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CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX TO APPELLANT’S APPENDIX

DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

8/5/2019

Order of Remand

1

AA000001

AA000002

8/13/2019

Notice of Hearing

1

AA000003

AA000004

9/25/2019

Recorder’s Transcript of
Pending Motions

1

AA000005

AA000018

10/15/2019

FTB’s Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in  FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party

AA000019

AA000039

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 1

AA000040

AA000281

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 2

3-4

AA000282

AA000534

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 3

AA000535

AA000706




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

10/15/2019

Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt’s
Brief in Support o
Proposed Form of
Judgment that Finds No
Prevailing Party in the
Litigation and No Award
of Attorneys’ Fees or
Costs to Either Party

6-9

AA000707

AA001551

2/21/2020

Judgment

10

AA001552

AA001561

2/26/2020

Notice of Entry of
Judgment

10

AA001562

AAO001573

2/26/2020

FTB’s Verified
Memorandum of Costs

10

AA001574

AA001585

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 1

10

AA001586

AA001790

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 2

11-12

AA001791

AA002047

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 3

13-14

AA002048

AA002409

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 4

15

AA002410

AA002615

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 5

16

AA002616

AA002814

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 6

17

AA002815

AA003063

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 7

18

AA003064

AA003313

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 8

19-20

AA003314

AA003563




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 9

21-22

AA003564

AA003810

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 10

23-24

AA003811

AA004075

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 11

25-26

AA004076

AA004339

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 12

27-28

AA004340

AA004590

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 13

29-30

AA004591

AA004845

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 14

31-32

AA004846

AA005125

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 15

33

AA005126

AA005212

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 16

34

AA005213

AA005404

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 17

35

AA005405

AA005507

3/02/2020

Plaintiff Gilbert P.
Hyatt’s Motion to Strike,

otion to Retax, and
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs

35

AA005508

AA005518

3/13/2020

FTB’s Motion for
Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

35

AA005519

AA005545




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

3/13/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Nl%tion for Attorney’s

Fees Pursuant to NRCP

36

AA005546

AA005722

3/16/2020

FTB’s Opposition to
Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt’s
Motion to Strike, Motion
to Retax and,
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs

37

AA005723

AA005749

3/20/2020

FTB’s Notice of Appeal
of Judgment

37

AA005750

AA005762

3/27/2020

Plaintiff Gilbert P
Hyatt’s Opposition to
FTB’s Motion for
Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

37

AA005763

AA005787

4/1/2020

Reply in Support of
Plaintiff Gilbert P. P
Hyatt’s Motion to Strike,

otion to Retax and,
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs

37

AA005788

AA005793

4/9/2020

Court Minutes

37

AA005794

AA005795

4/14/2020

FTB’s Reply in Support
%f Motion for Attorney’s
ees

37

AA005796

AA005825

4/27/2020

Recorder’s Transcript of
Pending Motions

37

AA005826

AA005864

6/08/2020

Order Denying FTB’s
Motion for Attorney’s
Fees Pursuant to NRCP

37

AA005865

AA005868

6/8/2020

Notice of Entry of Order
DenXlng FTB’s Motion
for Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

37

AA005869

AA005875




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

7/2/2020

FTB’s Supplemental
Notice of Appeal

37

AA005876

AA005885

ALPHABETICAL INDEX TO APPELLANT’S APPENDIX

DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 1

2

AA000040

AA000281

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 2

3-4

AA000282

AA000534

10/15/2019

Appendix of Exhibits in
Support of FTB’s
Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party — Volume 3

AA000535

AA000706

3/13/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
otion for Attorney’s
Fees Pursuant to NRCP

36

AA005546

AA005722

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 1

10

AA001586

AA001790

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 2

11-12

AA001791

AA002047

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 3

13-14

AA002048

AA002409




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 4

15

AA002410

AA002615

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 5

16

AA002616

AA002814

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 6

17

AA002815

AA003063

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 7

18

AA003064

AA003313

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 8

19-20

AA003314

AA003563

2/26/2020

%ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 9

21-22

AA003564

AA003810

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 10

23-24

AA003811

AA004075

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 11

25-26

AA004076

AA004339

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Vgriﬁed Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 12

27-28

AA004340

AA004590

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 13

29-30

AA004591

AA004845

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 14

31-32

AA004846

AA005125

2/26/2020

Appendix to FTB’s
Verified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 15

33

AA005126

AA005212

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 16

34

AA005213

AA005404




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

2/26/2020

I\A/ppendix to FTB’s
erified Memorandum
of Costs — Volume 17

35

AA005405

AA005507

4/9/2020

Court Minutes

37

AA005794

AA005795

10/15/2019

FTB’s Briefing re the
Requirement of Entry of
Judgment in  FTB’s
Favor and Determination
that FTB is Prevailing
Party

AA000019

AA000039

3/13/2020

FTB’s Motion for
Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

35

AA005519

AA005545

3/20/2020

FTB’s Notice of Appeal
of Judgment

37

AA005750

AA005762

3/16/2020

FTB’s Opposition to
Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt’s
Motion to Strike, Motion
to Retax and,
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs

37

AA005723

AA005749

4/14/2020

FTB’s Reply in Support
%f Motion for Attorney’s
ees

37

AA005796

AA005825

7/2/2020

FTB’s Supplemental
Notice of Appeal

37

AA005876

AA005885

2/26/2020

FTB’s Verified
Memorandum of Costs

10

AA001574

AA001585

2/21/2020

Judgment

10

AA001552

AA001561

2/26/2020

Notice of Entry of
Judgment

10

AA001562

AA001573

6/8/2020

Notice of Entry of Order
DenXlng FTB’s Motion
for Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

37

AA005869

AA005875

8/13/2019

Notice of Hearing

AA000003

AA000004




DATE

DOCUMENT

VOLUME

PAGE

RANGE

6/08/2020

Order Denying FTB’s
Motion for Attorney’s
Fees Pursuant to NRCP

37

AA005865

AA005868

8/5/2019

Order of Remand

AA000001

AA000002

10/15/2019

Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt’s
Brief in Support o
Proposed Form of
Judgment that Finds No
Prevailing Party in the
Litigation and No Award
of Attorneys’ Fees or
Costs to Either Party

6-9

AA000707

AA001551

3/27/2020

Plaintiff Gilbert P
Hyatt’s Opposition to
FTB’s Motion for
Attorney’s Fees
Pursuant to NRCP 68

37

AA005763

AA005787

3/02/2020

Plaintiff Gilbert P.
Hyatt’s Motion to Strike,

otion to Retax, and
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs

35

AA005508

AA005518

9/25/2019

Recorder’s Transcript of
Pending Motions

AA000005

AA000018

4/27/2020

Recorder’s Transcript of
Pending Motions

37

AA005826

AA005864




DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME | PAGE RANGE
4/1/2020 Reply in Support of 37 AA005788 | AA005793
Plalntlff Gllgert P.P
Hyatt’s Motion to Strike,
otion to Retax and,
Alternatively, Motion
for Extension of Time to
Provide Additional Basis
to Retax Costs
Dated this 31% day of July, 2020.
McDONALD CARANO LLP
By: _/s/ Pat Lundvall
Pat Lundvall (NSBN 3761)

Rory T. Kay (NSBN 12416)

2300 W. Sahara Ave., 12th Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Telephone: (702) 873-4100

Facsimile: (702) 873-9966
lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

rkay@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Appellant

10




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am an employee of McDonald Carano LLP, and on the
31% day of July, 2020, a copy of the foregoing document was e-filed and e-served

on all registered parties to the Supreme Court's electronic filing system:

/s/ Beau Nelson
An Employee of McDonald Carano LLP

11



McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 * LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100 ¢ FAX 702.873.9946

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Electronically Filed
2/26/2020 12:49 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU,
APEN d&«u& ,g—un—-

PAT LUNDVALL (NSBN 3761)
McDONALD CARANO LLP

2300 West Sahara Avenue, Suite 1200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Telephone: (702) 873-4100

Facsimile: (702) 873-9966
lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Defendant
Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Case No.: 98A382999
Dept. No.: X

GILBERT P. HYATT,
Plaintiff,

VS. APPENDIX TO FTB’s VERIFIED
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS

FRANCHISE TAX BOARD OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, and DOES 1- | VOLUME 17
100, inclusive,

Defendant.

