PREPARATION FOR ENSURING CLIENT
COMPLIES WITH ALL NEWLY INCLUDED
INFORMATION (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME
CASE-TOWER II). 0.10 9.50 2678

PCB L190 A107 COMMUNICATE (OTHER OUTSIDE COUNSEL)
WITH COVERAGE COUNSEL FOR SOMPO (JAN
DUFFALO) VIA EMAILS (3) THROUGHOUT THE
DAY RE:  DISCUSSION OF OVERALL CASE
STATUS, 

 (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER II - 1287.558). 0.05 9.25 2679

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CORRESPONDENCE FROM

0209 AA3650
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Hours Amount
JAN DUFFALO, REPRESENTATIVE FOR
SOMPO, RE: 

E (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2681

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE CASE AGENDA FROM THE
SPECIAL MASTER, RE: 

 STATUS UPDATE
(SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2682

DRG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE STATUS UPDATE TO JAN
DUFFALO, RE:

 (SPLIT WITH TOWER II CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.10 16.50 2683

05/20/2019 JBV L320 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE SPECIAL MASTER
RECOMMENDATION AND AMENDING CASE
AGENDA DATED MAY 20, 2019, RE:
CONFIRMING ALL NEW DISCOVERY
DEADLINES AND REQUIREMENTS MATCH
THOSE LISTED IN RECENT
CORRESPONDENCE, IN PREPARATION FOR
ENSURING ALL ARE COMPLIED WITH ON
CLIENT'S BEHALF (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE-TOWER II). 0.10 9.50 2684

DRG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ANALYSIS OF STATE
SENATE LEGISLATURE DATABASE, VIDEO OF
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE HEARING,
AND FINDINGS FROM HEARING ON PROPOSED
ASSEMBLY BILL 421, ANALYSIS OF SAME TO
EVALUATE THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE
BILL AND PROGRESS TOWARD PASSAGE IN
THE SENATE, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE
POSSIBILITY OF THE BILL'S PASSAGE AND
THEREFORE THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON OUR
CASE AND PENDING MOTION WORK  (SPLIT
WITH TOWER II CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.85 140.25 2685

05/22/2019 LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) NEVADA
LEGISLATURE'S WEBSITE, RE: ASSEMBLY BILL
421, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL
IMPACT ON CLIENT AND FUTURE HANDLING
OF CASE, IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING
MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING SAME
(SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2686
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Hours Amount
LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ASSEMBLY BILL

421, AMENDMENT NUMBER 640, PASSED ON
APRIL 12, 2019 BY THE ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY,
IN ORDER TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL IMPACT
ON CLIENT AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE,
IN PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING
MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING SAME
(SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.45 74.25 2687

LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ASSEMBLY BILL
421, PASSED ON MAY 17, 2019 BY THE SENATE
COMMITTEE JUDICIARY, IN ORDER TO
EVALUATE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT
AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE, IN
PREPARATION FOR DRAFTING MEMORANDUM
TO FILE ANALYZING SAME (SPLIT WITH
TOWER 2 CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.30 49.50 2688

LSG L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) ARCHIVED MAY 17,
2019 SENATE COMMITTEE JUDICIARY
MEETING, IN ORDER TO EVALUATE
POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT AND FUTURE
HANDLING OF CASE, IN PREPARATION FOR
DRAFTING MEMORANDUM TO FILE ANALYZING
SAME (SPLIT WITH TOWER 2 CASE PER
ADJUSTER) 0.05 8.25 2689

LSG L120 A103 DRAFT/REVISE (BEGIN MEMORANDUM TO FILE
ANALYZING POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLIENT
AND FUTURE HANDLING OF CASE BASED ON
ASSEMBLY BILL 421 (SPLIT WITH TOWER 2
CASE PER ADJUSTER) 0.15 24.75 2690

05/23/2019 PCB L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE 16 PAGE FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FROM THE
COURT ON THE LATEST MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT FILED ON BEHALF OF
THE CLIENTS IN ORDER TO ASSESS ALL THE
REASONS FOR THE RULING, THE POTENTIAL
AREAS FOR EITHER AN APPEAL OR A MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION BY THE HOA, AND
THE POTENTIAL PORTIONS OF THE RULING
THAT COULD BE RELIED UPON TO DEFEAT
ANY APPEAL OR MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER I - 1287.551). 0.30 55.50 2691

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT UPDATE TO CARRIERS, COVERAGE
COUNSEL AND CLIENT PERSONAL COUNSEL
RE:  

0211 AA3652
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Hours Amount

(AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT
WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - TOWER I -
1287.551). 0.15 27.75 2692

05/28/2019 PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE FOR FILING OF
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS RE:  GOING OVER
THE RECENT REVISIONS TO RULES FOR
FILING AND THEN COORDINATING WITH
PARALEGAL TO MAKE SURE ALL THE
NECESSARY INFORMATION IS INCLUDED IN
THE MEMORANDUM ALONG WITH ALL
INVOICES (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.551 - TOWER I). 0.60 111.00 2693

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) MEMORANDUM OF COSTS
RE:  GOING OVER ALL THE INVOICES AND
MATCHING THEM TO THE CALCULATIONS IN
THE MEMORANDUM; ALSO MAKING SURE MY
DECLARATION IS CORRECT WITH REGARD TO
THE SUPPORT FOR THE INVOICES (AS PER
CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER
FILE IN SAME CASE - 1287.551 - TOWER I). 0.30 55.50 2694

05/29/2019 PCB L120 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE REQUEST FOR
INFORMATION FROM COVERAGE COUNSEL
FOR EXCESS CARRIER AND PROVIDE
RESPONSE TO SAME RE:  

(AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.551 - TOWER I). 0.10 18.50 2695

PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) NOTICE OF ERRATA FOR
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS RE:  CONFIRMING
THE NEW CALCULATIONS AE CORRECT
AFTER INCLUDING THE INVOICES THAT WERE
INADVERTENTLY NOT INCLUDED IN THE
ORIGINAL MEMORANDUM AND THEN
CONFIRMING THAT THE DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT OF THE NOTICE OF ERRATA IS
CORRECT AS WELL (AS PER CARRIER

0212 AA3653
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Hours Amount
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - 1287.551 - TOWER I). 0.10 18.50 2696

05/31/2019 PCB L190 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE (BEGIN) THE HOA'S MOTION
TO TAX COSTS IN ORDER TO BEGIN
IDENTIFYING BOTH THE WEAKNESSES OF THE
MOTION AS WELL AS TO IDENTIFY THE
POSITIONS THAT INEVITABLY WILL BE USED
BY THE HOA IN OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION
FOR FEES (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME
SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
TOWER I - 1287.551). 0.10 18.50 2697

06/03/2019 PCB L250 A104 REVIEW/ANALYZE ARGUMENTS MADE
            BY THE HOA IN THE MOTION TO TAX COSTS
            AND BEGIN TO OUTLINE POSSIBLE RESPONSE
            TO SAME (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE, TIME 
            SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE - 
            TOWER I - 1287.551; AS PER SHERILYN 
            BRYDON OF ESIS, ALL WORK ON MOTIONS IN
            IN THIS CASE PRE-APPROVED) 0.30 55.50 2698

06/04/2019 PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) WORK ON

ARGUMENTS TO USE IN OPPOSITION TO THE 
HOA'S MOTION TO TAX COSTS RE:  CONTINUE 
TO FIND BASIS TO GET AROUND THE HOA'S 
CONTENTION THAT THE MEMORANDUM OF 
COSTS WAS PREMATURE (AS PER CARRIER 
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN 
SAME CASE - TOWER I - 1287.551; AS PER 
SHERILYN BRYDON OF ESIS, ALL WORK ON 
MOTIONS IN THIS CASE PRE-APPROVED). 0.20 37.00 2699
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06/06/2019 PCB L250 A103 DRAFT (CONTINUE) OPPOSITION TO MOTION
TO RE-TAX COSTS RE:  ADDITIONAL WORK ON
ALL THE REASONS WHY THE HOA'S
ARGUMENTS AS TO WHY COSTS THAT
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Hours Amount
PRE-DATE THE MOST RECENT MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD NOT BE
RECOVERABLE (AS PER CARRIER DIRECTIVE,
TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN SAME CASE -
1287.581 - TOWER I; ALL WORK ON THIS
MOTION PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON OF ESIS) 0.40 74.00 2704
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Hours Amount

06/12/2019 PCB L250 A101 PLAN AND PREPARE (CONTINUE) FOR
CLIENTS' MOTION FOR FEES RE:   CONTINUE
TO GO OVER SECTIONS OF THE STATUTE
THAT SUPPORT A REQUEST FOR FEES AND
DETERMINE HOW BEST TO UTILIZE THE
FACTS OF THE CASE TO SUPPORT THE
ARGUMENTS THAT ARE BEING MADE
PURSUANT TO TWO DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF
THE FEE STATUTE (AS PER CARRIER
DIRECTIVE, TIME SPLIT WITH OTHER FILE IN
SAME CASE - TOWER I - 1287.551; ALL WORK
ON MOTIONS PRE-APPROVED BY SHERILYN
BRYDON OF ESIS). 0.40 74.00 2717

For Current Services Rendered 36.00 6,104.50
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Recapitulation
Timekeeper Title Hours  Rate  Total
Peter C. Brown PARTNER 5.00 $185.00    $925.00
Jeffrey W. Saab PARTNER 4.80 185.00 888.00
Jennifer Vela PARALEGAL 0.45 95.00 42.75
Devin R. Gifford ASSOCIATE 24.75 165.00 4,083.75
Leesa S. Goodwin ASSOCIATE 1.00 165.00 165.00

Expenses

03/27/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.15 155
04/01/2019 L100 E123 OTHER PROFESSIONALS (8914) JOHN A. MARTIN &

ASSOCIATES, INC. (PANORAMA TOWER
LITIGATION) (INVOICE NO.: 19686) 375.00 156

04/01/2019 L100 E124 ATTORNEY SERVICES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021687 DELIVERY -
WELLS FARGO TOWER 17TH FLOOR, LAS VEGAS
NV / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/06/2019) 21.75 157

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021687 LETTER
AND PROPOSED ORDER TO DEPT. 22 EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/07/2019) 2.87 158

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 COURTESY
BINDER TO DEPT. 22 - EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/19/2019) 2.87 159

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT SERVICE (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL
SERVICES NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 COURTESY
BINDER TO DEPT. 22 - EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED ON 03/20/2019) 2.87 160

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT FEES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES
NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 FILING - EIGHTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/22/2019) 27.54 161

04/01/2019 L100 E112 COURT FEES (9999) AMERICAN LEGAL SERVICES
NEVADA (INVOICE #37021946 STIPULATION AND
ORDER FROM KEMP JONES / SERVICES PROVIDED
ON 03/22/2019) 31.36 162

04/01/2019 L100 E121 ARBITRATORS/MEDIATORS (366) JAMS ENDISPUTE,
INC.- LOS ANGELES (INVOICE NO. 0004756946-260) 226.86 167

04/21/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 3.20 163
04/22/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 1.45 164
04/23/2019 L100 E109 LOCAL TRAVEL (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD (TO AND

FROM HEARING) (21 MILES AT 2019 IRS MILEAGE
RATE OF $0.58/MILE) 6.09 165

04/23/2019 L100 E124 PARKING (98153) DEVIN GIFFORD 12.00 166
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05/06/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.60 168
05/13/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.05 169
05/15/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.35 170
05/20/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 0.30 171
05/22/2019 L100 E101 PHOTOCOPIES 1.75 172

Total Expenses 717.06

Total Current Work 6,821.56

Previous Balance before Adjustments $38,062.28

06/11/2019 WRITE-OFF (DMC) -1,200.17

Previous Balance $36,862.11

Payments

06/10/2019 PAYMENT RECEIVED - THANK YOU (ESIS CK #FA
78651108 / STMT #14) -15,729.19 11

Balance Due $27,954.48

Aged Due Amounts
0-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-180 181+

7,617.06 21,132.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Split Billing Summary
Fees Expenses Advances Total

CHUBB INSURANCE - Panorama Tower I 5,262.75 717.11 0.00 5,979.86
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims (2) - Panorama Tow 5,262.75 717.06 0.00 5,979.81

10,525.50 1,434.17 0.00 11,959.67

Task Code Summary
Fees Expenses

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 0.00 717.06
L120 ANALYSIS/STRATEGY 990.00 0.00
L190 OTHER CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT & ADMINISTRATION 46.25 0.00

L100 CASE ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 1,036.25 717.06

L230 COURT MANDATED CONFERENCES 507.25 0.00
L240 DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS 388.50 0.00
L250 OTHER WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 4683.50 0.00

L200 PRE-TRIAL PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS 5,579.25 0.00
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Page: 33
ESIS Dallas AGL Claims June 15, 2019