Defendant Franchise Tax Board of the State of California “FTB”) hereby submits an

Appendix of Exhibits in Support of its Memorandum of Costs:

Ex. Exhibit Description Volume Bates No.
No.
A Clerk’s Fees 1 001-041
B Reporter’s Fees 1 042-186
C Juror Fees 1 187-199
D Fees for witnesses at trial, 2 200-301
pretrial hearings and
deposing witnesses
E Expert Witness 2 302-361
F Service of Process 2 362-369
G Official Reporter 2 370-449
H Telecopies 3 450-508
I Photocopies 3-4 509-1008
J Telephone Calls 5 1009-1203

Case Number: 98A382999

AA005405



McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100 ¢ FAX 702.873.9966

Ex. Exhibit Description Volume Bates No.
No.
K Postage 6-9 1204-2183
L Travel and Lodging 10-11 2184-2704
M Private Investigator 12 2705-2709
N Research 12-14 2710-3313
@] Mediation/Special Master 14 3314-3328
P Videotape Services 14 3329-3430
Q Trial Expenses 14 3431-3474
R Supplies 15 3475-3557
S Meals 16 3558-3745
T Trial Transcripts & Services 17 3746-3807
U Litigation Support 17 3808-3843

Dated this 26" day of February, 2020.

McDONALD CARANO LLP

By:

/s/ Pat Lundvall

Pat Lundvall (NSBN 3761)

2300 West Sahara Avenue, Suite 1200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Telephone: (702) 873-4100
Facsimile: (702) 873-9966
lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Defendant

Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Page 2

AA005406




McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100 ¢ FAX 702.873.9966

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that on this 26th day of February, 2020, | caused a true and correct copy of
the APPENDIX TO FTB’s VERIFIED MEMORANDUM OF COSTS - VOLUME 17 to be
electronically filed and served to all parties of record via this Court’s electronic filing
system to all parties listed on the e-service master list:

/s/ Beau Nelson
An employee of McDonald Carano LLP

Page 3
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EXHIBIT T

AA005408



NRS 18.005(17). Any other reasonable and necessary expense incurred in connection with the action...research.
(Trial Services Transcripts)

Date Job Date Services / Provider
. Amount
Transcript
05/27/08 5/19-23/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 8,325.00
06/06/08 5/27-30/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 6,500.00
06/19/08 6/2-6/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,600.00
06/19/08 6/9-13/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 6,100.00
06/23/08 6/16-20/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 3,656.25
07/01/08 6/23-27/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 4,600.00
07/02/08 6/30/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,379.00
07/02/08 7/1/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,540.00
07/10/08 7/2/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,785.00
07/10/08 7/7/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,729.00
07/10/08 7/8/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,596.00
07/11/08 7/9/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,365.00
07/14/08 6/30-7/2/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 4,600.00
07/14/08 7/7-11/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 6,100.00
07/14/08 04/14/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,491.50
07/14/08 04/15/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,570.00
07/14/08 04/16/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 779.00
07/14/08 04/21/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 2,160.00
07/14/08 04/22/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,442.00
07/14/08 4/23/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,295.00
07/14/08 04/24/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,547.00
07/14/08 04/25/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,589.00
07/14/08 04/28/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,344.00
07/14/08 4/29/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,435.00
07/14/08 04/30/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,414.00
07/14/08 5/1/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,407.00
07/14/08 05/05/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,267.00
07/14/08 05/06/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,554.00
07/14/08 05/07/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,768.00
07/14/08 05/08/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,351.00
07/14/08 05/09/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,421.00
07/14/08 05/12/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,253.00
07/14/08 05/13/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,281.00
07/14/08 05/14/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,281.00
07/14/08 05/15/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,043.00
07/14/08 05/16/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,330.00
07/14/08 05/19/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,351.00
07/14/08 05/20/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,246.00
07/14/08 5/21/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,470.00
07/14/08 05/22/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,288.00
07/14/08 05/27/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,631.00
07/14/08 05/28/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,575.00
07/14/08 05/29/08 Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,211.00
07/14/08 5/30/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,169.00
07/14/08 6/2/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,393.00
07/14/08 6/3/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,491.00
07/14/08 6/4/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,526.00
07/14/08 6/5/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,064.00
07/14/08 6/6/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,218.00
07/14/08 6/9/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,722.00
#240566 Page 1 EXHIBITT

3746
AA005409



NRS 18.005(17). Any other reasonable and necessary expense incurred in connection with the action...research.
(Trial Services Transcripts)

Date Job Date Services / Provider
. Amount
Transcript

07/14/08 6/10/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,309.00
07/14/08 6/11/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,603.00
07/14/08 6/12/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,463.00
07/14/08 6/13/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,330.00
07/14/08 6/16/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,484.00
07/14/08 6/17/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,330.00
07/14/08 6/18/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 882.00
07/14/08 6/20/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,869.00
07/14/08 6/23/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,393.00
07/14/08 6/24/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,484.00
07/14/08 6/25/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,029.00
07/14/08 6/26/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,442.00
07/14/08 7/10/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,141.00
07/14/08 7/11/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,225.00
07/15/08 7/14/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,477.00
07/18/08 7/15/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,603.00
07/22/08 7/14-18/08* Services Litigation Services Tech. $ 3,100.00
07/24/08 7/16/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,099.00
07/24/08 7/17/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 750.00
07/24/08 7/17/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 701.00
07/24/08 7/18/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,353.00
07/24/08 7/21/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 1,605.00
07/24/08 7/22/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 783.00
07/24/08 7/22/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 601.00
07/24/08 7/23/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 706.00
07/24/08 7/23/2008* Transcript Litigation Services Tech. $ 727.00
Total $ 134,741.75

*individual

invoice in

addition to

breakdown

#240566 Page 2 EXHIBITT
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Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California - Statement