Account No: 1287-5581M
Statement No:  16

Panorama Tower II
5143220827859X-A
PANORAMA TOWER II
~~~SEE NOTES~~~

Fees Expenses
L320 DOCUMENT PRODUCTION 42.75 0.00
L340 EXPERT DISCOVERY 66.00 0.00
L390 OTHER DISCOVERY 9.25 0.00

L300 DISCOVERY 118.00 0.00

L430 WRITTEN MOTIONS AND SUBMISSIONS 166.50 0.00

L400 TRIAL PREPARATION AND TRIAL 166.50 0.00

NOTE: Please include Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O'Meara account number on all
payments.

0221 AA3662
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Statements Printed: 2
Hours: 151.70
Fees: 25,041.50
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1287.551  4824-5401-5387.1 

BREMER WHYTE BROWN & 

O’MEARA LLP 

1160 N. Town Center Drive 

Suite 250 

Las Vegas, NV  89144 

(702) 258-6665 

PETER C. BROWN, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 5887 
JEFFREY W. SAAB, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 11261 
DEVIN R. GIFFORD, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 14055 
CYRUS S. WHITTAKER, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 14965 
BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O’MEARA LLP 
1160 N. TOWN CENTER DRIVE 
SUITE 250 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89144 
TELEPHONE: (702) 258-6665 
FACSIMILE: (702) 258-6662 
pbrown@bremerwhyte.com 
jsaab@bremerwhyte.com 
dgifford@bremerwhyte.com 
cwhittaker@bremerwhyte.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants, 
LAURENT HALLIER; PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC; and M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company; PANORAMA 
TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited 
liability company; and M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC., a Nevada Corporation, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

vs. 
 
PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM 
UNIT OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, a Nevada 
non-profit corporation, 
 

Defendant. 
 
 
PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM 
UNIT OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, a Nevada 
non-profit corporation, 
 

Counter-Claimant, 
 

vs. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. A-16-744146-D 
 
Dept. XXII 
 
PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS 
LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA 
TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA 
TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC AND M.J. 
DEAN CONSTRUCTION, INC.’S, 
OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT’S 
MOTION TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE 
COSTS 
 
 

Case Number: A-16-744146-D

Electronically Filed
6/21/2019 5:06 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA3664
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BREMER WHYTE BROWN & 

O’MEARA LLP 

1160 N. Town Center Drive 

Suite 250 

Las Vegas, NV  89144 

(702) 258-6665 

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company; PANORAMA 
TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited 
liability company; and M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC., a Nevada Corporation; 
SIERRA GLASS & MIRROR, INC.; F. 
ROGERS CORPORATION; DEAN ROOFING 
COMPANY; FORD CONTRACTING, INC.; 
INSULPRO, INC.; XTREME EXCAVATION; 
SOUTHERN NEVADA PAVING, INC.; 
FLIPPINS TRENCHING, INC.; BOMBARD 
MECHANICAL, LLC; R. RODGERS 
CORPORATION; FIVE STAR PLUMBING & 
HEATING, LLC, dba SILVER STAR 
PLUMBING; and ROES 1 through , inclusive, 
 

Counter-Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS 

I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC AND M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, 
INC.’S, OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT’S MOTION TO RE-

TAX AND SETTLE COSTS 
 
 

COMES NOW, Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA 

TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, and M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, 

INC. (herein after collectively referred to as “the Builders”), by and through their counsel of record, 

Peter C. Brown, Esq., Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq., Devin R. Gifford, Esq. and Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  

of the law firm of Bremer Whyte Brown & O’Meara, LLP, and hereby file their Opposition to 

Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion to Re-Tax and Settle Costs.  

 This Opposition is made and based on the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the pleadings and papers on file herein, and all evidence and/or testimony accepted by this Honorable 

Court at the time of the hearing on the Motion.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

///  
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DECLARATION OF PETER C. BROWN, ESQ. 

IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT’S MOTION 

TO RE-TAX AND SETTLE COSTS 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

    ) ss: 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

 I, PETER C. BROWN, Esq., declare under penalty of perjury:   

1. I am an attorney at the law firm of Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O’Meara, LLP, and I am in 

good standing and licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada.  

2. Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O’Meara, LLP is counsel for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants 

Laurent Hallier, Panorama Towers I, LLC, Panorama Towers I Mezz, LLC and M.J. Dean 

Construction, Inc. (hereafter collectively referred to as “the Builders” in the above-

captioned matter). 

3. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and if called to testify I could 

competently do so.  

4. Attached as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of the Findings of Fact, Conclusions 

of Law and Order dated May 23, 2019.  

5. Attached as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of the Amended Chapter 40 Notice 

dated April 5, 2018. 

6. Attached as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Omar Hindiyeh.  

7. Attached as Exhibit “D” is a true and correct copy of the Curriculum Vitae of Michelle 

Robbins, AIA, NCARB. 

8. Attached as Exhibit “E” is a true and correct copy of the Curriculum Vitae of Simon 

Loadsman. 

9. Attached as Exhibit “F” is a true and correct copy of the Curriculum Vitae of Robert M. 

Smith, P.E.  

10.   That this Opposition is made in good faith and not for undue advantage. 

 

              

 _______________________________  

          Peter C. Brown, Esq. 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Builders seek to recover their costs which were reasonably, necessarily and actually 

incurred in this matter involving Defendant/Counter-Claimant Panorama Towers Condominium 

Unit Owners’ Association (hereinafter “the Association”). The Builders are the prevailing parties 

following this Court’s granting of the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 

11.202(a) filed on May 23, 2019 (hereinafter “Motion for Summary Judgment”) whereby the 

Builders obtained an Order granting judgment in their favor and dismissing with prejudice the 

remaining claims asserted against the Builders by the Association through its Counter-Claim. 

II. ARGUMENT 

The Association’s Motion to Re-Tax and Settle Costs (“Motion”) consists of a potpourri of 

legal arguments that either rely on faulty premises or misinterpret the clear statutory language of 

NRS 18.005.  The cases presented by the Association do not support re-taxing the Builders’ costs, 

and certainly do not support complete denying the Builders’ recovery of costs as requested by the 

Association.  The Builders address the Association’s arguments below in the order in which they 

were presented. 

A. THE BUILDERS ARE ENTITLED TO RECOVER THEIR COSTS AS THE 

PREVAILING PARTIES.  

The Association’s lead argument is that the Builders’ Memorandum for Fees and Costs 

(hereinafter “Memorandum”) is premature because the Builders’ Complaint still contains  

unresolved claims and that, consequently, there is not yet a “prevailing party.”  This argument is 

flawed for the principal reason that in regard to the Association’s Counter-Claim itself (which 

requested grounds of relief independent from the Builders’ Complaint), the Court’s Order has 

definitively determined the Builders to be the prevailing parties. The Association is playing a 

disingenuous word game by attempting to characterize as one and the same the prevailing parties for 

the Builders’ Complaint and the prevailing parties for the Association’s Counter-Claim.  Given this 

Court’s May 23, 2019 Order, the Builders are unequivocally the prevailing parties on the 
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Association’s Counter-Claim.  Furthermore, there are no issues interrelated between the Builder’s 

Complaint and the Association’s Counter-Claim that would make Builders’ request premature.  

An award of costs (other than attorney’s fees) to the prevailing party is presumptive under 

NRS 18.020:  “Costs must be allowed of course to the prevailing party against any adverse party 

against whom judgment is rendered” (See, NRS 18.020).  The Nevada Supreme Court has defined 

“prevailing party” as any party who succeeds on any significant issue in litigation which achieves 

some of the benefit it sought in bringing the suit.” (See, Hornwood v. Smith’s Food King, 105 Nev. 

188, 192; 772 P.2d 1284, 1287 (1989).  The Supreme Court later expanded its definition to include 

defendants, stating, “[T]he term ‘prevailing party is broadly construed so as to encompass plaintiffs, 

counterclaimants, and defendants.” (See, Valley Electric Association v. Overfield, 121 Nev. 7, 10; 

106 P.3d 1198, 1200 (2005)).  

 Here, the prevailing party determination is crystal clear.  This Court granted the Builders’ 

Motion for Summary Judgment, which served to completely dispose of the Association’s requested 

relief in its Counter-Claim.  The Association’s argument that there is no prevailing party arises from 

an erroneous presumption that all claims in the case must first be resolved rather than all claims 

within the narrower scope of the pertinent Counter-Claim.  While the Builders agree that all claims 

within the Counter-Claim must be resolved, in accordance with the Association’s cited non-binding 

case authority (See, Motion, Pg. 5, Lines 14-20), there is no justification whatsoever to support the 

premise that all claims within the case as a whole must be resolved before the Builders can be deemed 

the prevailing parties entitled to a recovery of their costs.  

As clearly articulated in this Court’s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order 

concerning Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1),  

“The Builders’ claims in its Complaint are for breach of the prior settlement 

agreement and declaratory relief regarding the sufficiency of the NRS 40.645 

notice and application of AB 125. The Association’s counterclaims of 

negligence, intentional/negligent disclosure, breach of sales contract, 

products liability, breach of express and implied warranties under and 

violations of NRS Chapter 116, and breach of duty of good faith and fair 

dealing are for monetary damages as a result of constructional defects to its 

windows in the two towers.”  (See, Exhibit “A”, Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Order, Pg. 13, Lines 22-28) 
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Even had the Court ruled against the Builders on their Complaint, the Association could still have 

pled their own independent claims for relief.  Thus, the Association’s constructional defect claims 

were entirely distinct from the Builders’ claims for relief.  Consequently, within the scope of 

Association’s Counter-Claim, there is nothing unresolved.  With the entry of this Court’s Order 

granting the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment, a significant change occurred in the 

relationship between the two parties because the Association lost its right to continue to assert its 

claims against the Builders.  Thus, in accordance with the Nevada Supreme Court in Hornwood v. 

Smith’s Food King (See, Id), the Builders are unquestionably the prevailing parties in the context of 

the Association’s Counter-Claim.  As such, the Builders are entitled to recover their costs under NRS 

18.110.  

B. THE BUILDERS HAVE SUFFICIENTLY DEMONSTRATED THE COSTS 

THEY SEEK WERE REASONABLY, NECESSARILY AND ACTUALLY 

INCURRED.  

The Association’s second argument (consisting of four sub-parts) is that the Builders’ 

asserted costs were unnecessary, avoidable, unreasonable or undocumented.  The Association’s 

analysis in support of this argument is misguided and incomplete.   As demonstrated in the Builders’ 

Memorandum and elaborated upon below, the Builders are entitled to an award of their costs as the 

prevailing parties and have provided sufficient documentation to support an award of all costs 

sought.  

Importantly, the Association does not dispute with particularity the specific amounts that the 

Builders have incurred, other than the following:  

• Local Travel Costs (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Line 3) 

• Attorney Services Fees (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Line 4) 

• Special Master Fees (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Line 4) 

• Mediator Fees (JAMS) (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Line 4) 

• Expert Witness Fees (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Line 4)  

/// 
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Because NRS 18.020 is presumptive in favor of awarding costs to the prevailing party, the 

Association’s silence and/or tangential reference to the other costs should weigh in favor that they 

were reasonably, necessarily and actually occurred. (See, EDC 2.20(e)) (failure to oppose may be 

construed as an admission that the motion is meritorious and a consent to granting the same).  

Nonetheless, the Court should find that the Builders have provided sufficient documentation to 

support an award of all costs sought in Builders’ verified memorandum of costs.  Each of the 

Association’s sub-arguments are addressed in the order presented in its Motion. 

1. THE BUILDERS SHOULD BE AWARDED COSTS INCURRED PRIOR 

TO THE FILING OF THE BUILDERS’ COMPLAINT. 

The Association first claims that the Builders are not entitled to any costs that preceded the 

Complaint.  The Association fails to provide, however, any basis in law or fact to support its assertion 

that the pre-litigation process is not associated with an action such that the Builders’ costs should be 

denied.  NRS 18.005 clearly allows for the Builders to recover costs in connection with this action. 

(See, NRS 18.005(17).  The Association incorrectly interprets the phrase “in connection” to limit the 

relevant time period to that occurring after the filing of the Complaint.  However, no such temporal 

limitation is implied by the statute.  While the Builders’ Complaint was filed on September 28, 2016,  

the Builders began incurring significant costs in connection with this action much earlier than that 

date.  

The Association served its original Chapter 40 Notice on February 24, 2016.  The Chapter 

40 pre-litigation process is part and parcel of any litigation that stems from the original Chapter 40 

Notice.  This includes fees and costs incurred during the pre-litigation process.  Support for this 

position is found in NRS 40.665, which allows for costs and fees incurred to ascertain the nature and 

extent of the constructional defects. (See, NRS 40.665(e)(1)).  Obviously, the effort to ascertain the 

nature and extent of constructional defect allegations by parties like the Builders occurs during the 

Chapter 40 pre-litigation process.  If the roles were reversed in this case with the Association as the 

prevailing party, would anyone seriously believe the Association would not seek recovery of costs 

incurred during the pre-litigation process?  Not very likely.  As NRS 40.655(e) allows a claimant to 
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recover reasonably incurred costs associated with the pre-litigation investigation, then it stands to 

reason that the Builders, as the prevailing party, are entitled to recover their incurred costs associated 

with pre-litigation investigation pursuant to NRS 18.005.  

2. THE TIMING OF THE BUILDERS’ DISPOSITIVE MOTION DOES 

NOT PRECLUDE RECOVERY OF THE BUILDERS’ COSTS.  

The Association’s next attempt to deprive the Builders of their costs is based on the filing 

date of the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  Essentially, the Association’s argument is that 

because the Builders did not bring their statute of repose motion earlier, “all costs unrelated to the 

statute of repose motion were entirely unnecessary and must be rejected.” (See, Motion, Pg. 7, Lines 

23-25).  

On its face, this is a preposterous assertion because it assumes that the Builders could have 

predicted which of its motions were going to prevail and when.  Based on the Association’s logic, 

any request for costs should be rejected unless the basis for those costs was the first dispositive 

motion.  The Association fails to ground this absurd proposition with any legal, or logical, basis.  

Litigation, especially of the magnitude of the present case, involves significant risks and 

costs.  Each party enters into litigation knowing that should it not prevail it will potentially be subject 

to very significant monetary judgments.  This is a case in which the Association chose to bring 

untimely constructional defect claims and took the risk in doing so.  The Builders’ “litany of separate 

and unrelated potentially dispositive motions” (See, Motion, Pg. 7, Line 13) were actually carefully 

crafted with the goal of successfully disposing of the Association’s claims piece by piece.  There is 

no legal basis in law, nor any basis in logic, for depriving the Builders of their rightful recovery of 

costs as the prevailing parties simply because the Association chooses to critique the Builder’s 

“chosen legal strategy” (See, Motion, Pg. 7, Line 7) from a sore loser’s perspective.  The 

Association’s position is tantamount to the South telling the North after the Civil War that “yes, you 

whupped us good, but had we charge of your battle plans the whuppin would have been done much 

faster!”     

/// 
 
/// 
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Furthermore, the Builders were diligent in their efforts to assert all defenses once they were 

fully evaluated.  First, the substantial changes made by AB 125 to the statute of repose and its 

interplay with the tolling provision were relatively new at the time of the Association’s Chapter 40 

Notice.  An extensive analysis and evaluation of AB 125 and its potential application (considering 

bot h the Panorama Towers construction history and the litigation history involving the property) 

was necessary before the Builders could file any dispositive motion on those issues.  Furthermore, 

there was no operative pleading for the Builders to even address until the Association untimely filed 

its Counter-Claim on March 1, 2017.  And even after that date only a handful of cases had even 

addressed the statute of repose issue.    

One such case, Byrne v. Sundridge Builder Inc. Case No. A-16-742143-D, had similar 

questions of law and fact as the Builders’ eventual Motion for Summary Judgment.  The Honorable 

Richard Scotti’s decision in that case granting the defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1) served as an impetus for the Builders filing of their own Motion for 

Summary Judgment on the statute of repose.  Judge Scotti’s decision in Byrne was appealed on 

December 11, 2018.  Counsel for the Builders obtained a copy of  Judge Scotti’s ruling from the 

appellate papers in Byrne.  Work on the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment commenced after 

comparing the facts of the Bryne to the present case.  There were, from the onset of this case up 

thorough the appeal of Judge Scotti’s ruling in Bryne, various motions being litigated between the 

Builders and the Association.  When it was both procedurally and strategically proper to do so, the 

Builders brought their latest Motion for Summary Judgment.  As this Court is well aware, the filing 

date for the Association’s Opposition and the hearing date for the Builders’ Motion for Summary 

Judgment (as was the case for all previous motions) was continued at the request of counsel from 

both sides.   Consequently, the Association has little basis to whine that the Builders should be denied 

their costs by virtue of a hyper-critical loser’s retrospective analysis of the Builders’ litigation 

strategy including the timing of the filing of the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  

/// 

/// 

/// 
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3. THE BUILDERS HAVE PROVIDED THE REQUISITE 

DOCUMENTATION FOR THEIR COSTS.   

The Association’s third attempt to prevent the Builders’ recovery of costs is that “several of 

the fees and costs” lack supporting documentation.  As with the Association’s previous arguments, 

the Association fails to specify with particularity which costs it is referring to, other than a footnote 

reference to Memorandum at 3:12 – 20. (See, Motion, Pg. 8, Footnote 11). 

The Association overlooks Exhibit 9 from the Builders’ Memorandum referenced in 

Footnote 9 of the Memorandum.  Exhibit 9 consists of 8 pages of the Builders’ counsels’ “Detail 

Cost Transaction File List,” and contains recorded documentation for all of the allegedly 

undocumented costs that the Association is referring to (including reproduction costs, local travel 

costs, process server costs, parking, total filing fees, outside printing fees, attorney services fees, 

court services/fees, conference call services fees, and photocopies).  This File List provides the Court 

with invoicing and print logs which detail:  (1) a brief description of the pertinent cost; (2) the date 

of the cost; (3) the precise time spent for each cost; and (4) the amount in dollar fees for each cost. 

The validity of these costs are further supported by a verified affidavit from the Builders’ attorney 

(Peter C. Brown, Esq.) affirming that these costs were “true, correct and were reasonable and 

necessary costs of litigation...” (See, Memorandum, Declaration of Peter C. Brown, Lines 22-23).  

The statutes mandating that the Builders be allowed to recover their costs as the prevailing party 

require only a verified affidavit from the prevailing parties’ attorney affirming the costs were 

reasonably, actually, and necessarily incurred.  Because the Builders have satisfied this requirement, 

the Builders are entitled to receive costs for these documented amounts.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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4. THE BUILDERS ARE ENTITLED TO MEDIATOR FEES AND 

SPECIAL MASTER FEES BECAUSE SUCH FEES WERE 

REASONABLE AND NECESSARY EXPENSES INCURRED IN 

CONNECTION WITH THE ACTION.    

The Association also argues that the Builders’ request for costs of its Special Master and 

Mediator fees should be denied because they are not recoverable under NRS 18.05. (See, Motion, 

Pg. 9, Lines 14-16).  The Association, however, bases this on a flawed interpretation of NRS 18.005.  

NRS 18.005(17) specifically allows costs for “any other reasonable and necessary expense 

incurred in connection with the action, including reasonable and necessary expenses for 

computerized services for legal research.” (See, NRS 18.005(17), emphasis added).  As shown in the 

JAMS invoices as part of Exhibits 6 and 7, the Special Master fees and Mediator fees were for 

mediation and Special Master hearings which directly pertained to the claims brought by the 

Association against the Builders.  The Association provides no basis whatsoever for why these costs 

do not fit within the breadth of NRS 18.005(17).   On that basis, the Association’s request to re-tax 

these amounts should be denied.   

5. THIS COURT HAS AUTHORITY TO AWARD THE BUILDERS’ 

EXPERT COSTS, EVEN IF IN EXCESS OF $1,500.00 PER EXPERT. 

Finally, the Association argues that that the Builders should be denied their costs for their 

four expert witnesses because the Builders failed to demonstrate that such experts were necessary. 

On the contrary, the Builders’ experts were absolutely necessary in defending against the 

Association’s unreasonable pursuit of time-barred claims, as explained below.  

 As the prevailing parties, the Builders are unquestionably entitled to an award of expert fees 

as costs of not more than $1,500.00 per expert pursuant to NRS 18.005(5).  However, this Court has 

the discretion to award expert fees in excess of $1,500.00 when it determines the circumstances 

surrounding retaining each expert is of such necessity as to require the larger fee and subsequent cost 

recovery. (See, NRS 18.005(5); See also, Frazier v. Drake, 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 64, 357 P.3d 365, 

374 (2015); See also, Logan v. Abe, 350 P.3d 1139 (2015) (stating “that NRS 18.005(5) allows the 
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district court to award more than $1,500 for an expert’s fees if the larger fee was necessary”); See 

also, Gilman v. State Bd. Of Verinary Med. Exam’rs, 120 Nev. 263 (2004) (Nevada Supreme Court 

affirmed an award of $7,145 in expert fees)).  

 The Association contends that none of the Builders’ expert witnesses offered trial testimony 

or were deposed.  However, as this Court is no doubt aware, there is no rule of law, statute, code, or 

other legal basis for the Association to present the argument that the Builders’ experts must be 

deposed or testify at the time of trial in order for the Builders to recover said costs after judgment 

has been rendered in the Builders’ favor.  In fact, the Nevada Supreme Court has clarified the law 

with respect to expert witness fees under NRS 18.005(5) and held that the recovery of expert fees in 

excess of $1,500.00 per expert is permitted, even when the expert has not testified, so long as the 

district court states the basis for the decision. (See, Public Employees Ret. Sys. V. Gitter, 393 P.3d, 

673, 681 (2017), 133 Nev. Adv. Rep. 18 (2017)).  This Supreme Court decision is squarely applicable 

to the instant matter.  While the Builder’s experts have not testified in deposition or trial, they 

completed a substantial amount of work directly related to the claims brought by the Association.  

Thus, the necessity of each expert’s work in defending against the Association’s construction defect 

warrants an award to the Builders all expert fees as reasonable costs incurred in this action.  

 The Frazier Court identified the following factors in determining whether an award in excess 

of $1,500 is appropriate:  (1) importance of the experts to the party’s case, (2) the degree to which 

the expert’s opinion aided the trier of fact in deciding the case; (3) whether the expert’s reports or 

testimony were repetitive of other expert witnesses; (4) the extent and nature of the work performed 

by the expert; (5) whether the expert had to conduct independent investigations or testing; (6) the 

amount of time the expert spent in court, preparing a report, and preparing for trial; (7) the expert’s 

area of expertise; (8) the expert’s education and training; (9) the fee actually charged to the party 

who retained the expert; (10) the fees traditionally charged by the expert on related matters; (11) 

comparable experts’ fees charged in similar cases; and (12) if an expert is retained from outside the 

area, the fees and costs that would have been incurred to hire a comparable expert from the area. Id 

at 377-78.  These factors are non-exhaustive. (See, Id at 378).  This Court need not consider every 
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factor and may consider other factors in determining the circumstances justifying awarding the 

Builders their full costs incurred for expert fees. (See, Id).  

 Here, consideration of the Frazier factors and the inherent complexity of the constructional 

defect matters support awarding the Builders their full amount of costs incurred in expert fees and 

in excess of $1,500.00 per expert.  

a. Madsen, Kneppers & Associates 

The Builders should be awarded the full costs incurred by Madsen, Kneppers & Associates 

(“MKA”) because the fees are reasonable, and the circumstances are such as to require a fee greater 

than the stated $1,500.00 limit.  Consideration of the Frazier factors supports awarding the Builders 

all fees incurred in retaining MKA in this matter.  

The Association retained MKA to investigate and respond to the defect allegations alleged 

in the Association’s Amended Chapter 40 Notice. (See, Panorama Towers Condominium Unit 

Owners’ Association’s Amended Notice of Claims Pursuant to NRS Section 40.645, Exhibit “B”). 

Once the Builders were notified of the Association’s claims, the Builders were forced to retain MKA 

and thereafter have MKA travel to the site, perform inspections, attend destructive testing, analyze 

construction documents from the Association, and provide evidentiary expert bases for the many 

motions that followed the Association’s Chapter 40 Notice.  The extent of this work was substantial: 

for example, the Association alleged that the window defects required testing and possible 

replacement of every single exterior window in both Towers. (See, Id).  The Association’s estimated 

testing and inspections alone for the alleged window defects was stated at $8,097,320.00. (See, 

Affidavit of Omar Hindiyheh, Exhibit “C”).  The significant repair cost alleged by the Association 

demonstrates the importance of the Builders retaining their own construction experts, as well as the 

relatively minor amount of costs associated with MKA’s fees.  The first Frazier factor supports 

awarding costs in the full amount incurred.  

Michelle Robbins has over 35 years of experience in the construction industry and is both a 

licensed General Contractor and Architect. (See, CV, fee schedule and testimony list of Michelle 

Robbins, Ex. “D”).  Her education and training encompass all aspects of design, development, and 
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construction. (See, Id). Her experience includes teaching architecture courses in the areas of 

Environmental Design, Architectural Design, and Urban Planning at the University of Nevada Las 

Vegas and the Southern California Institute of Architecture. (See, Id).   

There is no dispute the Builders actually incurred $21,626.30 in expert’s fees and costs in 

retaining MKA to defend against the Association’s defect allegations.  Thus, consideration of the 

Frazier factors, as demonstrated above, supports this Court finding the Builders necessarily and 

reasonably retained MKA to defend against the Association’s claims.  

b. Reid Loadsman (Simon Loadsman) 

The Builders should be awarded the full costs incurred by Reid Loadsman, through expert 

Simon Loadsman because the fees are reasonable, and the circumstances are such as to require a fee 

greater than the $1,500.00 limit.  Consideration of the Frazier factors supports awarding the Builders 

all fees incurred in retaining Loadsman in this matter.  

The Builders retained Mr. Loadsman to respond to the window defect allegations in the 

Builder’s Chapter 40 Notice.  Mr. Loadsman assisted with reviewing documents, plans, reports, and 

providing detailed expert testimony to rebut allegations of the Association’s expert  Omar Hindiyeh. 

Mr. Loadsman has over 30 years of experience in the construction industry and has worked 

in window manufacturing factories, managed window installation companies, and owned and 

operated a glass company (Clearlite Window Systems, Inc) in England. (See, CV, fee schedule and 

testimony list of Simon Loadsman, Ex. “E”).  

There is no dispute that the Builders actually incurred $5,303.90 in expert’s fees and costs in 

retaining Mr. Loadsman. A comparison of the fees charged by Mr. Loadsman to the fees of the 

Association’s experts demonstrates Mr. Loadsman’s fees are comparable to other experts in his field.  

Consideration of the Frazier factors and the inherent complexity of construction defect cases 

justifies awarding the Builder’s their full costs incurred in retaining Mr. Loadsman.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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c. EMP Consultants  

The Builders should be awarded the full costs incurred by EMP Consultants (“EMP”) 

because the fees are reasonable and the circumstances are such as to require a fee greater than the 

stated $1,500 limit. Consideration of the Frazier factors supports awarding the Builders all fees 

incurred in retaining EMP Consultants (specifically Robert M. Smith) in this matter.  

The Builders retained EMP Consultants to respond to allegations of the Association’s 

construction defect claims in its Chapter 40 Notice.  Mr. Smith attended site inspections, reviewed 

expert analysis, and provided detailed evidentiary expert support for the ongoing motions following 

the Association’s Chapter 40 Notice.  Mr. Smith is a mechanical engineer licensed in multiple states 

with over 42 years of experience in Building Technology Systems synthesis, design, operation, and 

assessment. (See, CV of Robert M. Smith, Ex. “F”). 

There is no dispute that the Builders actually incurred $3,907.58 in expert’s fees and costs in 

retaining EMP Consultants. Consideration of the Frazier factors, as demonstrated above, supports 

this Court finding the Builders’ necessarily and reasonably retained EMP to defend against the 

Association’s claims.   

d. John A. Martin & Associates 

The Court need not give special attention to awarding the Builders the full amount incurred 

in retaining John A. Martin & Associates as his expert’s fees and costs are within the amount taxable 

pursuant to NRS 18.005(5). The Builders should be awarded costs for the fees incurred in retaining 

John A. Martin & Associates in the amount of $750.00.  

Consideration of the Frazier factors supports awarding the Builders the full amount of costs 

incurred in retaining experts to defend against the Association’s untimely allegations. Thus, this 

Court should award the Builders’ full amount of costs for its four different experts, in the total 

amount of $31,587.78, pursuant to NRS 18.005(5) and Frazier v. Drake.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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III. CONCLUSION 

Based on this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order, the Builders are the prevailing party with regard 

to the Association’s Counter-Claim and are entitled to the costs they reasonably and necessarily 

incurred in their efforts to defend against the Association’s defect claims. The Builders seek to 

recover costs reasonably, necessarily, and actually incurred in connection with defending against the 

Association’s defect claims.  Accordingly, the Builders respectfully request this Court award costs 

in the total amount of $47,846.40.  

 

Dated:  June 21, 2019.                                   BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O’MEARA LLP 
 

 
By:                                                                        
Peter C. Brown, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 5887 
Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar No. 11261 
Devin R. Gifford, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 14055 
Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar. No. 14965 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants 
LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS I, 
LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, and 
M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 21st day of June 2019 a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

document was electronically delivered to Odyssey for service upon all electronic service list 

recipients. 

 

             
Alondra Reynolds, an employee of 

 Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O’Meara LLP 
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FFCO

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual;
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC' a Nevada
limited tiability company; PANORAMA
TOWERS IMEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company; and M.J. DEAN
CONSTRUCTION, INC., a Nevada
corporation,

Plaintiffs,

Vs.

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM TJ}{IT OWNERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-Profit
corporation.

Defendant.

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM UNIT OW}{ERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-Profit
corporation,

Counter-CIaimant,

Vs.

LAURENT HALLIER' an individual;
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada
limited liability company; PANORAMA
TOWERS IMEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company; and M.J. DEAN
CONSTRUCTION, INC.' a Nevada
Corporation,

Case No. A-16-744146-D

Dept. No. XXII

I

Counter-Defendants.

FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND

ORDER

Case Number: A-16-744146-D

Electronically Filed
5/23/2019 1:49 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Vs.

SIERRA GLASS & MIRROR, INC.; F.

ROGERS CORPORATION; DEAII
ROOFING COMPANY; FORD
CONSTRUCTING, INC.; INSULPRO'
INC.; XTREME EXCAVATION;
SOUTHERN NEVADA PAYING, INC.;
FLIPPINS TRENCHING, INC.;
BOMBAR.D MECHANICAL' LLC; R.
RODGERS CORPORATION; FIVE
STAR PLUMBING & HEATING, LLC
dba SILVER STARPLUMBING; and
ROES I through 1000, inclusive'

Third-PartY Defendants.r

FINDINGSOFFACT. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

These matters conceming:

l. Plaintiffs'/Counter-Defendants, Motion for Summary Judgnent Pursuant to NRS

11.202(1) frled February 11,2019; and

2. Defendant,VCounter-Claimant's Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant to

NRS 40.695(2) filed March 1,2019,

both came on for hearing on the 23'd day of April 2019 at the hour of 8:30 a.m. before Departrnent

)ool of the Eighth Judicial District court, in and for clark county, Nevada, with JUDGE SUSAN

H. JOHNSON presiding; Plaintiffs/counter-Defendants LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA

TowERSI,LLC,PANoRAMATowERsIMEZZ,LLCaTTdM.J.DEANCoNSTRUCTIoN'

rAs the subcontractors are not listed as ,uaintiffs" in the primary action, the matter against them is better

charact€rized as a "third-Party" claim, as opPosed to "counter-claim'"

2

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-profit
corporation,

Third-Parfy Plaintift
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INC. appeared by and through their attomeys, JEFFREY W. SAAB, ESQ. and DEVIN R.

GIFFORD, ESQ. of the law firm, BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O'rB4pl+; and

Defendant/Counter-Claimant/Third-Party Plaintiff PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM

UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION appeared by and through their attorneys, MICHAEL J. GAYAN,

ESQ. of the law firm, KEMP JONES & COULTIIARD.2 Having reviewed the papers and pleadings

on file herein, heard oral arguments of the lawyers and taken this matter under advisement, this

Court makes the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law:

FINDINGS OF FACT AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

l. This case arises as a result of alleged constructional defects within both the common

areas and the 616 residential condominium units located within two tower structues of the

PANORAMA TOWERS located at 4525 and 4575 Dean Martin Drive in Las Vegas, Nevada. On

February 24,2016, Defendant/counter-claimant PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM UNIT

OWNERS' ASSOCI.ATION served its original NRS 40.645 Notice of Constructional Defects upon

plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants (also identified herein as the "Contractors" or "Builders"), identiffing

deficiencies within the residential tower windows, fire blocking, mechanical room piping and sewer.

subsequently, after the parties engaged in the preJitigation process with the NRS 40.680 mediation

held September 26, 2016 with no success, the Contmctors filed their Complaint on September 28,

2016 against the Owners' Association, asserting the following claims that, for the most part, deal

with their belief the NRS 40.645 notice was deficient:

1. Declaratory Relief--Application of AB 125;

2. DeclaratoryRelief-{laimPreclusion;

tScOTT A. WILLIAMS, ESe. of rhe law firm, WILLIAMS & GUMBINE& also appeared telephonically on

behatf of PANoRAMA TowERS coi{DoMINTM UNIT owNERS' ASSocIATIoN. via Minute order filed

i_uu.v p, zorz, trris court granted the Motion to Associate counsel filed January 3, 2017 given non-opposition by

ptaintiffs/counter-Defendants. However, no formal proposed older granting the motion was ever submitted to the court

for signature.

J
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3. Failure to Comply with NRS 40.600, et seq.;
L,

4. SuppressionofEvidence/Spoliation;

5. Breach of Contract (Settlement Agreement in Prior Litigation);

6. Declaratory Relief-Duty to Defend; and

7. Declaratory Relief-Duty to Indemnifr.

2. On March l, 2017, PANORAMA TOWER CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS'

ASSOCIATION filed its Answer and Counter-Claim, alleging the following claims:

l.BreachofNRsl16.4ll3andll6.4l14ExpressandlmpliedWarranties;as

well as those of Habitability, Firress, Quality and Workmanship;

2. Negligence and Neg)igerce Per Se;

3. Producs Liability (against the manufacturers);

4. Breach of (Sales) Contract;

5. IntentionalA'{egligentDisclosure;and

6. Duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing; Violation ofNRS 116'll13'

3. This court previously dismissed the constructional defect claims within the

mechanical room as being time-baned by virtue ofthe "catch-all" statute of limitations of four (4)

years set forth in NRS I 1.220.3 With respect to challenges to the sufficiency and validity of the

NRS 40.645 notice, this Court stayed the matter to allow PANORAMA TOWERS

CoNDoMINIUM LINIT OWNERS', ASSOCIATION to amend it with more specificity. This court

ultimately determined the amended NRS 40.645 notice served upon the Builden on April l5' 2018

was valid with respect to the windows' constructional defects only'a

r.See Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order filed September 15, 2017'
a&e Findinls ofFact, Conclusions of Law and order filed November 30, 2018'

4
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4. The Builders or contractors now move this court for summary judgment upon the

basis the Association's claims are time-barred by the six-year statute of repose set forth in NRS

ll.ZO2(l), as amended by Assembly Bill (AB) 125 in 2015, in that its two residential towers were

substantially completed on January 16, 2008 (Tower I) and March 26, 2008 (Tower II), respectively,

and claims were not brought until February 24, 2016 when the NRS 40.645 Notice was sent; further,

the Association did not file its Counter-Claim until March 1,2017'

5.PANoRAMATowERSCoNDoMINTMUNITowNERS'AssoCIATIoN

opposes,arguing,first,theBuildersdonotprovidethisCourtallfactsnecessarytodecidethe

motion which, therefore, requires its denial. Specifically, NRS I 1.2055, the statute identiffing the

date of substantial completion, defines such as being the latest of three events: (l) date the final

building inspection of the improvement is conducted; (2) date the notice of completion is issued for

the improvement; or (3) date the certificate of occupancy is issued. Here, the Association argues the

Builders provided only the dates the Certificates of Occupancy were issued for the two towers'S

second, the NRS 40.645 notice was served within the year of "safe harbor" which tolled any

timiting statutes, and the primary action was filed within two days of NRS Chapter 40's mediation'

In the owners, Association's view, its counter-claim filed March l,2ol7 was compulsory to the

initial complaint frled by the Builders, meaning its claims relate back to September 28, 2016' and

thus'istimely.Further,theAssociationnotesitleamedofthepotentialwindow.relatedclaimsin

August2013,lesstharrthreeyearsbeforeitserveditsnotice,meaningtheirconstructiondefect

action is not baned by the statute of limitations. The Association also counter-moves this court for

relief under NRS 40.6g5(2)as, in its view, good cause exists for this cou( to extend the tolling