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies " Account No. Date
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 - -
Las Vegas, NV 89106 F2933 7/14/2008
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351
Accounts Payable " Current ~ .|  -30.Ddys. - .| - 6ODays-
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP - -
P.0. Box 2670 15,015.00 24,773.00 0.00
Reno, NV 89505 ' g0.Days - . | 120 Days & Over| ... Totai Due-.
Phone:775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020 90Days ' .. |120 Days & Over | .. Yotal Due
0.00 . 0.00 39,788.00
‘gobDate | " Witness’ Contad © Amount | Ravatea | Payinéit Reosiiéd From | Baance
4/14/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esqg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821602 | 4/21/2008 1,491.50 1,491.50 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 1) Board of the State of
California
. 0.00
4/15/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821782 4/2?2508 1,570.00 1,570.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 2) Board of the State of
California
0.00
4/16/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Sawyer, Rob Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821999 | 4/25/2008 779.00 779.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 3) Board of the State of
California
0.00
4/21/23!78 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tex 8221011 4/25/2008 2,160.00 2,160.00 |McDenald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 4) Board of the State of
California
0.00
4/22{2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822172 | 4/25/2008 1,442.00 1,442.00° | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 5) Board of the State of
Callfornia
0.00
424/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 822372| 4/25/2008 | 1,547.00 | 1,547.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 7) Board of the State of
California
, 0.00
4/25/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822436 | 4/29/2008 1,589.00 175-8§.00 McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 8) Board of the State of
California
0.00
4/28/2008 . | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esqg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822521 4/29/2008 1,344.00 1,344.00 {McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 9) Board of the State of
Californla
0.00
4/29/2008 }Rough Draft T pt, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 822859 5/5/2008 1,435.00 1,435.00 |McDonald Carane Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 10) & €2 F7 Board of the State of
--Ft.ev 'wus Callfornia
Nt
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0.00
5/1/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 822887 | 5/5/2008 1,407.00 1,407% McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 12) _covrcﬂ’" Board of the State of
. California
Reaviowd Dy A. 0.00
4/23/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822898 5/5/2008 1,295.00 1,295.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Tral (Day 6) —correft Board of the State of
' California
previous Doy ) 0.00
4/30/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823251( 5/20/2008 | 1,414.00 1,414,00 [ McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 11) Board of the State of
Callfornia
0.00
5/7/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvell, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823253| 5/20/2008 1,786.00 1,786.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 15) Board of the State of
, California
0.00
5/8/2008  {Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823302 5/20/2008 | 1,351.00 1,351.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 16) : Board of the State of
. Californla
0.00
5/9/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchlsé Tax 8234701 5/23/2008 1,421.00 1,421.00 {McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trlal (Day 17) Board of the State of
California
0.00
5/5/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823506 | 5/22/2008 1,267.00 1,267.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 13) Board of the State of
California
0.00
5/6/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823508 | 5/23/2008 1,554.00 1,554.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 14) Board of the State of
California
. 0,00
5715/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823857 5/23/2008 | 1,043.00 | 1,043.00 |McDonaid Carano Wilson LLP
-| Trial (Day 21) Board of the State of .
California
0.00
5/16/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823052 | 5/23/2008 | 1,330.00 | 1,330.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Trial (Day 22) Board of the State of
California
0.00
5/19/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824070| 5/23/2008 1,351.00
Trial (Day 23) Board of the State of
Callfornia
1,351.00
5/20/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824168 5/23/2008 1,246.00
Trial {(Day 24) Board of the State of
California
1,246,00
5/22/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824418[ 5/27/2008 | 1,288.00
Trial (Day 26) Board of the State of
California
1,288.00
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5/12/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824521 5/23/2008 1,253.00
Trial (Day 18) : Board of the State of
California S
1,253.00 =
5/13/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 824523 | 5/23/2008 1,281.00 %
Trial (Day 19) Board of the State of o
Callfornia 8
‘ 1,281.00
5/14/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824525 | 5/23/2008 1,281.00 a‘
Trial (Day 20) Board of the State of H
California a
1,281.00
5/27/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824758| 5/28/2008 | 1,631.00
Trial (Day 27) Board of the State of
California
1,631.00
5/29/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824918 5/30/2008 | 1,211.00
Trial {Day 29) Board of the State of
California
1,211.00
5/28/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esqg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax: 824948 | 5/30/2008 1,575.00
Trial (Day 28) Board of the State of
California
1,575.00
5/30/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825180 6/3/2008 1,169.00
Trial (Day 30) Board of the State of
California
1,169.00
5/21/2008 | Rough.Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825210 6/3/2008 1,470.00 -
Trial (Day 25) Board of the State of .
California
1,470.00
6/3/2008  |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825352 | 6/6/2008 1,491,00
Trlal (Day 32) Board of the State of
Californfa =
1,491.00 §
6/2/2008 | Rough Draft Transaipt, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825378| 6/5/2008 | 1,393.00 ~
Trial (Day 31) Board of the State of
California
1,393.00-
6/4/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825401 | 6/6/2008 1,526.00
Trial (Day 33) Board of the State of
Callfornta
1,526.00
6/5/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 825574 6/10/2008 1,064.00
Trial (Day 34) Board of the State of
California
1,064.00 o
6/6/2008  {Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvali, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825577 | 6/10/2008 1,218.00 §
Trial {Day 35) Board of the State of S
Californfa o
1,218.00 ~
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6/9/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 8258501 6/12/2008 1,722.00 -
Trial (Day 36) Board of the State of
California . 3
1,722.00 =
6/11/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyaitt vs, Franchise Tax 825874 6/13/2008 1,603.00 %
Trial (Day 38) Board of the State of 8
California ]
1,603.00
6/13/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 825968 | 6/17/2008 | 1,330.00 S
Trial (Day 40) Board of the State of 1]
California @
1,330.00
6/17/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 826107 | 6/19/2008 | 1,330.00
Trial (Day 42) Board of the State of
Callfornia
1,330.00
6/10/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826172 | 6/15/2008 1,309.00
Trial (Day 37) Board of the State of
California
1,309.00
6/12/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826174 6/19/2008 1,4?3.00
Trial (Day 39) Board of the State of
Californfa
1,463.00
6/16/2008 |Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826176 | 6/19/2008 1,484.00
Trial (Day 41) Board of the State of
California
1,484.00
6/20/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826312 | 6/24/2008 | 1,869.00
Trial (Day 44) Board of the State of
Californfa
1,869.00
6/23/2008 |Rough Draft Transaript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826478 6/25/2008 1,393,00
Trial (Day 45) Board of the State of
California h
1,393.00 s
6/18/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax B26679 | 6/26/2008 882.00
Trial (Day 43) Board of the State of
California
882.00
6/24]2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826682 | 6/26/2008 | 1,484.00
Trial (Day 46) Board of the State of
California
1,484.00
6/25/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826768 | 6/26/2008 1,029.00
Trial (Day 47) Board of the State of
California
‘ 1,029.00 o
6/26/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826933 | 6/30/2008 | 1,442.00 ~8.|
Trial {Day 48) Board of the State of p=
California 3
1,442,00
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g Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California - Statement
&
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologles \ Accnunt No. - - Date
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 o.\
Las Vegas, NV 89106 APPY J F2933 6/2/2008
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 'P\ 0S¢ ? ?
o N\ 4 B T
Accounts Payable ” 7 ~“Current - - . - 30Days . . 60-Days
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP ﬁ/ —
100 W. Liberty Street 3160800 2,326.00 0.00
10th Floor .90 Days-- | 120 Days & Over Total Due
Reno, NV 89501
Phone:775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020 0.00 0.00 33,934.00
i S RN | Payment:. [ )
JobDate " | < 'Witness. . - No * Amount: | -.VY wed | - Payment Received From Balance *
4/16/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821999 | 4/25/2008 779.00 « Ll \a
Trial (Day 3) Board of the State of L
California .
779.00
4/24/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundval, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822372| 4/25/2008 1,547.00
| Triat (Day 4) Board of the State of w413
Californla
1,547.00
4/30/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823251 | 5/20/2008 1,414.00
Trial (Day 8) Board of the State of lb%‘“"t
California
1,414.00
5/7/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax | 823253 | 5/20/2008 1,786.00
Trial (Day 12) Board of the State of | hq‘, 5
California
1,786.00
5/8/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 823302 5/20/2008 1,351.00
Traal (Day 13) Board of the State of legdtlo
California
1,351.00
5/9/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 823470 5/23/2008 1,421.00 s
Trial (Day 14) Board of the State of 1eg4)
Calffornia
1,421.00
5/5/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 823506 5/22/2008 1,267.00
Trial (Day 10) Board of the State of \ RIT
California
1,267.00
5/6/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 823508 | 5/23/2008 1,554.00
Trial (Day 11) Board of the State of (% '-lﬂ
California
1,554.00
5/15/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823857 | 5/23/2008 1,043.00
Trial (Day 18) Board of the State of 13430
California*
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Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California - Statement

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologles Account No. Date
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106 » \\ F2935 6/2/2008
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 F' \ecse aQ Py oNue a
Yo o pey R v
Accounts Payable é : 30 Days - 60 Days
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP 1 ﬁ_/}
2300 West Sahara Avenue ? }Q,556.1§ 0.00
Suite 1000 120 Days&Over- - | Total Due
Las Vegas, NV 89102
Phone:702-873-4100 Fax:702-873-9966 0.00 17,656.15
SR - Involce | : -Invoice . | B -
Job Date | . Witness i ClalmNo, ontact : :: 2 ;:.ce i ;:;3 EH _Payment Received From Balance
4/14/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat | Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821602 | 4/21/2008 1,491.50
Trial (Day 1 Board of the State of
Oy Callfornia l bﬂa‘ \/0‘:\ e
LeesS 3y 166065
4/15/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 821782 | 4/21/2008 1,570.00
Trial (Day 2) Board of the State of
California llni'l.ﬁa
1,727.00
4/21/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822101 | 4/25/2008 2,160.00
Trial (Opening Statements) Board of the State of \\01"!9
Californla
2,376.00
4/22/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822172 472572008 1,442.00
Trial (Day 2) Board of the State of \ \ﬂ”?ﬂ
Californfa
1,586.20
4/25/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Surowiec, Karen Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822436 | 4/29/2008 1,589.00
Trial (Day 5) Board of the State of \ ‘Dc‘LBS
California
1,747.80
4/28/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Surowlec, Karen Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 822521 | 4/29/2008 1,344.00
Trial (Day 6) Board of the State of llo%qaﬂ
California
1,478.40
3/5/2008 Week 5-12-08 to 5-16-08 Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823997 5/15/2008 8,325,00 1,225.00 | McDonald Carano Wilson, LLP
Board of the State of .
California R@;o.\":;\( . .
1 YO vevos e 7,100.00
‘ i \RP \\ 3
. S i e : -Total Balance Due: 17,656.15
Tax ID: B3-0428399 RECE|V ED
JUN 0 6 2008 oD
L VOUCHER #
PAY DATE
MCW LLP - Accounting Dept
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- 1,043.00
5»[16{-2#01? Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823952 | 5/23/2008 1,330.00
. Trial (Day 19) Board of the State of 13 Y2\
California
1,330.00
5/19/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824070 | 5/23/2008 1,351.00
Trial (Day 20) Board of the State of | bTY2A
California
1,351.00
5/20/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundval, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824168] 5/23/2008 1,246.00
Trial (Day 21) Board of the State of 163493
California
1,246.00
5/22/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824418 5/27/2008 1,288.00
Trial (Day 23) Board of the State of i wgqg_l{
California
1,288.00
5/12/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esa., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824521 5/23/2008 1,253.00
Trial (Day 15) Board of the State of 1§45
Californla
1,253.00
5/13/2008 Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824523 | 5/23/2008 1,281.00 q
Trial (Day 16) Board of the State of
California W{ o
1,281.00
5/14/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824525 | 5/23/2008 1,281.00
Trial (Day 17) Board of the State of W 7#}1
California
1,281.00
3/5/2008 Week 5-15-08 to 5-23-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824610 5/27/2008 8,325.00
Board of the State of E
Californla
8,325.00
5/27/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824758 5/28/2008 1,631.00
Trial (Day 24) Board of the State of q X
Callfornia N84
1,631.00
5/20/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq,, Pat Hyatt vs. Franchlse Tax 824918 5/30/2008 1,211.00
Trial (Day 26) Board of the State of b
California 8”-}9"‘
1,211.00
5/28/2008 | Rough Draft Transcript, Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 824948 | 5/30/2008 1,575.00
Trial (Day 25) Board of the State of
California ‘ Lu‘("'30
1,575.00
. Total Balance Due: 33,934.00
* Tax ID: 88-0428399
POSTED
JUN 0 6 2008 VOUCHER #
PAYDATE _____— o
MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.
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Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106 822898 5/5/2008 | 90467 |
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351
4232008 | A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