period to avoid time-baring its constructional defect claims'

5As noted iny'a, the certificates of occupancy also identi! the date ofthe final building inspection as being

March 16, 2007 (Tower I) and July i?liooz1i"""r ril. That is, rhe Builders idenrified rwo ofthe three events' and not

5

7=
Hqrx
4.8e

a.f, 
=EE?Aa?1

:;oo

just one.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

l. Summary judgrnent is appropriate and "shall be rendered forthwith" when the

pleadings and other evidence on file demonstrates no "genuine issue as to any material fact

[remains] and that the moving party is entitled to a judgnent as a matter of law." See NRCP 56(c);

Wood v. Safewav. Inc.. 121 Nev. 724 ,'129, 121 P.3d 1026 (2005). The substantive law controls

which factual disputes are material and will preclude summary judgment; other factual disputes are

irrelevant. /d., 121 Nev. at73l. A factual dispute is genuine when the evidence is such that a

rational trier of fact could retum a verdict for the non-moving party' Id'

2. while the pleadings and other proof must be construed in a light most favorable to

the non-moving party, that party bears the burden 'to do more than simply show that there is some

metaphysical doubt" as to the operative facts in order to avoid summary judgment being entered in

the moving party's favor. Matsushita Electric lndustrial co. v. Zenith Radio. 475,574,586 (1986)'

cited bywood.l2l Nev. a|732. T\e non-moving party "must, by affidavit or otherwise' set forth

specific facts demonstrating the evidence of a genuine issue for trial or have summary judgment

entered against him." Bulbman. Inc. v. Nevada Bell, 108 Nev. 105, I10, 825 P.2d 588, 591 (1992)'

cited byWood.l2l Nev. at 732. The non-moving party "'is not entitled to build a case on the

gossamer threads of whimsy, speculation, and conjecture."' Bulbman. 108 Nev. at 110, 825 P.2d

5gl, gnoling collins v. Union Fed. Savines & Loan. 99 Nev. 284, 102,662P.2d 610' 621 (1983)'

3. Four of Builders' causes of action seek declaratory relief under NRS Chapter 30'

NRS 30.0a0(l) Provides:

Any person interested under a deed, written contract or othcr writings constituting a contract,

or irliose .ights, status or other legal relations are affected by a statute, municipal ordinance,

contract or iranchise, may have dltermined any question of construction or validly arising

under the instrument, statute, ordinance, contracior franchise and obtain a declaration of

rights, status or other legal relations thereunder'

6
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Actions for declaratory relief are govemed by the same liberal pleading standards applied in other

civil actions, but they must raise a present justiciable issue. Cox v. Gl 78 Nev. 254,

267-268,371 P.2d 647,766 (1962). Here, a present justiciable issue exists as PANORAMA

TOWERS CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION served the BuiIdCrS With A NOtiCE

of constructional defects pursuant to NRS 40.645 on February 24, 2016, and later demonstrated its

intention to pwchase the claims through this litigation. As noted above, the Contractors propose the

remaining claim for constructional defects within the windows is time-barred by virtue of the six-

year statute of repose enacted retroactively by the 2015 Nevada Legislature through AB 125. As set

forth in their First Cause of Action, the Builders seek a declaration fiom this Court as to the rights,

responsibilities and obligations of the parties as they pertain to the association's claim. As the

parties have raised arguments conceming the application of both statutes ofrepose and limitation'

this Court begins its analysis with a review of them.

4. The statutes of repose and limitation arc distinguishable and distinct from each other.

..'Statutes ofrepose' bar causes of action after a certain period of time, regardless of whether

damage or an injury has been discovered. In contrast, 'statutes of limitation' foreclose suits after a

fixed period time following occurrence or discovery of an injury." Alenz v. Twin Lakes villase,

108 Nev. 1117,1120,843 P.2d 834, 836 (1993), ciring Allstate Insurance companv v. Fureerson

104 Nev. 772,775 n.2,766P.2d904,906 n.2 (1988). Of the two, the statute of repose sets an

outside time limit, generally running from the date of substantial completion of the project and with

no regard to the date of injury, after which cause of action for personal injury or property damage

allegedly caused by tle deficiencies in the improvements to real property may not be brought. G

and Associat sv Eme Hahn Inc. I 1 3 Nev. 265, 27 1, 934 P.2d 229, 233 (1977)' citingw

Lambv.WedeewoodSouthCorp.,308N.C.419302S.E.2d868,873(1983).Whilethereare

'7
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instances where both the statutes of repose and limitations may result to time-bar a particular claim,

there also are situations where one statute obstructs the cause of action, but the other does not.

5. NRS Chapter l l does not set forth a specific statute of limitations dealing with the

discovery of constructional defects located within a residence. However, the Nevada Supreme Court

has held these types of claims are subject to the "catch all" statute, NRS 11.220. See Haftford

Insurance un v. Statewide App iances. Inc , 87 Nev. 1 95, 1 98, 484 P.2d 569, 57 1 (1 971 ).6 This

statute specifically provides "[a]n action for relief, not hereinbefore provided for, must be

commenced within 4 years after the cause of action shall have accrued."

6. The four-year limitations period identified in NRS I 1.220 begins to run at the time

the plaintiff leams, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have leamed of the harm to the

property caused by the constructional defect. Tahoe Villase Homeowners Association Douslas

Countv. 106 Nev. 660,662-664,799 P.2d 556, 558 (1990), ciring Oak Grove Invesfinent v. Bell &

Gossen Co.,99 Nev. 616621-623,669 P.2d 1075, 1078-1079 (1983); also see G and H Associates,

113 Nev. at272, g34 P.2d at233, citingNevada State Bank v. Jamison Partnership. 106 Nev' 792'

800, 801 P.2d 1377,1383 (1990) (statutes of limitations are procedural bars to a plaintiffs action;

the time limits do not commence and the cause of action does not accrue until the aggrieved party

knew or reasonably should have known of the facts giving rise to the damage or injury); Beazer

H Nev C 1 20 Nev. 57 5, 587, 97 P.3d 1 132, I I 39 (2004) ("For

constructional defect cases, the statute of limitations does not begin to run until 'the time the

plaintiff learns, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have leamed, of the harm to the

property."').

uln HartfOrd Insurance Group, an action was brought for damages to a home caused by an explosion ofa heater

made for use with natural as opposei-to propane gas. The 
-State's 

high iourt held such matter was not an "action for

waste or trespass to real property" subject to a ttrie-year statute of limitation nor was it an "action upon a contract not

r.-al ,p"i * irst umenf in *riting; eu.n thoughit"intiff sued under a theory ofbreach of express and implied

warranties. SeeNRSll.l90. This ac"tion fell into-thi "catch all" section, NRS I 1.220, the statute of limitations of

which is four (4) years.

8
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7. Prior to February 25,2015, when AB 125 was enacted into law, the statutes of repose

were contained in NRS I L203 through I1.205, and they barred actions for deficient construction

after a certain number of years from the date the construction was substantially completed. See

Alenz, 108 Nev. at 1120, 843 P.2d at 836. NRS I 1.203(1) provided an action based on a known

deficiency may not be brought "more than l0 years after the substa ial completion of such an

improvement." NRS 11.204(1) set forth an action based on a latent deficiency may not be

commenced "more than 8 years after the substantial completion of such an improvement...." NRS

I1.205(l) stated an action based upon a patent deficiency may not be commenced "more than 6

years after the substantial completion of such an improvement. '.." Further, and notwithstanding the

aforementioned, if the injury occurred in the sixth, eighth or tenth year after the substantial

completion ofsuch an improvement, depending upon which statute ofrepose was applied, an action

fordamagesforinjurytopropertyorpersoncouldbecommencedwithintwo(2)yearsafterthedate

of injury. See NRS || '203(2), l|.204(2) and 1 l '205(2) as effective prior to February 24,2015.

8. In addition, prior to the enactment of AB 125, NRS 1 1.202 identified an exception to

the application of the statute of repose. This exception was the action could be commenced against

the owner, occupier or any person performing or fumishing the desigr' planning' supervision or

observation of construction, or the construction ofan improvement to real properly at any time after

the substantial completion where the deficiency was the result of willfirl misconduct or fraudulent

misconduct. For the NRS I I.202 exception to apply, it was the plaintiff, not the defendant, who had

the burden to demonstrate defendant's behavior was based upon willful misconduct' see Acosta v'

Glenfed Devel oDment Coro., 128 Cal.App.4s 1 278, 1292, 28 Cal.Rptr.3d 92, 1 02 (2005).

9. AB 125 made sweeping revisions to statutes addressing residential construction

defect claims. one of those changes included revising the statutes of repose from the previous six

(6), eight (s) and ten (10) years to no "more than 6 years after the substantial completion of such an
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improvement..." See NRS 11.202 (as revised in 2015). As set forth in Section lTofAB 125,NRS

11.202 was revised to state in pertinent pafi as follows:

1. No action may be commenced against the owner, occupier or any person performing or

fumishing the desigr, planning, supervision or observation of construction, or the

construction of an impiovement to real property more than 6 years after the substantial

completion of such an improvement for the recovery of damages for:

(a) Any deficiency in the design, planning, supervision or observation of
construction or the construction of such an improvement;
(b) lnjury to real or personal property caused by any such deficiency;-or.
(c) Injrrry to o, tt e wrongfirl death of a person caused by any such deficiency'

(Emphasis added)

In addition, the enactment ofAB 125 resulted in a deletion ofthe exception to the application ofthe

statute ofrepose based upon the developer's willful misconduct or fraudulent concealment'

10. Section 2l(5) ofAB 125 provides the period of limitations on actions set forth NRS

11.202 is to be ap plied retroactively to actions in which the substantial completion ofthe

improvement to the real property occurred before the effective date of the act. However, Section

2l(6) also incorporated a..safe harbor" or grace period, meaning actions that accrued before the

effective date of the act are not limited if they are commenced within one (l) year of AB 125's

enactment, or no later than February 24,2016.

11. NRS 11.2055 identifies the date the statute ofrepose begins to run in constructional

defect cases, to wit: the date of substantial completion of improvement to real property' NRS

11.2055(1) provides:

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, for the purposes of this section.and

NRS 1 1.202, thi date of substantial completion of an improvement to real property shall be

deemed to be the date on which:
(a) The frnal building inspection of the improvement is conducted;

@1 e notice of completion is issued for the improvement; or

icj A "".tifi".te 
of occupancy is issued for the improvement' whichever

occurs later.

l0
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NRS 11.2055(2) states "[i]fnone ofthe events described in subsection I occurs, the date of

substantial completion of an improvement to real property must be determined by the rules of the

common law."

12. While the statute of repose's time period was shortened, NRS 40.600 to 40.695's

tolling provisions were not retoactively changed. That is, statutes of limitation or repose applicable

to a claim based upon a constructional defect govemed by NRS 40.600 to 40.695 sril/ toll deficiency

causes ofaction from the time the NRS 40.645 notice is given until the earlier ofone (l) year after

notice of the claim or thirty (30) days after the NRS 40.680 mediation is concluded or waived in

writing. SaeNRS 40.695(l). Further, statutes of limitation and repose may be tolled under NRS

40.695(2) for a period longer than one (l) year after notice of the claim is given but only it in an

action for a constructional defect brought by a claimant after the applicable statute of limitation or

repose has expired, the claimant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the court good cause exists to toll

the statutes of limitation and repose for a longer period.

13. In this case, the Owners' Association argues the Builders have not provided sufficient

information to determine when the statute of repose started to accrue, and without it, this Court

cannot decide the motion for surnmary judgp.ent. specifically, PANORAMA TOWERS

CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION proposes the Builders have identified only

one date addressed within NRS 11.2055(1), and to establish the date of accrual, this Court needs all

three as the defining date is the one which occurs last. This court disagrees with the Association's

assessment the date of substantial completion has not been established for at least a couple of

reasons. Firsl, the Builders did not provide just one date; they identified two events addressed in

NRS 11.2055, i.e. the date of the final building inspection and when the certificate of occupancy

was issued as identified in Exhibits C and D of their motion. Those dates are March 16, 2007 and

January 16, 2008, respectively, for Tower I, and July 16,2oO7 and March 26' 2008, respectively, for

11
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Tower II. Secozd this Court does not consider the Builders' inability or failure to provide the date

of the third event, i.e. when the notice of completion was issued, as fatal to the motion, especially

given the common-law "catch-all" provision expressed in NRS 1 1.2055(2) that applies if none of the

events described in NRS 11.2055(1) occurs. This Court concludes the dates of substantial

completion are January 16, 2008 (Tower I) and March 16,2008 (Tower II), respectively, as these

dates are the latest occurrences. Given this Court's decision, the dates of substantial completion

obviously accrued before the enactment ofAB 125. Applying the aforementioned analysis to the

facts here, this Court concludes the statute ofrepose applicable to the Association's constructional

defects claim is six (6) years, but, as it accrued prior to the effective date of AB 125 or Febr-aary 24,

2015, the action is not limited if it was commenced within one (l) year after, or by February 24,

2016.

14. ln this case, the Association served its NRS 40.645 constructional defect notice on

February 24, 2016, or the date the one-year "safe harbor" was to expire. The service of the NRS

40.645 notice operated to toll the applicable statute ofrepose until the earlier ofone (1) year after

notice of the claim or thirty (30) days after the NRS 40.680 mediation is concluded or waived in

writing. .!ea NRS 40.695(l). The NRS 40.680 mediation took place and was concluded on

September 26, 2016. Appllng the earlier of the two expiration dates set forth in NRS 40.695, the

statute ofrepose in this case was tolled thirty (30) days after the mediation or until October 26,2016,

which is earlier than the one (l) year after the notice was served. PANORAMA TOWERS

CONDOMINIUM t NIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION had up to and including Octobet26,2016to

institute litigation or its claims would be time-barred.

15. PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION filed

its Counter-Claim against the Builders on March 1,2017, over four (4) months after October 26,

2016. As noted above, in the Builders' view, the constructional defect claims relating to the

t2
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7r.
B r,-r x
4.8t

=iEzix4i *aaa

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

ll
t2

13

t4

l5

16

t7

l8

l9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

13

windows, therefore, are time-barred. The Association disagees, arguing its Counter-Claim was

compulsory, and it relates back to the date of the Complaint's filing, September 28,2016.

Altematively, the Association counter-moves this Court for reliet and to fmd good cause exists to

toll the statute of repose for a longer period given its diligence in prosecuting the constructional

defect claims against the Builders. The Court analyzes both ofthe Association's points below.

16. NRCP 13 defines both compulsory and permissive counter-claims. A counter-claim

is compulsory if it arises out of the transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter ofthe

opposing party's claim and does not require for its adjudication the presence ofthird parties of

whom the court cannot acquire jurisdiction. .See NRCP l3(a). The purpose ofNRCP l3(a) is to

make an "actor" of the defendant so circuity ofaction is discouraged and the speedy settlement ofall

controversies between the parties can be accomplished in one action. See Great W. Land & Cattle

Com.v.DistrictCourt,86Nev.282,285,467P.2dl0l9, 1021 (1970). Inthisregard,the

compulsory counter-claimant is forced to plead his claim or lose it. Id A counter-claim is

permissive if it does not arise out of the transaction or occurrence tlnt is the subject matter of the

opposing party's claim. ,See NRCP 13O).

17. Here, PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS'

ASSOCIATION proposes its counter-claims are compulsory as they arise out of the same

transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter of the Builders' claims' This Court disagrees.

The Builders' claims are for breach ofthe prior settlement agreement and declaratory relief

regarding the sufliciency of the NRS 40.645 notice and application ofAB 125. The Association's

counter-claims of negligence, intentionaVnegligent disclosure, breach of sales contract, products

liability, breach of express and implied warranties under and violations ofNRS Chapter I 16, and

breach of duty ofgood faith and fair dealing are for monetary damages as a result of constructional

defects to its windows in the two towers. If this Court ruled against the Builders on their Complaint,

0013 AA3694
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t4

the Association would not have lost their claims if they had not pled them as counter-claims in the

instant lawsuit. ln this Court's view, the Association had two options: it could make a counter-claim

which is permissive or assert its constructional defect claims in a separate Complaint. Here, it

elected to make the permissive counter-claim. The cormter-claim does not relate back to the filing

ofthe Complaint, September 28, 2016.

18. However, even ifthis Court were to decide the counter-claim was compulsory,

meaning the Association was forced to plead its claims in the instant case or lose them, the pleading

still would not relate back to the date of the Complaint' filing. As noted in Nevada State Bank v.

Jamison Family Partnership, 106 Nev. 792,798,801 P.2d 1377, 1381 (1990), statutes of limitation

and repose were enacted to "'promote repose by giving security and stability to human

affairs....They stimulate to activity and punish negligence."' Ciring Wood v. Carpenter, 101 U.S.

135, 139,25L.Ed.2d807 (1879). Indeed, the key purpose ofa repose statute is to eliminate

gncertainties under the related statute of limitations or repose and to create a final deadline for filing

suit that is not subject to any exceptions except perhaps those clearly specified by the state's

legislature. Without a statute of repose, professionals, contractors and other actors would face

never-ending uncertainty as to liability for their work. As stated by the Supreme Court in Texas in

Methodist Healthcare Svstem of San Antonio. Ltd.. LLP v. Rankin, 53 Tex.Sup.Ct.l.455,307

S.W.3d 283, 257 (2OlO), "'while statutes of limitations operate procedurally to bar the enforcement

ofa right, a statute ofrepose takes away the right altogether, creating a substantive right to be free of

liability after a specified time."' pnotr'ng Galbraith Eneineerine Consultans. Inc. v. Pochuch4 290

S.W.3d 863, 866 (Tex. 2009). For the reasons articulated above, the Nevada Supreme Court held

the lower court did not err by finding a plaintiff, by instituting an action before the expiration ofa

statute of limitation, does not toll the running of that statute against compulsory counter-claims filed

0014 AA3695
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by a defendant after the statute has expired. In short, whether the Association's counter-claims are

compulsory or permissive, the filing of the Builders' Complaint did not toll the statute of repose.

19. The next question is whether good cause exists for this Court to toll the statute of

repose for a longer period as so authorized in NRS 40.695(2). The Association proposes there is

good cause given their diligence in prosecuting their constructional defect claims, and, as they are

seeking tolling ofonly five (5) days after the one (l) year anniversary of the original NRS 40.645

notice, the Builders' ability to defend the deficiency causes of action has not been adversely

impacted. ln making this argument, the Association seems to assume the tolling under NRS 40.695

ended February 24,2017, or one (l) year after it served the NRS 40.645 notice when, in actuality,

the tolling ended October 26, 2016, or thirty (30) days after the NRS 40.680 mediation. Sea

40.695(1). The Association does not show this Court good cause exists for its failure to institute

litigation before October 26, 2016. Whether the Builders' ability to defend the Association's claim

is not adversely affected is, therefore, not relevant to the issue of good cause. Accordingly, this

Court declines tolling the statute of repose for a period longer than one (1) year after the NRS

40.645 notice was made. The Builders' Motion for Summary Judgment is granted, and the

Association's Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief is denied.