100 W. Liberty Street ;
10th Floor Due upon receipt
Reno, NV 89501

Pat Lundvall, Esq.
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. 1 90467 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esq. Case No. : A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
100 W. Liberty Street Q.’,'"fomia x & State 0
10th Floor
Reno, NV 89501 Invoice No. : 822898 Invoice Date :5/5/2008

Total Due : $ 1,295.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number:
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge;
Cardholder's Signature:
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Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106 822859 5/5/2008

Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

4/29/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
100 W. Liberty Street -
10th Floor Due upon receipt
Reno, NV 89501

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. 1 90471 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esqg. Case No. 1 A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP . .

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of t
100 W. Liberty Street se Na Cayﬁfor\rzia ra e Tax of the State of
10th Floor
Reno, NV 89501 Invoice No. : 822859 Invoice Date :5/5/2008

Total Due : $ 1,435.00

P T DIT

Cardholder's Name:

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number:
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 82106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:
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Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
100 W. Liberty Street

10th Floor

Reno, NV 89501

INVOICE
_5/5/2008 — a

5/1/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
100 W. Liberty Street

10th Floor

Reno, NV 89501

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 90473 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. . A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 822887 Invoice Date :5/5/2008

Total Due : $ 1,407.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: 0 Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3757
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07/15/2008 14:15

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 83106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.003/021

INVOICE

825210 6/3/2008 90487

5/21/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technolagies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. . 90487 BUID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of

California

Invoice No. : 825210 Invoice Date :6/3/2008
Total Due : $ 1,470.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3758
AA005421




0711512008 14:14

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.002/021

INVOICE

825180 6/3/2008 93030

5/30/2008 A382599

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of Caiifornla

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93030 BUID 1 LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825180 Invoice Date :6/3/2008

Total Due : $ 1,169.00

P. ENT CR CA

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:

jllin S:
Zip: ou Cha
Cardholder's Signature:
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07115t2008 14:17

Litig@ton Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wiison LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.005/021

INVOICE

825378 6/5/2008 93031

6/2/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93031 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825378 Invoice Date :6/5/2008

Total Due : $ 1,393.00

YMENT CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:_

Exp. Date: Phone#:
ling A s i

Zlp: ount t¢ Char
Cardholder's Signature:
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0711512008  14:16

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.004/021

INVOICE

825352 6/6/2008 93032

6/3/2008

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399 -

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93032 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825352 Invoice Date :6/6/2008

Total Due : $ 1,491.00

PA T WIT 1T CARD

Cardholder's Name;
Card Number:
Exp. Date: _ Phoned#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3761
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07/15/2008 14:18

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.006/021

INVOICE

6/6/2008

825401

6/4/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.Q. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. : 93033 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825401 Invoice Date :6/6/2008

Total Due : $ 1,526.00

P ENT DIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: arge;
Cardholder's Signature:

3762
AA005425




07/15/2008 14:19

Litig@tion Services & Technologlies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wiison LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.007/021

INVOICE

B25574 6/10/2008 93034

6/5/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technolagies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93034 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825574 Invoice Date :6/10/2008
Total Due : $ 1,064.00

P ENT. RE CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:
. Date: Phone#:

Billing Address:

oun a

Cardholder's Signature:

3763
AA005426



07/15/2008 14:20

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Sulte 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq,

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAY) P.008/021

INVOICE

825577 6/10/2008 93035

6/6/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilsan LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Yegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93035 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 825577 Involce Date :6/10/2008

Total Due : $ 1,218.00

Y T H DIT CAR|
Cardholder's Name:
Card Nu
Exp, Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3764
AA005427



07/15/2008 13:21

(FAY) P.008/021
Litig@tion Services & Technologles

INVOICE

Las Vegas, NV 89106 825850 6/12/2008 93036
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

6/9/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq,

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. : 93036 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esq. Case No. : A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 83505
Invoica No. : 825850 Invoice Date :6/12/2008
Total Due : $ 1,722.00
PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number;
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3765
AA005428



07/15/2008 14226

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.013i1021

INVOICE

826172 6/19/2008 93037

6/10/2008 A382999

———

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93037 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
" California ‘

Invoice No. : 826172 Invoice Date :6/19/2008

Total Due : $ 1,309.00

P ENT CREDIT

Cardhglder's Name: _
Card Number;
Exp. Date; Phone##:
Billing Address:

nt to e:

Cardholder’s Signature:

3766
AA005429



(FAX) P.010/021

INVOICE

825874 6/13/2008 93038

07/15/2008 1422

Litig@ton Services & Technologles

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

6/11/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wiison LLP :
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Tax ID: 88-0428399
Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.
Job No. : 93038 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esq. Case No. : A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505
Invoice No, : 825874 Invoice Date :6/13/2008
Total Due : $ 1,603.00
PAYMENT H CRED:
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number: _
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#;
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip; ount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3767
AA005430



07/15/2008 14:27

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.0141021

INVOICE

826174 6/19/2008 93039

6/12/2008

Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Piease detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93039 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invaice No. : B26174 Invoice Date :6/19/2008
Total Due : $ 1,463.00

PAYMENT W CRE D

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number;
Exp. Date: Phone#:_
Bllling Address:
Zip: _Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3768
AA005431



07/15/2008 1424

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDenald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.011/021

INVOICE

825968 6/17/2008 93040

6/13/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of Californla

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment,

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wiison LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93040 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Involce No. : 825968 Invoice Date :6/17/2008

Total Due : $ 1,330.00

T WITH CRI

rdh s N :
Card Number:
Exp, Date: Phone#:
Billing Address: _
Zp: Amgunt to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3769
AA005432



(FAX) P.015/021

INVOICE

826176 6/19/2008 93041

07/15/2008 14:28

Lig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

6/16/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment,

Job No, : 93041 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvali, Esq. Case No. + A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505
Invoice No. : 826176 Involce Date :6/19/2008
Total Due : $ 1,484.00 .
PAY H CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number:
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:;
: Amount t
Cardholder's Signature:

3770
AA005433




07/15/2008 14:25

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.012/021

INVOICE

826107 6/15/2008 93042

6/17/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93042 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No.  : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826107 Invoice Date :6/19/2008
Total Due : $ 1,330.00

P, ENT CRE CARD

Cardholder's Name:
Card Numbey:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address: _

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3771
AA005434




07/15/2008 14:31

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.018/021

INVOICE

826679 6/26/2008

6/18/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDanald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93043 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826679 Invoice Date :6/26/2008

Total Due : $ 882.00
AFTER 7/26/2008 PAY $970.20

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Cal umber:

Exp. Date; Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder’s Signature:

3772
AA005435




07/15/2008 14:29

Litig@tlon Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Sulte 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonzld Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.016£021

INVOICE

826312 6/24/2008 93045

6/20/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 93045 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826312 Invoice Date :6/24/2008

Total Due : $ 1,869.00
AFTER 7/24/2008 PAY $2,055.90

ENT CRED:!

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Bllling Address:
Zip: Amount tg Charge:
Cardholder’s Signature:

3773
AA005436




07i15/2008 14:30

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.017i021

INVOICE

826478 6/25/2008 93046

6/23/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon recelpt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93046 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1
Case No.  : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826478 Invoice Date :6/25/2008
Total Due : $ 1,393.00
AFTER 7/25/2008 PAY $1,532.30

PAYMENT WITH CRED: RD

Cardholder's Name;

Card Number;

Exp. Date: Phone#:

Bllling Address: _

Zip: Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

3774
AA005437




07/15/2008 14:32

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Sulte 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.018/021

INVOICE

826682 6/26/2008 93047

6/24/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Case No.  : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826682 Invoice Date :6/26/2008

Total Due : $ 1,484.00
AFTER 7/26/2008 PAY $1,632.40

Job No. : 93047 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

YME ED, RD

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date; Phone#:

Billing Address:

ou Char

Cardholder's Signature:

3775
AA005438




07115/2008 14:33

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.020/021

INVOICE

826768 6/26/2008 93048

6/25/2008

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93048 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826768 Invoice Date :6/26/2008

Total Due : $ 1,029.00
AFTER 7/26/2008 PAY $1,131.90

P, NT CRE RD

Cardholder's Name;
Card Number:

Exp. Date; Phone#: _
Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature: .