20, As this Court decides the six-year statute of repose bars the Association's

constructional defect claims, it does not analyze the statute of limitations issue presented.

Therefore, based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AI{D DECREED Plaintiffs'/Counter-

Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment Pu$uant to NRS I 1.202(1) filed February I 1, 2019 is

ganted; and

l5
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EqxzQ-
;TE
<t<
?a=
7-aa

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

ll
t2

l3

t4

l5

16

t7

l8

l9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

IT IS FURTIIER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED Defendant's/Counter-

Claimant's Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRS 40.695(2) frled March l, 2019

is denied.

DATED this 23'd day of May 2019.

H. JOHNSON, JUDGE

l6
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs, 
LAURENT HALLIER; PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC; and M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company; PANORAMA 
TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited 
liability company; and M.J. DEAN 
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Defendant. 
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Case No. A-16-744146-D 
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CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION OF THE 
COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 FINDINGS OF 
FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
ORDER GRANTING 
PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT 
TO NRS 11 202(1) OR, IN THE 
ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO STAY 
THE COURT’S ORDER 
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BREMER WHYTE BROWN & 

O’MEARA LLP 

1160 N. Town Center Drive 

Suite 250 

Las Vegas, NV  89144 

(702) 258-6665 

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual; 
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company; PANORAMA 
TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited 
liability company; and M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC., a Nevada Corporation; 
SIERRA GLASS & MIRROR, INC.; F. 
ROGERS CORPORATION; DEAN ROOFING 
COMPANY; FORD CONTRACTING, INC.; 
INSULPRO, INC.; XTREME EXCAVATION; 
SOUTHERN NEVADA PAVING, INC.; 
FLIPPINS TRENCHING, INC.; BOMBARD 
MECHANICAL, LLC; R. RODGERS 
CORPORATION; FIVE STAR PLUMBING & 
HEATING, LLC, dba SILVER STAR 
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Counter-Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS 

I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, AND M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, 
INC.’S, OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-

DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) 
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO STAY THE COURT’S ORDER 

 
COMES NOW, Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA 

TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC and M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, 

INC. (hereinafter collectively referred to as “the Builders”), by and through their counsel of record, 

Peter C. Brown, Esq., Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq., Devin R. Gifford, Esq. and Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  

of the law firm of Bremer Whyte Brown & O’Meara, LLP, and hereby file their OPPOSITION TO 

DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE 

COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY 

JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO 

STAY THE COURT’S ORDER. 

 This Opposition is made and based on the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the pleadings and papers on file herein, and all evidence and/or testimony accepted by this Honorable 

Court at the time of the hearing on the Motion.  
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DECLARATION OF PETER C. BROWN, ESQ. 

IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ MOTION 

FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 FINDINGS OF FACT, 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S/COUNTER-

DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO STAY THE COURT’S ORDER 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 

    ) ss: 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

 I, PETER C. BROWN, Esq., declare under penalty of perjury:   

1. I am an attorney at the law firm of Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O’Meara, LLP, and I am in 

good standing and licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada.  

2. Bremer, Whyte, Brown & O’Meara, LLP is counsel for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants 

Laurent Hallier, Panorama Towers I, LLC, Panorama Towers I Mezz, LLC and M.J. Dean 

Construction, Inc. (hereafter collectively referred to as “the Builders” in the above-

captioned matter). 

3. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and if called to testify I could 

competently do so.  

4. Attached as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of the Findings of Fact, Conclusions 

of Law and Order dated May 23, 2019. 

5. Attached as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of the Notice of Entry of Order as to 

Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 

11.202(L), filed February 11, 2019, and Defendant’s Counter-Claimant’s Conditional 

Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRS 40.695(2) filed March 1, 2019.  

6. Attached as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ 

Motion for Reconsideration of the Court’s May 23, 2019 Findings of Fact, Conclusions 
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of Law, and Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 

11.202(1) or, in the Alternative, Motion to Stay the Court’s Order filed June 3, 2019. 

7. Attached as Exhibit “D” is a true and correct copy of the Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ 

Motion for Reconsideration of and/or to Alter or Amend the Court’s May 23, 2019 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion for 

Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1) filed June 13, 2019. 

8. Attached as Exhibit “E” is a true and correct copy of the Complaint filed September 28, 

2016. 

9. Attached as Exhibit “F” is a true and correct copy of 2019 Nevada Legislative Manual. 

10. Attached as Exhibit “G” is a true and correct copy of Nevada Assembly Bill 421 – 

Committee on Judiciary. 

11. Attached as Exhibit “H” is a true and correct copy of April 23, 2019 Hearing Transcript.  

12. Attached as Exhibit “I” is a true and correct copy of Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ (1) 

Opposition to Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant 

to NRS 11.202(1) and (2) Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant to NRS 

40.695(2) filed March 1, 2019. 

13.   That this Opposition is made in good faith and not for undue advantage. 

 

 

              _______________________________   

          Peter C. Brown, Esq. 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On February 11, 2019, the Builders filed their Motion for Summary Judgment pursuant to 

NRS 11.202(1)(“Builder’s Motion”), arguing that PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM 

UNIT OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION’s (hereinafter “the Association”) Counter-Claim for 

constructional defects was time-barred.  On March 1, 2019, the Association filed an Opposition and 

a Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief.  Subsequently, the Builders filed both a Reply Brief in 

support of Builders’ Motion and an Opposition to the Association’s Conditional Counter-Motion.  

The Association ultimately filed a Reply Brief in support of its Conditional Counter-Motion.  The 

parties’ briefings were extensive and comprehensive.  Thereafter, on April 23, 2019, this Honorable 

Court held a multi-hour hearing during which counsel for both the Builders and the Association were 

provided ample, uninterrupted opportunities to fully flesh out each and every legal issue from their 

respective briefings.  

On May 23, 2019, this Court entered a thoughtful, focused, 16-page “Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Order.” (“Order”) (See, Ex. “A”).  This Court ruled in favor of the Builders, 

finding that the Association’s construction defect claim for alleged window defects was time-barred.  

This Court’s Order carefully referenced and addressed, in detail, each argument raised by both sides, 

and also provided a comprehensive analysis of how this Court interpreted the underlying statutory 

and case authority pertaining to each issue.  On May 28, 2019, the Builders filed a Notice of Entry 

of Order. (See, Ex. “B”). 

On June 3, 2019, eleven days after this Court entered its May 23, 2019 Order summarily 

disposing of the Association’s final defect claim, the Association filed a Motion for Reconsideration 

or, in the Alternative, Motion to Stay the Court’s Order. (See, Ex. “C”).  On June 13, 2019,  twenty-

one days after this Court entered its May 23, 2019 Order, the Association filed a Motion for 

Reconsideration of and/or to Alter or Amend the Court’s May 23, 2019 Order1. (See, Ex. “D”).  

                                                 

1 The Builders’ instant Opposition addresses the first of the Association’s Motions and should not be taken as an 
abrogation of any arguments the Builders will apply to the Association’s Second Motion via a separate Opposition to 

be filed on or before July 1, 2019.  
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All of the Association’s requests, however, are without merit.  First, regarding whether this 

Court should stay its May 23, 2019 Order, the request is procedurally invalid.  This Court entered its 

Order on May 23, 2019 and the Builders’ filed a Notice of Entry of Order on May 28, 2019. 

Consequently, there was nothing which could be stayed; the May 23, 2019 Order followed by the 

May 28, 2019 Notice of Entry of Order constituted a final judgment prior to the Association’s request 

for a stay.  

Second, the Association predicates its request for reconsideration on the basis of AB 421, 

which the Association presumably believes (incorrectly) will retroactively operate to lengthen the 

statute of repose period for previously-adjudicated claims such as those in the present case.  The 

Association’s request is based on a presumed argument that passage of AB 421 presents a new or 

changed issue of law.  However, such reasoning is fatally flawed because AB 421 does not become 

effective law until October 1, 2019.  Thus, while AB 421 was signed by Governor Sisolak on June 

3, 2019, the effective date is not until October 1, 2019.  Consequently, there is not currently an issue 

of law or change of law that can serve as grounds for reconsideration of this Court’s May 23, 2019 

Order, as the October 1, 2019 effective date falls far outside the required time frame in which such 

a request can be brought by the Association.  

Third, even if this Court did find that that there is a new or changed issue of law by virtue of AB 

421’s passage, any retroactive application of AB 421 would still be inapplicable as to the 

Association’s already-disposed claims.  The Association improperly interprets AB 421 as  permitting 

previously-adjudicated defect claims, under 2015 AB 125’s 6-year statute of repose, to be revived 

by virtue of the 10-year repose period of 2019 AB 421.  This is both a misreading and 

misinterpretation of AB 421.  While AB 421 on its face will arguably allow defect claims for 

properties with substantial completion dates of October 1, 2009 forward (ten years retroactive to the 

October 1, 2019 effective date of AB 421), it does not apply retroactively to claimants with 

previously-adjudicated claims. 

/// 

///  
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Fourth, if this Court were to apply AB 421 based on the misguided interpretation proposed 

by the Association,  any change of this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order to the detriment of the Builders 

would constitute a clear constitutional infringement on the vested due process rights of the Builders.  

Fifth, and distinct from any arguments pertaining to AB 421, the Association’s request for 

reconsideration of this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order is also without merit.  The Association urges 

this Court to reassess its previously-decided rulings on the following three points:  (1) that the 

Association’s Counter-Claim was compulsory; (2) that the Jamison case should not preclude the 

relation-back doctrine from applying to compulsory counter-claims; and (3) that there existed good 

cause to extend the tolling of the statute of repose.  Each of the above positions, however, is 

predicated upon nothing more than the Association’s disagreement with this Court’s analysis.  Rather 

than providing a valid basis for why this Court should reconsider its ruling based on new evidence, 

law, or clear error, the Association simply presumes that reconsideration should be granted due to 

its mere disagreement with this Court’s Order.  Thus, the Association’s request amounts to nothing 

more than a re-visitation of its previously-briefed opinions, which it had ample opportunity to fully 

explore and present to this Court.  A litigant’s success in motion practice must either stand or fall on 

its briefing and oral argument, both of which have been thoroughly allowed by this Court.  Granting 

the Association a proverbial “second bite at the apple” is unwarranted, and thus its Motion for 

Reconsideration should be denied.  In conjunction with the Association’s failure to meet the standard 

for reconsideration, its substantive arguments are also misguided.  Consequently, there is simply no 

basis for the Association to prevail on its  request for reconsideration  

It is for these foregoing reasons that this Court should:  (1) deny the Association’s request to 

stay the May 23, 2019 Order, as such request is procedurally defective, (2) deny the Association’s 

request as to any reconsideration of the May 23, 2019 Order based on AB 421; and (3) deny the 

Association’s request for reconsideration of this  Court’s substantive findings in the May 23, 2019 

Order.   

/// 

/// 

AA3740



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 

 

 

 

8  

1287.551  4819-6236-3547.2 

 

BREMER WHYTE BROWN & 

O’MEARA LLP 

1160 N. Town Center Drive 

Suite 250 

Las Vegas, NV  89144 

(702) 258-6665 

 

II. ARGUMENT 

 

A. THE ASSOCIATION’S MOTION TO STAY THIS COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 
ORDER SHOULD BE DENIED.  

 

In the Association’s Motion for Stay (See, Ex. “C”, Pgs. 11-12), the Association vaguely 

requests that this Court stay “...the Order until such a time as AB 421 is signed and enacted, vetoed, 

or enacted without signature.”  However, this request is procedurally invalid for the simple reason 

that there is nothing to stay.  It is black letter law that a judgment can be stayed only if it is pending.  

A party cannot stay a final judgment as that it is illogical on its face.   

This Court entered its May 23, 2019 Order on May 23, 2019. (See, Ex. “A”). The Order 

summarily disposed of the Association’s final alleged defect claims pertaining to the windows. 

Subsequently, the Builders filed a Notice of Entry of Order on May 28, 2019. (See, Ex. “B”).  Thus, 

by May 28, 2018, this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order was entered, the Notice of Entry of Order was 

filed, and there was a final judgment on the remaining claims in the Association’s Counter-Claim 

(all other defect claims having been adjudicated in the Builders’ favor by previously granted  

Motions for Summary Judgment). 

It is anticipated that the Association will attempt to argue that this Court’s May 23, 2019 

Order was not final, but rather “interlocutory,” in that claims in the Builders’ Complaint (See, Ex. 

“E”) still remain to be litigated.   However, this would be a flawed argument arising from  a myopic 

focus on the Builders’ Complaint rather than the Association’s Counter-Claim.    

This Court’s May 23, 2019 Order was a final judgment and not an interlocutory order because 

it summarily disposed of the final defect allegations in the Association’s Counter-Claim.  The 

Association’s Counter-Claim was based on four alleged defect claims.  This Court previously 

summarily disposed three of those alleged defects, leaving the window defect claims as the only ones 

left in the Association’s Counter-Claim.  Thus, by this Court disposing of the window defect claims 

via its May 23, 2019 Order, the Association had no remaining defect claims to litigate via its Counter-

Claim.  

AA3741
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Thus, because entry of this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order was a final judgment, there is no 

basis upon which the Association could seek a request to stay, and thus the request is invalid.  

B. THE ASSOCIATION IS BARRED FROM BRINGING A REQUEST FOR 

RECONSIDERATION BASED ON AB 421 BECAUSE THE EFFECTIVE DATE 

OF AB 421 IS OCTOBER 1, 2019.   

The Association’s request for reconsideration of this Court’s May  23, 2019 Order based on 

AB 421 is procedurally invalid for the simple reason that AB 421 does not become effective law 

until October 1, 2019.   Because of this, any request for reconsideration would necessarily fall outside 

of the required time frame permitted by NRCP 59(e).  

“Reconsideration of a prior ruling is appropriate only in limited circumstances, such as the 

discovery of new evidence, an intervening change in controlling law, or where the initial decision is 

manifestly unjust. … [It] is not an avenue to re-litigate the same issues and arguments upon which 

the court has already ruled”. Fortunet, Inc. v. Melange Computer Servs., 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

88821, at **6–7 (D. Nev. Dec. 4, 2006) (emphasis added.)  NRCP 59(e), which provides an avenue 

for reconsideration, requires that “a motion to alter or amend a judgment must be filed no later than 

28 days after service of written notice of entry of judgment.” See, NRCP 59(e).  

AB 421 was signed by Governor Sisolak on June 3, 2019.  However, because the text of AB 

421 does not provide a set effective date2, the standard effective date of October 1, 2019 applies 

based on the 2019 Nevada Legislative Manual (Chapter III, Pg. 155) (See, Ex. “F”) and  NRS 

218D.330, which states that “Each law and joint resolution passed by the Legislature becomes 

effective on October 1 following its passage, unless the law or joint resolution specifically prescribes 

a different effective date.” Id. 

Thus, it is not until October 1, 2019 that AB 421 will become controlling law.  Until October 

1, 2019, the six-year statute of repose established by AB 125 remains the controlling law for this 

case as well for any other construction defect claim currently in litigation.  Consequently, the 

effective date of AB 421 renders any request for reconsideration by the Association invalid and 

                                                 

2 See, NV AB421, 80th Legislature, Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System. Retrieved 

June 3, 2019, from https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/80th2019/Bill/6799/Votes, attached hereto as Exhibit 

G. 
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untimely.  This Court’s Order was entered on May 23, 2019.  Notice of Entry of Order was filed on 

May 28, 2019.  AB 421 will not become effective/controlling law until over four months from the 

Notice of Entry of Order.  Because this is far after the 28 days deadline set by NRCP 59(e), there is 

simply no way the Association can make a timely request under NRCP 59(e) 

It is anticipated that the Association will argue that the effective date is not determinative, 

but rather there has been an intervening change in law by virtue of AB 421 being signed by Governor 

Sisolak on June 3, 2019.  However, this interpretation is invalid for the simple reason that the 

effective date is the one and only objective date that this Court can apply.   

Thus, setting aside any substantive issues for why AB 421 has no bearing on this Court’s 

May 23, 2019 Order (addressed fully below), the basic procedural rules of NRCP preclude the 

Association from even making a request for reconsideration based on AB 421.  

C. THE RETROACTIVE APPLICATION OF AB 421 IS INAPPLICABLE TO THIS 

COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 ORDER.  

 

The Association is incorrect that “should AB 421 become law, it will substantively alter the 

controlling law upon which the Court relied in the issuance of its Order.” (See, Ex. “C”, Pg. 12, 

Lines 11-12).  While it is true that AB 421, as of October 1, 2019, will extend the statute of repose 

to ten years, this has no bearing on the Association’s claims in this case, as such claims have already 

been adjudicated under the still-controlling six-year statute of repose.  

AB 421 states that the ten-year statute of repose “app[lies] retroactively to actions in which 

the substantial completion of the improvement to the real property occurred before October 1, 2019.” 

(See, Ex. “G”).  Thus, AB 421 allows claimants, who would previously have been time-barred due 

to the six-year statute of repose, to assert claims for construction defects, starting October 1, 2019, 

for properties with a substantial completion date of October 1, 2009 or later.  

Had the legislature not included the retroactive application of AB 421 to properties 

substantially completed before October 1, 2019, then the new ten-year statute of repose period would 

only apply to claimants asserting defect claims related to properties built on or after October 1, 2019. 

See NRS 218D.330(1) (“Each law and joint resolution passed by the Legislature becomes effective 
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on October 1 following its passage, unless the law or joint resolution specifically prescribes a 

different effective date.”).  However, AB 421’s retroactive language does not mean that any and all 

claimants, including ones who have already adjudicated claims based on the six-year statute of 