3776
AA005439




07/15/2008 13:34

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

(FAX) P.021/021

INVOICE

6/30/2008

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDgonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 93049 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 826933 Invoice Date :6/30/2008

Total Due : $ 1,442.00
AFTER 7/30/2008 PAY $1,586.20

PA NT RED

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge: _
Cardholder’s Signature:

3777
AA005440



A
§

INVOICE

Litig@tion Services & Technologies - i G P e g e g
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 _ Invoice No.:- | - Invoice Date | :  JobNo,:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 827200 7/2/2008 93051
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 ~ Jobbae | “Case Mo, T
6/30/2008 A382999
' :  Case Name

Hyatt Vs, Franchlse Tax Board of the State of Califomla

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP ST
P.O. Box 2670 -
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIP1 OF PROCEEDINGS : :
Rough DlaftTranscnpt Tﬂal ( ; R

: TOTAL DUE >>>
AFI'ER 8/1/2008 PAY

VRECEWED
JULzzZﬂﬂB

Thank you for your business! S e MCW LLP-‘AccountlngDeptj- oot

*Charges split between (2) vpartiésb. Tﬂ'ﬂsvivs your shared oost

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. 1 93051 BU ID : LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esg. ] Case No. 1 A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505

Invoice No. : 827200 Invoice Date :7/2/2008

Total Due : $ 1,379.00
AFTER 8/1/2008 PAY $1,516.90

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number:
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phones#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3778
AA005441



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Rero, NV 89505

I

NVOICE

_ InvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate |  JobNo.
827273 © 7/2/2008 94395
7/ 1/ 2008 A382999
T

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of Callfomla

Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCE
Rough DraftTranscnpt Trial (Da 50)

Thank you foryo‘ur;buéiness"!v b

*Charges split between (2) parties. This s your shared cost.

 TOTALDUE >>>  $1,540.00

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 94395 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 827273 Invoice Date :7/2/2008

Total Due : $ 1,540.00

AFTER 8/1/2008 PAY $1,694.00

YMENT

Cardholder's Name:

H CRED RD

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3779
AA005442



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

. Invoice No. ',::In’v_oic;e Date | JobNo
828032 7/ 10/ 2008 94396

TGt | Gesel
7/2/2008 A382999

Hyatt Vs, Franch;se Tax Board of the State of California

Pavmeﬂt'l'erms T

Due upon receipt

Thahk you for yeuf.bbusinESS!.:ﬂ'

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
Rough Draft Transcript, Trial (Day 51) .

HECE
' JULZZZUBB

*Charges spllt between (2) parl:les Thls is your shared cost MCW “‘P Amunﬁngﬂep!.

TOTAI. DUE >>>

IVED

PAY DATE '

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 94396 BUID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828032 Invoice Date :7/10/2008

Total Due : $ 1,785.00
AFTER 8/9/2008 PAY $1,963.50

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3780
AA005443



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

_InvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate |  JobNo.
827926 7/10/2008 94730
" dobbDate | | | CaseNe. |
7/7/2008 A382999
- L Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchlse Tax Board of the State of Callfomia

~ Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
Rough Draft Transcnpt, Trial (Day 52)

Thank you for yt_:ur busun&ss ’

R Ls CEIVE a o

*Charges split between (2) "pa'r‘ﬁe:_;. “This is your shared cost.

 TOTALDUE >>>
| AFTER 8/9/2008 PAY

$1 901 90

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 94730 BU ID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 827926 Invoice Date :7/10/2008

Total Due : $ 1,729.00

AFTER 8/9/2008 PAY $1,901.90

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder’s Signature:

3781
AA005444




INVOICEW

Litig@tion Services & Technologies . ]
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Involce No. | -Invoice Date
Las Vegas, NV 89106 828036 7/10/2008
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 T RN T R
7/8/2008 A382999
.. CaseName

Hyatt VS, Franchlse Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esqg. s i o s e
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP e Y Payment Terms:

P.O. Box 2670 .
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
Rough Draft Transcript, Trial (Day 53) -~

| NTER 008 Y

. e RECEWED
Thank you for your business! ’ i AL i JUL 22 2008

. | | | MCW"LP‘M”“"."G-D%"V' L
*Charges split between (2) parties. Thisis your shared cost. ' e

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. 1 94731 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esqg. Case No. 1 A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505 »

Invoice No. : 828036 Invoice Date :7/10/2008

Total Due : $ 1,596.00
AFTER 8/9/2008 PAY $1,755.60

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3782
AA005445




Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

INVOICE

_ InvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate | JobNo.
828124 7/11/2008 94732
7/9/2008 A382999

e , ; Case Name ST
Hyatt Vs, Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP 5 Pavment Terms
P.O. Box 2670
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS»V = i
Rough Draft Transcrlpt, Tnal (Day 54) : : G 1,365.00 |
- TOTAL DUE >>> j i ' $1,365.00
; Fh . AFI’ER 8/10[2008 PAY v $1 501 50
R ECEI V E D ' - e
JUL 222008
Thank you for your business! - - - » ' o o
b MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.
*Charges split between (2) parties. bThis is your shared cost. W
ges split between ( ) P Yo y“‘ ) vouckers_| LoD |

%vv

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

JobNo.  : 94732 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. 1 A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828124

Total Due : $ 1,365.00
AFTER 8/10/2008 PAY $1,501.50

Invoice Date :7/11/2008

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3783
AA005446



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

| TnvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate | JobNo.

828254 7/14/2008 94733

7/10/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT
- Rough Draft Transcript, T

Tk youfoyour st

~ RECEIVED
L e

*Charges split bétweeli (2) parties. “This |s your shared cost ‘

| TOTALDUE
 AFTER 8/13/

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 94733 BU ID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828254

Total Due : $ 1,141.00
AFTER 8/13/2008 PAY $1,255.10

PAYMENT CREDIT

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

Invoice Date :7/14/2008

3784
AA005447



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

TnvoiceNe, | InvoiceDate |  JobNo.
828220 7/14/2008 94734

7/11/2008 A382999
_ caseName

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of Callfomla

" Payment Torms.

Due upon receipt

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT O S
Rough Draft Transcnpt Trlal‘(Day 56' :

Thank you for your business!

R E CE I V E D
JuL 2 2 2008.; |
MCW LLP Accounﬁng Dept;z‘_

*Charges split between (2) parhes This is your s’ﬁéi’éd cfdst.

TOTAL DUE >>>

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 94734 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828220

Total Due : $ 1,225.00
AFTER 8/13/2008 PAY $1,347.50

Invoice Date :7/14/2008

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3785
AA005448



INVOICE

1640 W, At Drive, Sute 4 InvoiceNo. | InvoiceDate |  JobNo.
Las Vegas, NV 89106 828313 7/15/2008 95090
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 JobDate , = T CaseNo T
7/14/2008 A382999
Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Due upon receipt

 REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
Rough Draft Transcript, Trial (Day 57)

 TommE s
. AFTER 8/14/2008 PAY

Thankyouforyourbu-svinesé!‘: L - e e
g MCW LLP - Accounting Dept

*Charges split between (2) parties. This is your shared cost.