repose period, can now resurrect their previously time-barred claims by virtue of the new ten-year 

repose period.  And yet, that is precisely what the Association contends is the result of  AB 421.  

The Association’s presumed interpretation would lead to absurd consequences, as illustrated 

by the following hypothetical.  Assume there is a claimant whose property had a substantial 

completion date of February 24, 2009.  Assume further that this claimant brought a claim for 

construction defect on February 25, 2015.  Under AB 125, the statute of repose period is 6 years.  

Assume further that the claim was summarily adjudicated in favor of the contractor on February 25, 

2016.  In this simple hypothetical, a court would correctly rule that the claimant’s construction defect 

claim is time-barred as being brought one day after expiration of the six-year period.  Under the 

Association’s flawed interpretation of AB 421, this previously adjudicated claim could theoretically 

be resurrected 3 years and just over 3 months (on June 3, 2019, Governor Sisolak’s signing date of 

AB 421) after the claim had been dismissed with prejudice via summary adjudication.      

A court should “not read statutory language in a  manner that produces absurd or 

unreasonable results.” Alenti v. State DMV, 362 P.3d 83, 87, 2015 Nev. LEXIS 106, *11, 131 Nev. 

Adv. Rep. 87.  Here, the Association’s premise that AB 421 can operate to revive previously-

adjudicated claims that were governed by prior repose periods would result in absurd results, as 

illustrated by the above hypothetical.  

 Furthermore, the time period between this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order and the passage of 

AB 421 has no bearing on the interpretation of AB 421’s retroactive application.  Whether AB 421 

was passed one day after this Court’s Order or whether it was passed 4 years and 3 months after a 

different court’s order, the only reasonable interpretation in either instance is clear—the retroactive 

application of AB 421 does not apply to previously-adjudicated claims that have been disposed of 

by virtue of the still-controlling six-year statue of repose .  
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 The present case must also be distinguished as follows:  based on the October 1, 2019 

effective date and AB 421’s retroactive application, only claimants whose properties were 

substantially completed October 1, 2009 or later can bring construction defect claims.   In the present 

case, this Court has already ruled that the  two Towers were both substantially completed before 

October 1, 2009.  Consequently, even if the Association not brought its claims until AB 421 had 

passed, the claims would still have been precluded via the new ten-year statute of repose that 

becomes effective October 1, 2019. 

 This Court appropriately applied the controlling law at the time of entering its decision, 

following United State Supreme Court precedent. See Interstate Power Co., Inc. v. Nobles County 

Bd. Of Comm’rs, 617 N.W.2d 566, 575 (Minn. 2000) (“The United States Supreme Court also 

adheres to the principle that a court is to apply the law in effect at the time it renders its decision.”) 

(internal quotation marks omitted); Id. at 579 (“The general rule that courts apply the law existing at 

the time of decision reflects judicial respect for the proper exercise of legislative authority and our 

concern for separation of powers.”).  Consequently, on a substantive level, AB 421 simply has no 

effect and will never have any effect on the outcome of the present case.  

D. RECONSIDERING THIS COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 ORDER BASED ON AN 

APPLICATION OF AB 421 WOULD VIOLATE THE BUILDERS’ DUE 

PROCESS BY INFRINGING ON THE BUILDERS’ VESTED RIGHTS.  

Any application of AB 421 to reconsideration of this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order would lead 

to an infringement on the Builders’ constitutional rights.  Put simply, retroactively applying AB 421 

after this Court has entered its Order, and after this case has been adjudicated for over three years 

since the Association’s February 2016 Chapter 40 Notice, would unconstitutionally infringe upon 

the Builders’ vested right not to be untimely sued.  

Nevada recognizes that “the protection afforded by the due process clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution extends to prevent retrospective laws from divesting 

vested rights.”  Town of Eureka v. Office of the State Engr. of Nev., 108 Nev. 163, 167, 826 P.2d 

948, 950 (1992).  Similarly, with respect to statutes of repose, the Supreme Court of Nevada has held 

that statutes of repose may not be applied retroactively.  Lotter v. Clark County, 106 Nev. 366, 370, 
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793 P.2d 1320, 1323 (1990); see also Allstate Ins. Co. v. Furgerson, 104 Nev. 772, 776, 766 P.2d 

904, 907-08 (1988).  In Lotter, when substantial completion of the construction occurred in 1973, 

statutes of repose that were subsequently enacted in 1983 could not be applied retroactively.  Lotter, 

106 Nev. at 370, 793 P.2d at 1323; see also Cameron v. Atl. Richfield Co., 2019 WL 2083050 (Wash. 

App. 2019) (“A court looks to the date of substantial completion to determine which version of the 

statute of repose applies.”); M.E.H. v. L.H., 685 N.E.2d 335, 339 (Ill. 1997) (“If the claims were 

time-barred under the old law, they remained time-barred even after the repose period was abolished 

by the legislature.”). 

Following Lotter, the Supreme Court of Nevada again enunciated that “current versions of 

the statutes of repose may not be applied retroactively.”  Alsenz, 108 Nev. at 1120, 843 P.2d at 836.  

In Alsenz, the Court held that “[t]he 1983 statutes of repose do not apply retroactively to actions 

commenced before the effective date of the recent amendment to the statutes of repose, Senate Bill 

(SB) 105.”  Id. at 1121, 843 P.2d at 837 (emphasis in original).  As the Supreme Court previously 

held in Lotter, the Alsenz Court agreed that a district court cannot apply the statute of repose 

retroactively when substantial completion of the construction occurred prior to the new statutes’ 

enactment.  See id. at 1121, 843 P.2d at 836.  As the Alsenz Court further explained, “it is unfair and 

illogical to expect claimants to foresee a new limitations period.”  Id. at 1122, 843 P.2d at 837 (citing 

Kelly v. Burlington Northern R. Co., 896 F.2d 1194, 1198 (9th Cir. 1990)).  In other words, 

“application of [the new] rule [cannot] serve to cut off [a claimant’s] rights before he was informed 

of the new rule and had a reasonable time to file under it.”  Id. at 1122, 843 P.2d at 838 (quoting 

Kelly at 1198-99). 

Here, this Court is bound to precedent and similarly must hold that the amended statute of 

repose, as set forth in AB 421, may not be applied retroactively following this Court’s entry of its 

Order on the Builders’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  As occurred in Alsenz, the present action 

commenced long before the effective date (October 1, 2019) of  the recent amendment to the statute 

of repose set forth in AB 421.  It was not until after the currently controlling statute of repose 

extinguished the Association’s claims and this Court rendered its final judgment that AB 421 was 
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signed by Governor Sisolak.  Consequently, application of AB 421 to this case would inappropriately 

revive the Association’s claim after the applicable 6-year statute of repose extinguished such claim.  

Although Lotter and Alsenz concerned a claimant’s right to file suit, defendants, such as the Builders, 

similarly have a vested right, as explained further below. 

Nevada distinguishes a statute of repose from a statute of limitations.  See, e.g., Alsenz, 108 

Nev. at 1120, 843 P.2d at 836.  “The legislature enacted the statutes of repose to protect persons 

engaged in the planning, design and construction of improvements to real property who otherwise 

would endure unending liability, even after they had lost control over the use and maintenance of 

the improvement.”  Id.  Thus, a cause of action must be “brought within the time frame set forth by 

the statute of repose.”  G & H Assocs. v. Ernest W. Hahn, Inc., 113 Nev. 265, 233, 934 P.2d 229, 

271 (1997) (citing Colony Hill Condo I Ass’n v. Colony Co., 320 S.E.2d 273, 276 (N.C. App. 1984).   

Just as Nevada recognizes the differences between a statute of repose and a statute of 

limitations, other states have also enunciated differences between the two.  In particular, statutes of 

repose, unlike statutes of limitations, define substantive rights to bring an action.  Colony Hill, 320 

S.E.2d at 276.  “Failure to file within that period gives the defendant a vested right not to be sued.”  

Id.  “Such a vested right cannot be impaired by the retroactive effect of a later statute.”  Id.    

Accordingly, a court must put aside any sympathy it may have with a plaintiff property owner whose 

claims are barred by the statute of repose, as doing so would “place an unconstitutional burden on 

the defendant-builders.”  Id. 

Similarly, Virginia echoes the critical distinction between a statute of repose and a statute of 

limitations.  “Conceptually, statutes of repose reflect legislative decisions that as a matter of policy 

there should be a specific time beyond which a defendant should no longer be subjected to protracted 

liability.”  School Bd. v. United States Gypsum Co., 360 S.E.2d 325, 328 (Va. 1987) (internal 

quotation marks omitted).  “Thus a statute of repose is intended as a substantive definition of rights 

as distinguished from a procedural limitation on the remedy used to enforce rights.”  Id.  Substantive 

and vested rights are “protected from retroactive application of statutes,” “because such a retroactive 

application would violate due process.”  Id. (internal quotation marks omitted). 
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Indeed, it is well established that applying statutes retroactively to create liability is 

prohibited, as “[t]o give it that effect would be to deprive defendant of its property without due 

process of law.”  William Danzer & Co. v. Gulf & S. I. R. Co., 268 U.S. 633, 637 (1925).  Many 

states follow the United States Supreme Court’s lead by prohibiting retroactive application of a 

statute to create liability.  For example, Kansas has explained:  “All applicable, effective laws at the 

time the statute of repose expired informed the defendants that the plaintiff’s claims were completely 

and totally extinguished.”  Ripley v. Tolbert, 921 P.2d 1210, 1224 (Kan. 1996).  “Thus, the 

defendants had no notice, except for knowledge that the legislature can amend laws in the future, 

that the plaintiff’s claims might not be completely extinguished or might be revived later by a new 

enacted statute when the statute of repose expired.”  Id.  When a plaintiff’s extinguished claims are 

revived by subsequent legislation, which was not in effect when the statute of repose expired, the 

defendants’ vested rights are impermissibly taken and due process is violated.  Id.; see also Harding 

v. K.C. Wall Prods., Inc., 831 P.2d 958, 968 (Kan. 1992) (“The legislature cannot revive a cause of 

action barred by a statute of repose, as such action would constitute the taking of property without 

due process.”  (emphasis in original)); Givens v. Anchor Packing, Inc., 466 N.W.2d 771, 773-74 

(Neb. 1991) (concluding that the immunity granted by the expiration of a statute of repose is a 

property right, protected by due process of law). 3 

“[R]efusing to allow the revival of time-barred claims through retroactive application of 

extended statutes of limitations” is “the majority rule.”  Roark v. Crabtree, 893 P.2d 1058, 1063 

(Utah 1995) (collecting cases and citing 51 AM. JUR. 2D Limitation of Actions § 44 (1970) (“[T]he 

great preponderance of authority favors the view that one who has become released from a demand 

                                                 

3 See also Johnson v. Lilly, 823 S.W.2d 883 (Ark. 1992); Wiley v. Roof, 641 So. 2d 66, 68-69 (Fla. 
1994); Doe A. v. Diocese of Dallas, 917 N.E.2d 475 (Ill. 2009); Henry v. SBA Shipyard, Inc., 24 
So. 3d 956, 960-61 (La. Ct. App. 2009); Givens v. Anchor Packing, Inc., 466 N.W.2d 771 (Neb. 
1991); Kelly v. Marcantonio, 678 A.2d 873, 883 (R.I. 1996); Doe v. Crooks, 613 S.E.2d 536 (S.C. 
2005); Minnesota ex rel. Hove v. Doese, 501 N.W.2d 366, 370 (S.D. 1993); Roark v. Crabtree, 893 
P.2d 1058, 1062-63 (Utah 1995); Starnes v. Cayouette, 419 S.E.2d 669 (Va. 1992), superseded in 
part by VA. CONST. art. IV, § 14 (effective Jan. 1, 1995) (expressly vesting legislature with the 
right to enact retroactive legislation “based on an intentional tort committed by a natural person”). 
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by the operation of the statute of limitations is protected against its revival by a change in the 

limitation law.”)). 

Here, just as the Association had rights in bringing its claims, the Builders have substantive 

and vested rights that are protected from retroactive application of AB 421 following summary 

adjudication because such a retroactive application would violate due process.  In other words, 

retroactively applying AB 421 to revive the Association’s extinguished claims would impermissibly 

extend the Builders’ liability without affording them any notice.  Neither party had notice of AB 421 

when the Association filed its Counter-Claim.  In fact, the only knowledge the parties were privy to 

during the six years following substantial completion of the Towers, and subsequently during the 

pendency of this action, was that the Nevada Legislature can amend laws.  Thus, the Builders had 

no notice that the Association’s claims might not be completely extinguished or might be revived by 

AB 421 when the applicable statute of repose expired and the Builders’ rights vested.  Based on the 

foregoing, retroactively applying AB 421 to this already adjudicated case would unconstitutionally 

infringe upon the Builder’s vested right not to be untimely sued. 

E. THE ASSOCIATION’S REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION BASED ON 

THIS COURT’S SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS IN ITS MAY 23, 2019 ORDER 

SHOULD BE DENIED.  

The Association also takes issue with several substantive rulings in this Court’s May 23, 

2019 Order.  However, the Association fails to satisfy the predicate justification for this Court to 

reconsider ruling on the three legal issues.  On this basis alone, there are no valid grounds for which 

this Court should re-visit the challenged legal issues. Nonetheless, the Builders substantively address 

each of the Association’s contentions to remove any doubt whatsoever as to this Court’s reasoning 

and the conclusions in its Order.   

i. LEGAL STANDARD 

The Nevada Supreme Court has clearly articulated the standard of review for reconsideration 

of previously-ruled issues.  A  rehearing may be granted "[o]nly in very rare instances in which new 

issues of fact or law are raised supporting a ruling contrary to the ruling already reached should 

a motion for rehearing be granted." Moore v. City of Las Vegas. 92 Nev. 402, 405, 551 P.2d 244, 
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246 (1976) (emphasis added).  Alternatively, a rehearing may be granted  if "the decision [was] 

clearly erroneous." Masonry & Tile Contractors Ass'n of S. Nevada v. Jollev, Urea & Wirth, Ltd., 

113 Nev. 737, 741, 941 P.2d 486, 489 (1997) (emphasis added. Finally a district court may 

reconsider a previously decided issue if substantially different evidence is subsequently introduced 

or the decision is clearly erroneous." Id. at 741 (emphasis added).  

ii. THE ASSOCIATION HAS FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE A 

COGNIZABLE BASIS UPON WHICH THIS COURT SHOULD 

RECONSIDER ITS ORDER.  

The Association’s Motion for Reconsideration falls far short of the standard to be met for 

reconsidering this Court’s Order.  For all three of the Association’s contested legal issues, the 

Association fails to demonstrate any changes in law, any new evidence that has come to surface, or 

any clear error that this Court committed.   

First, the Association has not cited any intervening changes in controlling law as to the 

contested legal issues that would warrant reconsideration.  Indeed, the Association merely restates 

the same arguments that were central to its Opposition and Counter-Motion.  Instead of citing any 

new controlling or even persuasive law, the Association merely repeats its earlier arguments from 

past briefings concerning compulsory counter-claims, the relation-back doctrine, and the bases for 

good cause.  

 Second, the Association fails to identify any new evidence that would justify reconsideration.  

Instead, the Association simply complains that this Court incorrectly ruled on the pertinent issues.  

All of the facts presented in the Association’s Motion for Reconsideration were already vigorously 

presented to this Court by the Association in its briefing and oral argument.   

 Third, the Association cites no manifest example of clear error on the part of this Court in 

rejecting the Association’s arguments on the three substantive grounds raised in the Association’s 

Motion for Reconsideration.  The Association’s contention that error occurred is limited to a re-

visitation of its original arguments.  Besides disagreeing with this Court’s interpretation on the three 

legal issues, the Association does not bring to this Court’s attention anything to show a single 
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manifest example of clear error.  Mere disagreement with this Court’s interpretation does not mean 

such interpretation was clearly erroneous.  

 Because the Association fails to satisfy any legal basis for reconsideration, this Court should 

deny the Association’s request at the outset.  

iii. THE ASSOCIATION’S COUNTER-CLAIM FOR CONSTRUCTION 

DEFECTS IS NOT COMPULSORY TO THE BUILDERS’ CLAIMS.  

  The Association’s first argument is that this Court incorrectly characterized the Association’s 

claims as not being compulsory to the Builder’s claims.   Even if the Association had provided a 

basis upon which this Court should reconsider its holding on this particular issue (which the 

Association has not), there are still no substantive bases for which this Court should reverse its 

holding.  

 The Association’s principal error in its analysis is that it presumes either overlapping facts 

or overlapping subject matter is the sole determinative factor in satisfying the “same transaction or 

occurrence standard” for compulsory counter-claims.  The Association cites to the Mendenhall Court 

as providing the “logical relationship test” to analyze whether competing claims fall within the same 

transaction or occurrence.  Reflective of the inherent amorphousness of this standard, even the 

Mendenhall Court itself stated that the logical relationship test is “one” such test, but it is not the 

determinative test.  

Regardless, the Association still incorrectly applies the logical relationship test to the subject 

claims by incorrectly assuming that a “logical relationship” between claims is satisfied by mere 

factual or subject matter overlap between the claims.  The basis of the Association’s analysis is 

captured on Page 8, Lines 10-20, of the Motion for Reconsideration.  In that section, the Association 

presents a single non-conclusory point in support of its assertion that its Counter-Claim is logically 

related to the Builder’s claims:  

“For example, the Builder’s allegation of and claim for relief related to claim 

preclusion based on the prior lawsuit will require the parties and the Court to 

delve into entire scope of the prior litigation, specifically all defects alleged 

and litigated before entering into the settlement agreement.” 

 

(See Ex. “C”, Motion for Reconsideration, Pg. 8, Lines 10-20) 
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However, the Association overlooks the nuance that this Court’s Order correctly and succinctly 

captured:  while the defects themselves might be relevant to the underlying claims, that alone does 

not suffice for a “logical relationship” between the claims themselves.  Put a different way, an 

overlap between the factual backgrounds of the claims does not amount to them arising out of the 

same transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter of the opposing party’s claims.   It is 

precisely for this reason that the Association’s fragmented, piecemeal analysis of the overlapping 

facts between the subject claims on Pgs. 5-8 of its Motion for Reconsideration does nothing more 

than take the alleged facts out of context and thereby forming nothing more than a superficial 

connection between them.  

 This overly-simplistic interpretation of the logical relationship test explains the Association’s 

disagreement with this Court’s rationale in its Order.  Specifically, the Association states the 

following:  

“With due respect, the HOA believes this analysis is incorrect. The Court 

focused on the legal causes of action alleged in the respective pleadings, not 

the underlying transaction or occurrence on which the pleadings are 

based.”  

(See Ex. “C”, Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration, Pg. 6, Lines 14-17, 

Emphasis Added) 

 

Essentially, the Association fails to understand that the legal causes of action are significant because 

they reflect the underlying transaction or occurrence on which the pleadings are based.  Indeed, the 

causes of action and the factual background of the claims are not distinct from each other, as the 

Association fallaciously argue, but are rather inextricably tied together to form the cognizable claims 

being pled.  And thus, this Court was correct in its Order to analyze the substantive rights being 

asserted in the claims as well as the underlying facts themselves.   Also correct in this Court’s 

analysis was the significance that the Association could have independently brought its claim for 

construction defects in an entirely separate complain, thus completely negating the Association’s 

tenuous argument that they are compulsory.   
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 The Association’s argument in its Motion for Reconsideration is nearly identical to the 

argument presented during the April 23, 2019 hearing.  There, the Association’s counsel stated:  

“How in the world can they argue that our actual Chapter 40 claims, which 

are the entire subject of their complaint, are not related to or of the same 

transaction or occurrence as what’s going on in their complaint? 

 

Our substantive claims are spot on. I don’t know how the Court—how would 

the Court—the Court’s going to have to do the same thing, right. At some 

point, you or a jury or somebody is going to have to look at the prior settlement 

agreement and determine if our current window claims were settled and 

released in the prior case. Why would we go through this exercise twice?”  

 

(See, Recorders Transcript of Pending Motion, Ex. “H”, Pg 37 (Lines 22-25) 

– Pg. 38 (Lines 1-6)) 

 

In its Motion for consideration, the Association has done nothing but reiterate its original flawed and 

overly-simplistic interpretation that mere overlapping subject matter is sufficient to satisfy logical 

relatedness between claims and to characterize them as compulsory.   

This Court was correct in its ruling that the Association’s claim for constructional defects, 

which was an independent claim that could have been brought in an entirely distinct complaint, is 

not compulsory.  Thus, the Association’s request for reconsideration must be denied.  

iv. THE JAMISON HOLDING PRECLUDES APPLICATION OF THE 

RELATION-BACK DOCTRINE. 

 

The Association’s second request for reconsideration is based on this Court’s interpretation 

of Jamison as a central reason for denying the application of the relation-back doctrine to compulsory 

counter-claims.  At the outset, it should be noted that the relation-back doctrine would have only 

been relevant had this Court viewed the Association’s Counter-Claim as compulsory.  Because this 

Court did not take this position, the question of relation-back became immaterial.  However, this 

Court, for the purpose of addressing the potential that the Association’s Counter-Claim was 

compulsory, provided a detailed analysis of Jamison.  Not surprisingly, the Association expresses 

disagreement with this Court’s detailed analysis.  
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The Association starts this section of its Motion for Reconsideration by stating “the HOA did 

not have a prior opportunity to brief the Jamison case because the Builders cited it for the first time 

in their reply brief” (See, Motion for Reconsideration, Pg. 9, Lines 11-13).  This is simply not true.  

The Association addressed Jamison with an entire paragraph in its Opposition to the Builders’ 

Motion for Summary Judgment.  There, the Association stated the following:  

“Moreover, this case does not present the same concerns raised in Jamison 

because the lengthy statute of repose for construction defect claims cannot be 

compared to the 90-day statute of limitation on a claim for a deficiency 

judgment. These vastly differing substantive claims involve unrelated public 

policy concerns leading to the disparity in their statutory limitations, and the 

Nevada Supreme Court made it clear that its ruling in Jamison was specific to 

the facts of that case and not setting forth the general rule of law in Nevada.” 

 

(See, Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants’ Motion for 

Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1), Ex. “I”, Pg. 13, Lines 16-

21) 

 

 The Association’s narrow interpretation of the Jamison holding as it relates to the relation-

back doctrine has not changed since the filing of its Opposition to the Builders’ Motion for Summary 

Judgment.  The Association raised the same points in its Opposition, the same points in its oral 

argument, and the same points now in the Motion for Reconsideration.  As such, there is no basis 

which would justify this Court re-assessing its ruling on this issue.  

 Notwithstanding the above, the Builders will again respond accordingly to the substantive 

grounds of the Association’s re-argument.  The Association’s position is that the Jamison holding 

should not be broadly applied to the facts of the present  case.  The Association’s counsel already 

expressed his reasoning to this Court during the April 23, 2019 oral hearing when he stated the 

following:  

“There’s no case on point in Nevada. The builders point to this Jamison case, 

that is very factually different from what we’re talking about here. I would 

urge the Court to look more closely before deciding the relation of back issue 

or at least before accepting the builder’s position on what Jamison says.” 

 

(See, Ex. “H”, Pg. 39, Lines 2-6) 
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Despite the Association’s assertions,  Jamison is on point in Nevada; Jamison’s factual differences 

are immaterial to the underlying holding regarding the application of the relation-back doctrine to 

compulsory counter-claims.  

The Jamison Court clearly and unambiguously held: 

“...a plaintiff, by instituting an action before the expiration of a statute of 

limitation, does not toll the running of that statute against compulsory 

counterclaims filed by the defendant after the statute has expired.”   

 

Nev. State Bank v. Jamison Family P'ship, 106 Nev. 792, 798-99, 801 P.2d 

1377, 1382 (1990).  

 

Critically, there is nothing conditional about the Jamison holding.  The Association lacked sufficient 

reasoning to argue otherwise in its prior briefing, and yet now repeats its same arguments in its 

Motion for Reconsideration.  The Association fails to raise a single new point as to why this Court 

erred in its reasoning other than a cursory and conclusory attempt to assert that Jamison should be 

narrowly anchored  to the facts of Jamison and not applied to the present case.  

 The Association’s protestations notwithstanding, Jamison is the controlling doctrine from 

the Supreme Court of Nevada.  The Association failed to provide any contrary, controlling authority 

to contradict or augment Jamison.  And thus, in addition to Jamison’s clear, unconditional holding, 

the Association has provided no basis that this Court erred in its assessment, interpretation, and 

application of Jamison as to the relation-back doctrine.  

v. THE COURT CORRECTLY APPLIED THE GOOD CAUSE 

ANALYSIS UNDER NRS 40.695(2).  

 

In its third and final attempt to re-argue the extensive briefing and oral argument which 

preceded this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order, the Association takes issue with this Court’s analysis of 

whether good cause existed to toll the statute of repose period pursuant to NRS 40.695(2).  

As with the Association’s prior two contentions, the Association raises nothing new in this 

section of its Motion for Reconsideration that has not already been brought to this Court’s attention. 

Rather, the Association merely disagrees with this Court’s analysis.  On this basis, this Court should 

decline to consider any further discussion on this point.  
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Nevertheless, the Builders will address the Association’s re-argument.  The over-arching 

flaw in the Association’s position, starting with its original Opposition and continuing through its 

oral argument during the hearing, is that the Association overlooks the simple fact that the 

Association filed its claim for construction defects outside of the statute of repose period, and that it 

is therefore the Association’s burden to show this Court good cause for such failure.  

Rather than illustrate to this Court any ground whatsoever for its dilatory conduct, the 

Association has made a constant effort to misdirect the attention to the Builders “potential” prejudice.  

The Association appears to believe there is good cause if it can simply show there is no prejudice to 

the other party.  Operating with such a misguided lens, the Association then uses the holding in 

Scrimer  to further this myopic interpretation.  

There are multiple flaws with the Association’s analysis.  First, the Scrimer Court specifically 

analyzed good cause analysis under NRCP 4(e), which is a different statutory basis than NRS 40.695. 

Second, the Scrimer Court referred to prejudice on the other party only after it considered the 

underlying conduct of the party showing good cause.  The Scrimer Court did not start with the 

question of prejudice.  It was only after the petitioners in that case made a requisite showing of why 

good cause should exist that the Scrimer Court considered, as a factor, the prejudice to the 

respondents. This latter point is precisely why this Court correctly stated in its Order that “[t]he 

Association does not show this Court good cause exists for its failure to institute litigation before 

October 26, 2016.  

Whether the Builders’ ability to defend the Association’s claim is not adversely affected is, 

therefore, not relevant to the issue of good cause.” (See, Order, Pg. 15, Lines 13-15).   Without ever 

providing any reason to this Court for the Association’s dilatory conduct in filing its construction 

defect claims months after the repose period had expired, this Court correctly found that the question 

of prejudice to the Builder’s is immaterial.    

Finally, despite the Association’s adamant position to the contrary, there is prejudice to the 

Builders.  The Association delayed its filing for construction defects for months after the claim 

should have been brought.  By failing to promptly bring its claim, it forced the Builders down a 
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litigation path for months that would have been, by its very nature, different had the claim been 

brought in a timely fashion.  Nonetheless, as discussed above, this Court is correct in viewing the 

question of adverse effect on the Builders as immaterial in its analysis since there was never any 

basis provided for good cause by the Association to begin with.  

III. CONCLUSION 

This Court’s May 23, 2019 Order was comprehensive, final, and determinative.  The 

Association seeks a stay on the basis of AB 421, but this request is procedurally defective.  

Furthermore, the Association’s request for reconsideration based on AB 421 is defective because 

AB 421 does not become effective law until October 1, 2019, months after the required time period 

to request reconsideration of this Court’s May 23, 2019 Order.   Even if the Association was able to 

overcome these procedural hurdles, it would have no bearing because AB 421 is not determinative 

to the outcome of this case; not only is this case outside of AB 421’s relevant scope, but a retroactive 

application would be unconstitutional as applied to this case.  Lastly, the Association fails to provide 

requisite justification for this Court to reconsider any of its three prior substantive findings.   

It is for these foregoing bases that this Honorable Court should reject the Association’s 

request for reconsideration and/or a stay of this Court’s May 2019 Order.  

 

BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O’MEARA, LLP 
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Peter C. Brown, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 5887 
Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar No. 11261 
Devin R. Gifford, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 14055 
Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar. No. 14965 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants 
LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, 
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APPENDIX TO PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER-DEFENDANTS LAURENT HALLIER; 

PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC; PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC; AND M.J. DEAN 
CONSTRUCTION, INC.’S, OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT’S MAY 23, 2019 FINDINGS OF 

FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S/COUNTER-
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO NRS 11.202(1) 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO STAY THE COURT’S ORDER 

COMES NOW, Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA 

TOWERS I, LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, and M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, 

INC. (herein after collectively referred to as “the Builders”), by and through their counsel of record, 

Peter C. Brown, Esq., Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq., Devin R. Gifford, Esq. and Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  

of the law firm of Bremer Whyte Brown & O’Meara, LLP and hereby submits their Appendix to 

Opposition to Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion for Reconsideration of the Court’s May 23, 

2019 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Granting Plaintiff’s/Counter-Defendants’ 

Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1) or, In the Alternative, Motion to Stay 

the Court’s Order. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
 
/// 
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Brief Description # of Pages (including 
exhibit page) 

Location of exhibit 
within Motion 

A Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law 
and Order filed May 23, 2019 

20 Pages 3, 5, 8 

B Notice of Entry of Order as to 
Plaintiff’s Counter-defendants’ 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

Pursuant to NRS 11.202(L) Filed 
February 11, 2019 and Defendant’s 

Counter-Claimant’s Conditional 
Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant 

to NRS 40.695(2) filed March 1, 
2019 

23 Pages 3, 5, 8 

C Defendants’ Motion for 
Reconsideration of the Court’s May 

23, 2019 Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion for 

Summary Judgment Pursuant to NRS 
11.202(1) or, In the Alternative 

Motion to Stay the Court’s Order 
filed June 3, 2019 

32 Pages 3, 5, 8, 10, 
18, 19 

D Defendant’ Motion for 
Reconsideration of and/or To Alter or 

Amend the Court’s May 23, 2019 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law, and Order Granting Plaintiffs’ 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1) filed June 
13, 2019 

32 Pages 4, 5 

E Complaint filed September 28, 2016 23 Pages 4, 8 

F 2019 Nevada Legislative Manual 29 Pages 4, 9 

G Nevada Assembly Bill 421 – 
Committee on Judiciary 

17 Pages 4, 10 

H April 23, 2019 Hearing Transcript 73 Pages 4, 20, 21 

///    

///    

///    

///    

///    
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exhibit page) 
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I Defendant’s (1) Opposition to 
Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants’ 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

Pursuant to NRS 11.202(1) and (2) 
Conditional Countermotion for Relief 

Pursuant to NRS 40.695(2) filed 
March 1, 2019 

30 Pages 4, 21 

 

Date:  June 21, 2019                     BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O’MEARA LLP 
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Peter C. Brown, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 5887 
Jeffrey W. Saab, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar No. 11261 
Devin R. Gifford, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar No. 14055 
Cyrus S. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada State Bar. No. 14965 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants 
LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA TOWERS I, 
LLC, PANORAMA TOWERS I MEZZ, LLC, and 
M.J. DEAN CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
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DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

LAURENT HALLIER, an individual;
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC' a Nevada
limited tiability company; PANORAMA
TOWERS IMEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company; and M.J. DEAN
CONSTRUCTION, INC., a Nevada
corporation,

Plaintiffs,

Vs.

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM TJ}{IT OWNERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-Profit
corporation.

Defendant.

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM UNIT OW}{ERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-Profit
corporation,

Counter-CIaimant,

Vs.

LAURENT HALLIER' an individual;
PANORAMA TOWERS I, LLC, a Nevada
limited liability company; PANORAMA
TOWERS IMEZZ, LLC, a Nevada limited
liability company; and M.J. DEAN
CONSTRUCTION, INC.' a Nevada
Corporation,

Case No. A-16-744146-D

Dept. No. XXII

I

Counter-Defendants.

FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND

ORDER

Case Number: A-16-744146-D

Electronically Filed
5/23/2019 1:49 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Vs.

SIERRA GLASS & MIRROR, INC.; F.

ROGERS CORPORATION; DEAII
ROOFING COMPANY; FORD
CONSTRUCTING, INC.; INSULPRO'
INC.; XTREME EXCAVATION;
SOUTHERN NEVADA PAYING, INC.;
FLIPPINS TRENCHING, INC.;
BOMBAR.D MECHANICAL' LLC; R.
RODGERS CORPORATION; FIVE
STAR PLUMBING & HEATING, LLC
dba SILVER STARPLUMBING; and
ROES I through 1000, inclusive'

Third-PartY Defendants.r

FINDINGSOFFACT. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

These matters conceming:

l. Plaintiffs'/Counter-Defendants, Motion for Summary Judgnent Pursuant to NRS

11.202(1) frled February 11,2019; and

2. Defendant,VCounter-Claimant's Conditional Counter-Motion for Relief Pursuant to

NRS 40.695(2) filed March 1,2019,

both came on for hearing on the 23'd day of April 2019 at the hour of 8:30 a.m. before Departrnent

)ool of the Eighth Judicial District court, in and for clark county, Nevada, with JUDGE SUSAN

H. JOHNSON presiding; Plaintiffs/counter-Defendants LAURENT HALLIER, PANORAMA

TowERSI,LLC,PANoRAMATowERsIMEZZ,LLCaTTdM.J.DEANCoNSTRUCTIoN'

rAs the subcontractors are not listed as ,uaintiffs" in the primary action, the matter against them is better

charact€rized as a "third-Party" claim, as opPosed to "counter-claim'"

2

PANORAMATOWERS
CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS'
ASSOCIATION, a Nevada non-profit
corporation,

Third-Parfy Plaintift
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INC. appeared by and through their attomeys, JEFFREY W. SAAB, ESQ. and DEVIN R.

GIFFORD, ESQ. of the law firm, BREMER WHYTE BROWN & O'rB4pl+; and

Defendant/Counter-Claimant/Third-Party Plaintiff PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM

UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION appeared by and through their attorneys, MICHAEL J. GAYAN,

ESQ. of the law firm, KEMP JONES & COULTIIARD.2 Having reviewed the papers and pleadings

on file herein, heard oral arguments of the lawyers and taken this matter under advisement, this

Court makes the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law:

FINDINGS OF FACT AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

l. This case arises as a result of alleged constructional defects within both the common

areas and the 616 residential condominium units located within two tower structues of the

PANORAMA TOWERS located at 4525 and 4575 Dean Martin Drive in Las Vegas, Nevada. On

February 24,2016, Defendant/counter-claimant PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINIUM UNIT

OWNERS' ASSOCI.ATION served its original NRS 40.645 Notice of Constructional Defects upon

plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants (also identified herein as the "Contractors" or "Builders"), identiffing

deficiencies within the residential tower windows, fire blocking, mechanical room piping and sewer.

subsequently, after the parties engaged in the preJitigation process with the NRS 40.680 mediation

held September 26, 2016 with no success, the Contmctors filed their Complaint on September 28,

2016 against the Owners' Association, asserting the following claims that, for the most part, deal

with their belief the NRS 40.645 notice was deficient:

1. Declaratory Relief--Application of AB 125;

2. DeclaratoryRelief-{laimPreclusion;

tScOTT A. WILLIAMS, ESe. of rhe law firm, WILLIAMS & GUMBINE& also appeared telephonically on

behatf of PANoRAMA TowERS coi{DoMINTM UNIT owNERS' ASSocIATIoN. via Minute order filed

i_uu.v p, zorz, trris court granted the Motion to Associate counsel filed January 3, 2017 given non-opposition by

ptaintiffs/counter-Defendants. However, no formal proposed older granting the motion was ever submitted to the court

for signature.

J
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3. Failure to Comply with NRS 40.600, et seq.;
L,

4. SuppressionofEvidence/Spoliation;

5. Breach of Contract (Settlement Agreement in Prior Litigation);

6. Declaratory Relief-Duty to Defend; and

7. Declaratory Relief-Duty to Indemnifr.

2. On March l, 2017, PANORAMA TOWER CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS'

ASSOCIATION filed its Answer and Counter-Claim, alleging the following claims:

l.BreachofNRsl16.4ll3andll6.4l14ExpressandlmpliedWarranties;as

well as those of Habitability, Firress, Quality and Workmanship;

2. Negligence and Neg)igerce Per Se;

3. Producs Liability (against the manufacturers);

4. Breach of (Sales) Contract;

5. IntentionalA'{egligentDisclosure;and

6. Duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing; Violation ofNRS 116'll13'

3. This court previously dismissed the constructional defect claims within the

mechanical room as being time-baned by virtue ofthe "catch-all" statute of limitations of four (4)

years set forth in NRS I 1.220.3 With respect to challenges to the sufficiency and validity of the

NRS 40.645 notice, this Court stayed the matter to allow PANORAMA TOWERS

CoNDoMINIUM LINIT OWNERS', ASSOCIATION to amend it with more specificity. This court

ultimately determined the amended NRS 40.645 notice served upon the Builden on April l5' 2018

was valid with respect to the windows' constructional defects only'a

r.See Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order filed September 15, 2017'
a&e Findinls ofFact, Conclusions of Law and order filed November 30, 2018'

4
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4. The Builders or contractors now move this court for summary judgment upon the

basis the Association's claims are time-barred by the six-year statute of repose set forth in NRS