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. : 95090 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Pat Lundvall, Esqg. _ Case No. : A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505
Invoice No. : 828313 Invoice Date :7/15/2008

Total Due : $ 1,477.00
AFTER 8/14/2008 PAY $1,624.70

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number;
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3786

Docket 80884 Document %JO%%Q



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

7/18/2008

7/15/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95091 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828371 Invoice Date :7/18/2008

Total Due : $ 1,603.00
AFTER 8/17/2008 PAY $1,763.30

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3787
AA005450




‘Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 ’

Las Vegas, NV 89106 828478 7/24/2008
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

7/16/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq.
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP

P.O. Box 2670 R
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. 1 95092 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esq. ' Case No. : A382999
McDonald Carano Witson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505

Invoice No. : 828478 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 1,099.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $1,208.90

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number;
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3788
AA005451



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Tax ID: 88-0428399

INVOICE

7/24/2008

7/17/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95093 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. . A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828469 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 750.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $825.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3789
AA005452



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE
828595

dobpme .
7/17/2008 | A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

<;'Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 95380 BU ID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828595 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 701.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $771.10

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CA|
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3790
AA005453



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95094 BUID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828544 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 1,353.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $1,488.30

P T CREDIT

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3791
AA005454



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

828763 7/24/2008

Due upon receipt

7/21/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

*Charges spit between (2

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95375 BUID :LAS-DEP-1
Case No. : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of

California

Invoice No. : 828763 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 1,605.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $1,765.50

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: _Amount to Charge:
Cardhoider's Signature:

3792
AA005455



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

INVOICE

828723 7/24/2008

7/22/2008

A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq.
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP

P.O. Box 2670 :
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. : 95376 BUID : LAS-DEP-1
Pat Lundvall, Esg. Case No. . A382999
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
P.O. Box 2670 California
Reno, NV 89505

Invoice No. : 828723 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 783.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $861.30

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Card Number:
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Exp. Date: Phone#:
Las Vegas, NV 89106 Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3793
AA005456



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE
s | w3

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

7/22/2008 A382999

Due upon receipt

*Charges split betw

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95481 BUID :LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828746 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 601.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $661.10

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:

Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

3794
AA005457



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

828831 7/24/2008

7/23/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. 1 95497 BU ID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828831 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 706.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $776.60

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3795
AA005458



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Tax ID: 88-0428399

INVOICE

7/24/2008

7/23/2008 A382999

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Due upon receipt

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 95508 BUID : LAS-DEP-1

Case No. : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828824 Invoice Date :7/24/2008

Total Due : $ 727.00
AFTER 8/23/2008 PAY $799.70

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3796
AA005459



Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California ~ Statement

(=]
e |
Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies Account No. Date =
1640 W. Alta Drive, Sulte 4 - (Y]
Las Vegas, NV 89106 . F2933 7/14/2008 8
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 @
—
— S — i e
Accounts Payable . 'Current | “"30Days .} . .60Days N
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670 27,600.00 0.00 0.00
Reno, NV 89505 T o0 Dave - | 120 Dave & Over | - Tol
Phone:775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020 .90 Days._ |120Days& Over| = Total Due
. 0.00 0.00 27,600.00
T\ (leseninhion
‘:'5#?5555’: v lhw-ss Lele 0. | | |- Péymeit Recefved From | Balance’
3/5/2008 |Week 4-21-08 to 4-25-08 818974 McDonald Carano Wilson, LLP
Board of the State of
California
dm 0.00
3/5/2008 | Week 4-28-08 to 5-02-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 822765 4/30/2008 | 8,325.00 | ( 8,325.00 ) McDonald Caralo Wilson LLP
Board of the State of Takk 26T
Californla prpm
Aogeat 0.00
3/5/2008 | Week 5-05-08 to 5-09-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 823661 5/13/2008 | 8,325.00 | ( 8,325.00 }McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Board of the State of TM
Californa rm
defrad 0.00
3/5/2008 | Week 5-12-08 to 5-16-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax 823997 5/19/2008 | 8,325.00 |/ 1,225.00 YMcDonald Carano Wiisan, LLP
Board of the State of W
California
(RAYS 7,100.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP 5
0.00 g
3/5/2008 Week 5-19-08 to 5-23-08 Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax " 824610 5/27/2008 8,325.00 8,325.00 - | McDonald Carano Wilsan LLP
Board of the State of
California
0.00
3/5/2008 | Week 5-27-08 to 5-30-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 825536 6/6/2008 6,500.00 | 6,500.00 |McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
Board of the State of
California
0.00
3/5/2008 Week 6-02-08 to 6-06-08 Lundvall, Esg., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826157 6/19/2008 1,600.00
Board of the State of
California
1,600.00 o
3/5/2008 | Week 6-09-08 to 6-13-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826163 6/19/2008 | 6,100.00 g
Board of the State of S
California 54
6,100.00 ~
3797

AA005460



3/5/2008

Week 6-16-08 to 6-20-08

Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax 826380 6/23/2008 | 4,600.00
Board of the State of
Californla 2
4,600.00 =
(1,
3/5/2006 | Week 6-23-08 to 6-27-08 Rosse, Brandy Fyett vs. Franchise Tax 827224| 7/1]2008 | 4,600.00 ]
: Board of the State of =1
Calfornfa ]
4,600,00
3/5/2008 |Week 6-30-08 to 7-02-08 Lundvall, Esq., Pat Hyatt vs. Franciise Tax 827992 7/8/2008 | 4,600.00 S
» Board of the State of &
Califernla
4,600.00
3/5/2008 | Week 7-07-08 to 7-11-08 Tundval, Esq., Pat Fiyatt vs. Franchise Tax 828264 7/14/2008 | 6,100.00
Board of the State of
Callfornia
6,100.00
5 G "7 :Total Balance Duei . .27,600.00
Tax ID: 88-0426399
q
=
o
o
o
o
(5]
S
o
~
3798

AA005461



' o

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
100 W. Liberty Street

10th Floor

Reno, NV 89501

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
824610 5/27/2008 88907
Job Date CaseNo.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 5-19-08 to 5-23-08

Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows:

Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day

Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly

Stream manager laptop =1@ $525.00 weekly

Switch martix =1@ $200.00 weekly

* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
Thank you for your business!

*Billing issues must be received in writing within 30 days of invoice date*
RECEIVED
JUN 09 2008

MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.

“8,325.00
$8,325.00

TOTAL DUE >>>

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
100 W. Liberty Street

10th Floor

Reno, NV 89501

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 88907 BU ID 1 LAS-TPS-8
Case No. : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 824610 Invoice Date :5/27/2008
Total Due : $ 8,325.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:

Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

3799
AA005462




: INVOICE

?ggf)vt\nlor;“ tS;rl\Dlir(i:ve:,sé Iifc!::ndogies Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
Las Vegas, NV 89106 825536 6/6/2008 88907
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq. .
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Payment Terms
100 W. Liberty Street .

10th Floor Due upon receipt

Reno, NV 89501

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION

Week 5-27-08 to 5-30-08 6,500.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $6,500.00
Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows: RECEIVE
Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day jUN { ) 2008

Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly

Stream manager laptop =1@ $525.00 weekly

Switch martix =1@ $200.00 weekly MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.
Elmo projection device = 1@ $200.00 weekly

* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050

Thank you for your business! —POSTED |
’ VOUCHER# ] .
PAYDATE oo
Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

ayment.

Please detach bottom portion and return with p

3800
AA005463



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
826157 6/19/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
~ Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION

Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows:

Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day

Prep time week of 4-07-08 to 4-14-08 = 20 hrs. @ $150.00
Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly

Power switch = N/C

Elmo projection device = N/C

* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
* Per addendum agreement

Thank you for your business!

Trial technician = ($9,000.00 credit of 1 day per week from previously 6 weeks billed) *

BOSTED |
VOUCHER #
PAYDATE_ "1~/ -0F% |

Week 6-02-08 to 6-06-08
Trial Technician RECE IVE D 5.00 7,500.00
Equipment (Printer) .'UL [” 2008 100.00
Prep Time ) 20.00 3,000.00
Trial Technician 03w i - Arcounting Dept. -6.00 -9,000.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $1,600.00

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

i

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

3801
AA005464



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
826163 6/19/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name |

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 6-09-08 to 6-13-08

Power switch = N/C
Elmo projection device = N/C
* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050

Thank you for your business!

Thank you for your business!

6,100.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $6,100.00
Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows: R E C E | V E D
Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day (4 days) '
Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly JUL U 1 2008

MCW LLP - Accounting Dept

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

3802
AA005465




INVOICE

Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
Las Vegas, NV 89106 826380 6/23/2008 88907
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351 Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California
Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Payment Terms

P.0. Box 2670
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION

Week 6-16-08 to 6-20-08 4,600.00
AL DUE >>> $4;600.00
RE C E g v EI R 7/23/2008 PAY $5,060.00
Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows: JUL 01 2008
35625

Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day .

Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly MGW LLP « Accounting Dept.
Power switch = N/C

Eimo projection device = N/C

* Deposit recelved 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
* Actual Trial days (4) billed for (3) per addendum.

Thank you for your business!

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

3803
AA005466



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Brandy Rosse

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
827224 7/1/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 6-23-08 t0-6-27-08

Ordered By : Pat Lundvall, Esqg.
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505
Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows:
Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day *
Printer = 1@ $100.00 weekly

Power switch = ‘N/C
Elmo projection device = N/C

* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
* Actual Trial days (4) billed for (3) per addendum.

Thank you for your business!

4,600.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $4,600.00
$5,060.00

AFTER 7/31/2008 PAY

RECEIVED
_JUL 07 2008
MCW LLP - Accounting Dept

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Brandy Rosse

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
.Las Vegas, NV 89106 s

JobNo.  : 88907 BU ID :LAS-TPS-8

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California .

Invoice No. : 827224 Invoice Date :7/1/2008

Total Due : $ 4,600.00

AFTER 7/31/2008 PAY $5,060.00

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:

Billing Address: ol
Zip: Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

3804
AA005467



Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No, Invoice Date Job No.
827992 7/8/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 6-30-08 to 7-02-08

Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows:

Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day *
Printer = 1 @ $100.00 weekly

Power switch @ N/C

Elmo projection device @ N/C

* Deposit recelved 312-08 I the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
* Actual Trial days (4) ‘pilled for'(3) per addendum.

Thank you for your bgsin_essl

4,600.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $4,600.00
AFTER 8/7/2008 PAY $5,060.00

RECEIVED
JUL 1 42008

MOW LLP - Accounting Dept.

VOUCHER ¢ \‘j 363

PAYDATE R-Z-OF |

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 88907 BU ID :LAS-TPS-8

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 827992 Invoice Date :7/8/2008

Total Due : $ 4,600.00
AFTER 8/7/2008 PAY $5,060.00

AYMENT CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:;
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip; Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3805
AA005468




Litig@tion Services & Technologles

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
828284 7/14/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs, Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 7-07-08 to 7-11-08

Trial prépa_raﬁon/prse_ntatlon services are as follows:
Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day *

Printer = 1 @ $100.00 weekly

Power switch = N/C

Elmo projection device = N/C

* Deposit received 3-12-08 in the amount of $26,000.00 check no. 66050
* Actual Trial days (5) billed for (4) per addendum.

Thank you for ybui' business!

*Billing issues must be received in writing within 30 days of invoice date.

6,100.00
TOTAL DUE >>> $6,100.00
AFTER 8/13/2008 PAY $6,710.00

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esq.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W, Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 88907 BUID 1 LAS-TPS-8

Case No.  : A382999

Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California

Invoice No. : 828284 Invoice Date :7/14/2008

Total Due : $ 6,100.00

AFTER 8/13/2008 PAY $6,710.00

AYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
holder's Name:

Card Number:

Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:

Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder's Signature:

3806
AA005469




Litig@tion Services & Technologies

1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4

Las Vegas, NV 89106
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.0O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
828659 7/22/2008 88907
Job Date Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999
Case Name

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRIAL PREPARATION/TRIAL PRESENTATION
Week 7-14-08 to 7-18-08

Trial technician = $1,500.00 per day *
Printer = 1 @ $100.00 weekly

Power switch = N/C

Elmo projection device = N/C

Thank you for your business!

Trial preparation/presentation services are as follows:

RECEIVED
JUL 25 2008

MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.

POSTED
VOUCHER# _ L9795

\
PAY DATE _‘3-\":&

*Billing issues must be received in writing within 30 days of invoice date.

3,100.00

TOTAL DUE >>> $3,100.00

AFTER 8/21/2008 PAY $3,410.00
3ov)PL 7/15k08

Juk apyoude
114 -]

Tax ID: 88-0428399

Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Pat Lundvall, Esqg.

McDonald Carano Wilson LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Reno, NV 89505

Remit To: Litig@tion Services & Technologies
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Job No. : 88907 BUID :LAS-TPS-8
Case No. : A382999
Case Name : Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of
California
Invoice No. : 828659 Invoice Date :7/22/2008
Total Due : $ 3,100.00
AFTER 8/21/2008 PAY $3,410.00
PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Cardholder's Name:
Card Number:
Exp. Date: Phone#:
Billing Address:
Zip: Amount to Charge:
Cardholder’s Signature:

3807
AA005470
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Litigation Support

Date Description Amount
08/10/2006 Trial Partners Inc. $ 3,000.00
01/04/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 1,750.00
01/04/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 6,268.75
01/04/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 3,245.84
03/03/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
03/26/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
03/28/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
03/20/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 32,031.67
03/22/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
03/22/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
4/23/2007 Trial Director - Indata $ 250.00
07/13/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 3,837.50
10/03/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ (300.00)
10/22/2007 Business Card $ 171.99
10/03/2007  |Trial Partners Inc. $ 7,112.95
12/27/2007 Trial Partners Inc. $ 6,800.00
02/14/2008 Litigation Services & Technologies $ 56,568.75
02/29/2008 Trial Partners Inc. $ 13,250.00
07/10/2008 Trial Partners Inc. $ 102,058.17
07/10/2008 Trial Partners Inc. $ (2,562.50)
08/04/2008 Litigation Services & Technologies $ 8,200.00
05/19/2009 CT Corporation System, Inc. $ 2,541.50
3/26/2012 Private Trials.com $ 4,000.00
06/25/2012 UNLV $ 1,520.00
04/18/2017 UNLV Board of Regents $ 231.70
Total $ 251,226.32

Exhibit U
3808

AA005472



TrialPartnersinc.

1925 Century Park East voice
Suite 210 310 282-8294
Los Angeles, CA 90067 fax
310 282-8293
Bill To
Pat Lundvall
McDonald Carano & Wilson

100 West Liberty Street, 10th Floor

P.0. Box 2670 Invoice

Reno, Nevada 89505-2670

Date Invoice No.
8/1/2006 1922
File No. Case
MCW-0401 Hyatt v. FTB
Date Description Hours Rate Amount
CANCELLATION - NON REFUNDABLE EXPENSES:
7/26/2006 Mock Trial Expenses - Facility rental 3,000.00 3,000.00
' 2
M/Wl T oy’
[
7 o -
AT
Total This Invoice $3,000.00
Invoices are due on preéer;tation. All balances 30 days past due will be charged a service fee
of 1.5% per month (18% per year).
w jury research | communications training | litigation consulting
o/t
97
{ /M/‘ﬂ www.trial-partners.com
3809
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TrialPartnersinc.
1925 Century Park East voice
Suite 210 310 282-8294
Los Angeles, CA 90067 fax
310 282-8293
Bill To
Pat Lundvall
McDonald Carano & Wilson
100 West Liberty Street, 10th Floor =
P.O. Box 2670 Invoice
Reno, Nevada 89505-2670
Date Invoice No.
11/28/2006 1973
File No. Case
MCW-0401 Hyatt v. FTB
Date Description Hours Rate Amount
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES:
10/2/2006 Review deposition summaries (L. Meihls) 0 350.00 0.00
10/3/2006 Review deposition summaries (L. Meihls) 0 350.00 0.00
10/16/2006 Draft Jury Questionnaire (L. Meihls) 2 350.00 700.00
10/20/2006 Revise Jury Questionnaire (J. Merriman) 2 350.00 700.00
10/31/2006 Finalize draft of Jury Questionnaire (L. Meihls) 1 350.00 350.00
Total Professional Services: 1,750.00
RECEIVED
JAN .0 22007
MCW LLP - Accounting Dept.
POSTED
VOUCHER # 1S5 0S
PAYDATE [-10-0)
e
i S S
Total This Invoice $1,750.00
Invoices are due on presentation. All balances 30 days past due will be charged a service fee
of 1.5% per month (18% per year). ’
jury research l communications training | litigation consulting
i
www.trial-partners.com
3810
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TrialPartnersinc.

1925 Century Park East voice
Suite 210 310 282-8294
Los Angeles, CA 90067 fax
310 282-8293
Bill To
Pat Lundvall
McDonald Carano & Wilson
) 100 West Liberty Street, 10th Floor H
| P.0. Box 2670 Invoice
! Reno, Nevada 89505-2670
Date Invoice No.
] B 12/21/2006 1988
File No. Case
MCW-0401 Haytt v. FTB
Date Description Hours Rate Amount
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES:
12/18/2006 Travel LA-Reno (L. Meihls) ' 15 350.00 525.00
Meeting with trial team (L. Meihls) _ olo-o o 350.00 .. 350.00
12/19/2006 Meeting with trial team (L. Meihls) o 4 7 35000 1,400.00
Travel Reno - LA 1.5 350.00 525.00
Total Professional Services: 2,800.00
EXPENSES:
Travel Expenses - Airline 218.60 218.60
Ground Transportation 181.00 181.00
Postage & Delivery Charges 46.24 46.24
Total Expenses: . 445.84
MCW LLP - Acoounting Dent
POSTED
voucrers 1 SS0sd |
PAYDATE_A-10 -0
Total This Invoice $3,245.84
» Invoices are due on presentation. All balances 30 days past due will be charged a service fee o
of 1.5% per month (18% per year).
jury reséarch I communications training | litigation consulting
www.trial-partners.com
|
3813
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(May -\

Vopraitions v.des Sttsching

Robert Sawyer
/r‘:&*
« From: software@indatacorp.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 8:57 PM
To: Robert Sawyer
Subject: inData Online Transaction Receipt

Thank you for using inData Online. Keep this email for your records.