ll.ZO2(l), as amended by Assembly Bill (AB) 125 in 2015, in that its two residential towers were

substantially completed on January 16, 2008 (Tower I) and March 26, 2008 (Tower II), respectively,

and claims were not brought until February 24, 2016 when the NRS 40.645 Notice was sent; further,

the Association did not file its Counter-Claim until March 1,2017'

5.PANoRAMATowERSCoNDoMINTMUNITowNERS'AssoCIATIoN

opposes,arguing,first,theBuildersdonotprovidethisCourtallfactsnecessarytodecidethe

motion which, therefore, requires its denial. Specifically, NRS I 1.2055, the statute identiffing the

date of substantial completion, defines such as being the latest of three events: (l) date the final

building inspection of the improvement is conducted; (2) date the notice of completion is issued for

the improvement; or (3) date the certificate of occupancy is issued. Here, the Association argues the

Builders provided only the dates the Certificates of Occupancy were issued for the two towers'S

second, the NRS 40.645 notice was served within the year of "safe harbor" which tolled any

timiting statutes, and the primary action was filed within two days of NRS Chapter 40's mediation'

In the owners, Association's view, its counter-claim filed March l,2ol7 was compulsory to the

initial complaint frled by the Builders, meaning its claims relate back to September 28, 2016' and

thus'istimely.Further,theAssociationnotesitleamedofthepotentialwindow.relatedclaimsin

August2013,lesstharrthreeyearsbeforeitserveditsnotice,meaningtheirconstructiondefect

action is not baned by the statute of limitations. The Association also counter-moves this court for

relief under NRS 40.6g5(2)as, in its view, good cause exists for this cou( to extend the tolling

period to avoid time-baring its constructional defect claims'

5As noted iny'a, the certificates of occupancy also identi! the date ofthe final building inspection as being

March 16, 2007 (Tower I) and July i?liooz1i"""r ril. That is, rhe Builders idenrified rwo ofthe three events' and not

5

7=
Hqrx
4.8e

a.f, 
=EE?Aa?1

:;oo

just one.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

l. Summary judgrnent is appropriate and "shall be rendered forthwith" when the

pleadings and other evidence on file demonstrates no "genuine issue as to any material fact

[remains] and that the moving party is entitled to a judgnent as a matter of law." See NRCP 56(c);

Wood v. Safewav. Inc.. 121 Nev. 724 ,'129, 121 P.3d 1026 (2005). The substantive law controls

which factual disputes are material and will preclude summary judgment; other factual disputes are

irrelevant. /d., 121 Nev. at73l. A factual dispute is genuine when the evidence is such that a

rational trier of fact could retum a verdict for the non-moving party' Id'

2. while the pleadings and other proof must be construed in a light most favorable to

the non-moving party, that party bears the burden 'to do more than simply show that there is some

metaphysical doubt" as to the operative facts in order to avoid summary judgment being entered in

the moving party's favor. Matsushita Electric lndustrial co. v. Zenith Radio. 475,574,586 (1986)'

cited bywood.l2l Nev. a|732. T\e non-moving party "must, by affidavit or otherwise' set forth

specific facts demonstrating the evidence of a genuine issue for trial or have summary judgment

entered against him." Bulbman. Inc. v. Nevada Bell, 108 Nev. 105, I10, 825 P.2d 588, 591 (1992)'

cited byWood.l2l Nev. at 732. The non-moving party "'is not entitled to build a case on the

gossamer threads of whimsy, speculation, and conjecture."' Bulbman. 108 Nev. at 110, 825 P.2d

5gl, gnoling collins v. Union Fed. Savines & Loan. 99 Nev. 284, 102,662P.2d 610' 621 (1983)'

3. Four of Builders' causes of action seek declaratory relief under NRS Chapter 30'

NRS 30.0a0(l) Provides:

Any person interested under a deed, written contract or othcr writings constituting a contract,

or irliose .ights, status or other legal relations are affected by a statute, municipal ordinance,

contract or iranchise, may have dltermined any question of construction or validly arising

under the instrument, statute, ordinance, contracior franchise and obtain a declaration of

rights, status or other legal relations thereunder'

6
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Actions for declaratory relief are govemed by the same liberal pleading standards applied in other

civil actions, but they must raise a present justiciable issue. Cox v. Gl 78 Nev. 254,

267-268,371 P.2d 647,766 (1962). Here, a present justiciable issue exists as PANORAMA

TOWERS CONDOMINIUM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION served the BuiIdCrS With A NOtiCE

of constructional defects pursuant to NRS 40.645 on February 24, 2016, and later demonstrated its

intention to pwchase the claims through this litigation. As noted above, the Contractors propose the

remaining claim for constructional defects within the windows is time-barred by virtue of the six-

year statute of repose enacted retroactively by the 2015 Nevada Legislature through AB 125. As set

forth in their First Cause of Action, the Builders seek a declaration fiom this Court as to the rights,

responsibilities and obligations of the parties as they pertain to the association's claim. As the

parties have raised arguments conceming the application of both statutes ofrepose and limitation'

this Court begins its analysis with a review of them.

4. The statutes of repose and limitation arc distinguishable and distinct from each other.

..'Statutes ofrepose' bar causes of action after a certain period of time, regardless of whether

damage or an injury has been discovered. In contrast, 'statutes of limitation' foreclose suits after a

fixed period time following occurrence or discovery of an injury." Alenz v. Twin Lakes villase,

108 Nev. 1117,1120,843 P.2d 834, 836 (1993), ciring Allstate Insurance companv v. Fureerson

104 Nev. 772,775 n.2,766P.2d904,906 n.2 (1988). Of the two, the statute of repose sets an

outside time limit, generally running from the date of substantial completion of the project and with

no regard to the date of injury, after which cause of action for personal injury or property damage

allegedly caused by tle deficiencies in the improvements to real property may not be brought. G

and Associat sv Eme Hahn Inc. I 1 3 Nev. 265, 27 1, 934 P.2d 229, 233 (1977)' citingw

Lambv.WedeewoodSouthCorp.,308N.C.419302S.E.2d868,873(1983).Whilethereare

'7
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instances where both the statutes of repose and limitations may result to time-bar a particular claim,

there also are situations where one statute obstructs the cause of action, but the other does not.

5. NRS Chapter l l does not set forth a specific statute of limitations dealing with the

discovery of constructional defects located within a residence. However, the Nevada Supreme Court

has held these types of claims are subject to the "catch all" statute, NRS 11.220. See Haftford

Insurance un v. Statewide App iances. Inc , 87 Nev. 1 95, 1 98, 484 P.2d 569, 57 1 (1 971 ).6 This

statute specifically provides "[a]n action for relief, not hereinbefore provided for, must be

commenced within 4 years after the cause of action shall have accrued."

6. The four-year limitations period identified in NRS I 1.220 begins to run at the time

the plaintiff leams, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have leamed of the harm to the

property caused by the constructional defect. Tahoe Villase Homeowners Association Douslas

Countv. 106 Nev. 660,662-664,799 P.2d 556, 558 (1990), ciring Oak Grove Invesfinent v. Bell &

Gossen Co.,99 Nev. 616621-623,669 P.2d 1075, 1078-1079 (1983); also see G and H Associates,

113 Nev. at272, g34 P.2d at233, citingNevada State Bank v. Jamison Partnership. 106 Nev' 792'

800, 801 P.2d 1377,1383 (1990) (statutes of limitations are procedural bars to a plaintiffs action;

the time limits do not commence and the cause of action does not accrue until the aggrieved party

knew or reasonably should have known of the facts giving rise to the damage or injury); Beazer

H Nev C 1 20 Nev. 57 5, 587, 97 P.3d 1 132, I I 39 (2004) ("For

constructional defect cases, the statute of limitations does not begin to run until 'the time the

plaintiff learns, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have leamed, of the harm to the

property."').

uln HartfOrd Insurance Group, an action was brought for damages to a home caused by an explosion ofa heater

made for use with natural as opposei-to propane gas. The 
-State's 

high iourt held such matter was not an "action for

waste or trespass to real property" subject to a ttrie-year statute of limitation nor was it an "action upon a contract not

r.-al ,p"i * irst umenf in *riting; eu.n thoughit"intiff sued under a theory ofbreach of express and implied

warranties. SeeNRSll.l90. This ac"tion fell into-thi "catch all" section, NRS I 1.220, the statute of limitations of

which is four (4) years.

8

0008 AA3772



<x
Hqrx
68e
iia
s;s.
aaa

7. Prior to February 25,2015, when AB 125 was enacted into law, the statutes of repose

were contained in NRS I L203 through I1.205, and they barred actions for deficient construction

after a certain number of years from the date the construction was substantially completed. See

Alenz, 108 Nev. at 1120, 843 P.2d at 836. NRS I 1.203(1) provided an action based on a known

deficiency may not be brought "more than l0 years after the substa ial completion of such an

improvement." NRS 11.204(1) set forth an action based on a latent deficiency may not be

commenced "more than 8 years after the substantial completion of such an improvement...." NRS

I1.205(l) stated an action based upon a patent deficiency may not be commenced "more than 6

years after the substantial completion of such an improvement. '.." Further, and notwithstanding the

aforementioned, if the injury occurred in the sixth, eighth or tenth year after the substantial

completion ofsuch an improvement, depending upon which statute ofrepose was applied, an action

fordamagesforinjurytopropertyorpersoncouldbecommencedwithintwo(2)yearsafterthedate

of injury. See NRS || '203(2), l|.204(2) and 1 l '205(2) as effective prior to February 24,2015.

8. In addition, prior to the enactment of AB 125, NRS 1 1.202 identified an exception to

the application of the statute of repose. This exception was the action could be commenced against

the owner, occupier or any person performing or fumishing the desigr' planning' supervision or

observation of construction, or the construction ofan improvement to real properly at any time after

the substantial completion where the deficiency was the result of willfirl misconduct or fraudulent

misconduct. For the NRS I I.202 exception to apply, it was the plaintiff, not the defendant, who had

the burden to demonstrate defendant's behavior was based upon willful misconduct' see Acosta v'

Glenfed Devel oDment Coro., 128 Cal.App.4s 1 278, 1292, 28 Cal.Rptr.3d 92, 1 02 (2005).

9. AB 125 made sweeping revisions to statutes addressing residential construction

defect claims. one of those changes included revising the statutes of repose from the previous six

(6), eight (s) and ten (10) years to no "more than 6 years after the substantial completion of such an

9
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improvement..." See NRS 11.202 (as revised in 2015). As set forth in Section lTofAB 125,NRS

11.202 was revised to state in pertinent pafi as follows:

1. No action may be commenced against the owner, occupier or any person performing or

fumishing the desigr, planning, supervision or observation of construction, or the

construction of an impiovement to real property more than 6 years after the substantial

completion of such an improvement for the recovery of damages for:

(a) Any deficiency in the design, planning, supervision or observation of
construction or the construction of such an improvement;
(b) lnjury to real or personal property caused by any such deficiency;-or.
(c) Injrrry to o, tt e wrongfirl death of a person caused by any such deficiency'

(Emphasis added)

In addition, the enactment ofAB 125 resulted in a deletion ofthe exception to the application ofthe

statute ofrepose based upon the developer's willful misconduct or fraudulent concealment'

10. Section 2l(5) ofAB 125 provides the period of limitations on actions set forth NRS

11.202 is to be ap plied retroactively to actions in which the substantial completion ofthe

improvement to the real property occurred before the effective date of the act. However, Section

2l(6) also incorporated a..safe harbor" or grace period, meaning actions that accrued before the

effective date of the act are not limited if they are commenced within one (l) year of AB 125's

enactment, or no later than February 24,2016.

11. NRS 11.2055 identifies the date the statute ofrepose begins to run in constructional

defect cases, to wit: the date of substantial completion of improvement to real property' NRS

11.2055(1) provides:

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, for the purposes of this section.and

NRS 1 1.202, thi date of substantial completion of an improvement to real property shall be

deemed to be the date on which:
(a) The frnal building inspection of the improvement is conducted;

@1 e notice of completion is issued for the improvement; or

icj A "".tifi".te 
of occupancy is issued for the improvement' whichever

occurs later.

l0
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NRS 11.2055(2) states "[i]fnone ofthe events described in subsection I occurs, the date of

substantial completion of an improvement to real property must be determined by the rules of the

common law."

12. While the statute of repose's time period was shortened, NRS 40.600 to 40.695's

tolling provisions were not retoactively changed. That is, statutes of limitation or repose applicable

to a claim based upon a constructional defect govemed by NRS 40.600 to 40.695 sril/ toll deficiency

causes ofaction from the time the NRS 40.645 notice is given until the earlier ofone (l) year after

notice of the claim or thirty (30) days after the NRS 40.680 mediation is concluded or waived in

writing. SaeNRS 40.695(l). Further, statutes of limitation and repose may be tolled under NRS

40.695(2) for a period longer than one (l) year after notice of the claim is given but only it in an

action for a constructional defect brought by a claimant after the applicable statute of limitation or

repose has expired, the claimant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the court good cause exists to toll

the statutes of limitation and repose for a longer period.

13. In this case, the Owners' Association argues the Builders have not provided sufficient

information to determine when the statute of repose started to accrue, and without it, this Court

cannot decide the motion for surnmary judgp.ent. specifically, PANORAMA TOWERS

CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION proposes the Builders have identified only

one date addressed within NRS 11.2055(1), and to establish the date of accrual, this Court needs all

three as the defining date is the one which occurs last. This court disagrees with the Association's

assessment the date of substantial completion has not been established for at least a couple of

reasons. Firsl, the Builders did not provide just one date; they identified two events addressed in

NRS 11.2055, i.e. the date of the final building inspection and when the certificate of occupancy

was issued as identified in Exhibits C and D of their motion. Those dates are March 16, 2007 and

January 16, 2008, respectively, for Tower I, and July 16,2oO7 and March 26' 2008, respectively, for

11
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Tower II. Secozd this Court does not consider the Builders' inability or failure to provide the date

of the third event, i.e. when the notice of completion was issued, as fatal to the motion, especially

given the common-law "catch-all" provision expressed in NRS 1 1.2055(2) that applies if none of the

events described in NRS 11.2055(1) occurs. This Court concludes the dates of substantial

completion are January 16, 2008 (Tower I) and March 16,2008 (Tower II), respectively, as these

dates are the latest occurrences. Given this Court's decision, the dates of substantial completion

obviously accrued before the enactment ofAB 125. Applying the aforementioned analysis to the

facts here, this Court concludes the statute ofrepose applicable to the Association's constructional

defects claim is six (6) years, but, as it accrued prior to the effective date of AB 125 or Febr-aary 24,

2015, the action is not limited if it was commenced within one (l) year after, or by February 24,

2016.

14. ln this case, the Association served its NRS 40.645 constructional defect notice on

February 24, 2016, or the date the one-year "safe harbor" was to expire. The service of the NRS

40.645 notice operated to toll the applicable statute ofrepose until the earlier ofone (1) year after

notice of the claim or thirty (30) days after the NRS 40.680 mediation is concluded or waived in

writing. .!ea NRS 40.695(l). The NRS 40.680 mediation took place and was concluded on

September 26, 2016. Appllng the earlier of the two expiration dates set forth in NRS 40.695, the

statute ofrepose in this case was tolled thirty (30) days after the mediation or until October 26,2016,

which is earlier than the one (l) year after the notice was served. PANORAMA TOWERS

CONDOMINIUM t NIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION had up to and including Octobet26,2016to

institute litigation or its claims would be time-barred.

15. PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS' ASSOCIATION filed

its Counter-Claim against the Builders on March 1,2017, over four (4) months after October 26,

2016. As noted above, in the Builders' view, the constructional defect claims relating to the

t2
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13

windows, therefore, are time-barred. The Association disagees, arguing its Counter-Claim was

compulsory, and it relates back to the date of the Complaint's filing, September 28,2016.

Altematively, the Association counter-moves this Court for reliet and to fmd good cause exists to

toll the statute of repose for a longer period given its diligence in prosecuting the constructional

defect claims against the Builders. The Court analyzes both ofthe Association's points below.

16. NRCP 13 defines both compulsory and permissive counter-claims. A counter-claim

is compulsory if it arises out of the transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter ofthe

opposing party's claim and does not require for its adjudication the presence ofthird parties of

whom the court cannot acquire jurisdiction. .See NRCP l3(a). The purpose ofNRCP l3(a) is to

make an "actor" of the defendant so circuity ofaction is discouraged and the speedy settlement ofall

controversies between the parties can be accomplished in one action. See Great W. Land & Cattle

Com.v.DistrictCourt,86Nev.282,285,467P.2dl0l9, 1021 (1970). Inthisregard,the

compulsory counter-claimant is forced to plead his claim or lose it. Id A counter-claim is

permissive if it does not arise out of the transaction or occurrence tlnt is the subject matter of the

opposing party's claim. ,See NRCP 13O).

17. Here, PANORAMA TOWERS CONDOMINruM UNIT OWNERS'

ASSOCIATION proposes its counter-claims are compulsory as they arise out of the same

transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter of the Builders' claims' This Court disagrees.

The Builders' claims are for breach ofthe prior settlement agreement and declaratory relief

regarding the sufliciency of the NRS 40.645 notice and application ofAB 125. The Association's

counter-claims of negligence, intentionaVnegligent disclosure, breach of sales contract, products

liability, breach of express and implied warranties under and violations ofNRS Chapter I 16, and

breach of duty ofgood faith and fair dealing are for monetary damages as a result of constructional

defects to its windows in the two towers. If this Court ruled against the Builders on their Complaint,
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the Association would not have lost their claims if they had not pled them as counter-claims in the

instant lawsuit. ln this Court's view, the Association had two options: it could make a counter-claim

which is permissive or assert its constructional defect claims in a separate Complaint. Here, it

elected to make the permissive counter-claim. The cormter-claim does not relate back to the filing

ofthe Complaint, September 28, 2016.

18. However, even ifthis Court were to decide the counter-claim was compulsory,

meaning the Association was forced to plead its claims in the instant case or lose them, the pleading

still would not relate back to the date of the Complaint' filing. As noted in Nevada State Bank v.

Jamison Family Partnership, 106 Nev. 792,798,801 P.2d 1377, 1381 (1990), statutes of limitation

and repose were enacted to "'promote repose by giving security and stability to human

affairs....They stimulate to activity and punish negligence."' Ciring Wood v. Carpenter, 101 U.S.

135, 139,25L.Ed.2d807 (1879). Indeed, the key purpose ofa repose statute is to eliminate

gncertainties under the related statute of limitations or repose and to create a final deadline for filing

suit that is not subject to any exceptions except perhaps those clearly specified by the state's

legislature. Without a statute of repose, professionals, contractors and other actors would face

never-ending uncertainty as to liability for their work. As stated by the Supreme Court in Texas in

Methodist Healthcare Svstem of San Antonio. Ltd.. LLP v. Rankin, 53 Tex.Sup.Ct.l.455,307

S.W.3d 283, 257 (2OlO), "'while statutes of limitations operate procedurally to bar the enforcement

ofa right, a statute ofrepose takes away the right altogether, creating a substantive right to be free of

liability after a specified time."' pnotr'ng Galbraith Eneineerine Consultans. Inc. v. Pochuch4 290

S.W.3d 863, 866 (Tex. 2009). For the reasons articulated above, the Nevada Supreme Court held

the lower court did not err by finding a plaintiff, by instituting an action before the expiration ofa

statute of limitation, does not toll the running of that statute against compulsory counter-claims filed

0014 AA3778