Date/Time: 3/28/2007 8:57:19 PM
Transaction ID: 20070328-945246-205550
User Reference: Robert McDonald
Type of Transaction: Credit Card
Credit Card Used (Last 4 digits): 5830

fem JRice)

 SufofetE]

Credit TimeCoder-Pro Account$250 =~~~ - 1

. $250.00 © ' $250.00]

Subtotal
Shipping
Total Charges

For general technical support issues visit inData Technical Support or call 1-480-497-0066 to

speak to a technical support representative.

God Likerd Wl a2
Gould Giked  vol. 0

‘ Lamaid _ e vel. ol
A WS R vel oM
\ Ms;wl Mﬂ{ V\L ol

(o chad ficills Vil 0%
Chlmdusin Heleve vel. 02
it Alwve vel. ol
et

$250.00

N/A

$250.00

N u/ oN
afyefod
Lo t;/ﬁ

ST
&/\/o
12 [26/94
2 l°l/00
\ [27/44
A2k fes
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Litig@tion Services & Technologies 3 B r\r\
1640 W. Alta Drive, Suite 4 Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.

Las Vegas, NV 89106 829039 7/29/2008 88907
Phone:702-648-2595 Fax:702-631-7351

Job Date .Case No.
3/5/2008 A382999

L Case .Name-b

Hyatt vs. Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

Pat Lundvall, Esq. - -
McDonald Carano Wilson LLP Payment Terms

P.0. Box 2670 -
Reno, NV 89505 Due upon receipt

1HqY-1

TRIAL PREPARATION/T RIAL PRESENTATION ) . : ]
- —— Week7-21- 081075 27 B T = e

820000 |

TOTAL DUE >>> ) B $B 200.00
AFTER 8/28/2008 PAY - - . .+ " $9,020.00
Trial preparatlon/presentatlon servnces are as follows _ L
RECEIVED
Trial technician = $1, 500 00, per day * - S o @/hwﬁ)
Perp time for closing arguments = $150 00 per hr. ; . AUG ﬂ EB 2008 S

Printer = 1 @ $100.00 weekly pj)/\ WW W@ﬂ”ﬂ«%
Power switch = N/C

‘Elmo projection device = N/C - MCWLLP- Accounting Dept, ’ ?L / \T{DE) Q/f] 7/ ’5// Dé

Thank you for your business!

*Billing issues_ must-be rek_:eive_d- in writing within 30 days of invoice date.

Tax ID: 88-0428399 Phone: 775-788-2000 Fax:775-788-2020

- T e e L. ST e am — R — o L ~

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment. )
— 3838
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CONFILE

Mark A Hutchinson (4639)
HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, PLLC
Peccole Professional Park

10080 West Alta Drive, Suite 200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 385-2500
Facsimile:  (702) 385-2086
mhutchison@hutchlegal.com

Peter C. Bernhard (734)
KAEMPFER CROWELL

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 650
Las Vegas, NV 89135

(702) 792-7000
pbernhard@kcnvlaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff Gilbert P. Hyatt

Electronically Filed
3/2/2020 11:13 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUE !:
L]

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

GILBERT P. HYATT,
Plaintiff,
V.
FRANCHISE TAX BOARD OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, and DOES 1-100

inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No. 98A382999
Dept. No. X

HEARING NOT REQUESTED

PLAINTIFF GILBERT P. HYATT’S
MOTION TO STRIKE, MOTION TO
RETAX AND, ALTERNATIVELY,
MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME
TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL BASIS TO
RETAX COSTS

Plaintiff Gilbert P. Hyatt (“Plaintiff” or “Hyatt”) hereby files this Motion to Strike

Defendant Franchise Tax Board’s (the “FTB”’) Memorandum of Costs, Motion to Retax Costs,

and, alternatively, Motion for Extension of Time to Provide Additional Basis to Retax Costs.

/11
/11

Case Number: 98A382999

AA005508
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1. Introduction.

Hyatt requests that this Court strike, immediately with no further consideration, the FTB’s
memorandum of costs filed five days ago, on February 26, 2020 seeking over $2.2 million in
asserted costs. The FTB also filed /7 volumes of documents appended to the memorandum. The
FTB’s filing is in direct contradiction to this Court’s ruling and final judgment entered in this case

on February 21, 2020. The Court ruled that:

This Court further concludes that consistent with the orders of the
higher courts, as a matter of law and equity, there is no prevailing
party in this action and neither party is entitled to an award of costs
or attorney’s fees.

(Judgement at 9.)

The FTB and its counsel McDonald Carano, LLP—acting in complete disregard of the
Court’s Judgment—filed a request asking the Court to award the FTB $2,262,815.56 in costs.!
The FTB’s filing was improper, in bad faith, and must be stricken. Neither the Court nor Hyatt
should have to incur significant time and resources addressing the FTB’s 14-category cost request
and its 17-volume appendix. The specific issue extensively briefed and submitted by the parties
on October 14, 2019, was whether either party, Hyatt or the FTB, was the prevailing party and
entitled to an award of costs or attorney’s fees in this action. The Court answered that question
explicitly with no room for interpretation—there was no prevailing party and no party is entitled to
an award of costs or attorney’s fees. The Court’s Judgment could not have been clearer.

The Court has the power to strike “redundant, immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous”
pleadings under NRCP 12(f), in addition to its inherent powers to control its docket. See
Blackjack Bonding v. City of Las Vegas Municipal Court, 116 Nev. 1213, 1218-19 (2000)

(addressing a court’s broad inherent powers). The Court should exercise that power here and

I'In a separate written communication to Hyatt’s counsel on February 27, 2010, FTB has expressed that it also
intends to file a motion for an award of attorneys’ fees, asserting the same theories along with Nevada jurisprudence
on offers of judgment. In that communication, FTB counsel also acknowledges that its Memorandum of Costs is
intended to protect it from any assertion that it has waived its rights to claim costs, while it decides whether to file
any post-judgment motions challenging this Court’s February 20, 2020, final judgment, and whether to file any
appeal of that judgment. 1f this is the case, then the FTB should agree to hold its Memorandum of Costs in abeyance,
pending the expiration of all deadlines for post-trial motions and appeals, or final decisions on any such motions or
appeals that may be filed. This would alleviate the time and expense of having Hyatt and the Court expend their
resources on litigating the Memorandum of Costs on its merits.

AA005509

T I YO T MR




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23 |

24
25
26
27
28

immediately strike from the record the FTB’s memorandum of costs and its 17-volume appendix.
As addressed below, and only in the alternative, if the Court were to require Hyatt to address and
respond to the FTB memorandum of costs and its 17-volume appendix, the process will take six
months or longer and incur significant time, resources, and expense.

By way of comparison, after Hyatt prevailed in the jury trial in this case in 2008 and
judgment was entered in his favor, the FTB sought to retax Hyatt’s requested costs covering the
then 10-year long litigation. That process took a year-and-a-half, with a special master appointed
to review the extensive costs requests and consider arguments made by each party as to various
categories of costs. Ultimately, the special master presented a report to this Court with
recommendations on awarding of costs. Now that the parties have completed a 22-year litigation,
the process is likely to take at least six months or longer and incur even greater resources and
expense. But there is no reason to place this burden on the parties and the Court because the
Court has already ruled that neither party is entitled to an award of costs or attorney’s fees.

Hyatt asks that the Court act swiftly and strike the FTB’s memorandum of costs and its
17-volume appendix with no further consideration or submissions by the parties. No further
resources of the Court or the parties should be expended on this matter. See NRCP 1 (“These
rules . . . should be construed, administered, and employed by the court and the parties to secure
the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action and proceeding.”).

In the event the Court does not summarily strike the FTB’s memorandum of costs, and out
of an abundance of caution, Hyatt herein also moves in accord with NRS 18.110(4) té retax the
cost sought by the FTB. Based on the three-day deadline under NRS 18.110(4), Hyatt only has
time to assert pro forma objections to the costs sought by the FTB, the most significant of which
is that this Court has already determined that the FTB is not entitled to costs. All othér objections
to the costs sought by the FTB are reserved and will be addressed, if necessary, in a supplemental
filing,

In the alternative, and only in the alternative, if the Court does not immediately strike the
FTB’s memo;randum of costs or summar’ily grant Hyatt’s motion to retax as requested above,

Hyatt requests that in accord with NRCP 6(1)(B) the Court extend the time Hyatt has to file a new
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motion to retax the costs or supplement this motion. Good cause exists for the requested
extension because under NRS 18.110(4) a party has only three days to file a motion to retax costs.
In the unlikely event the Court decides to entertain consideration of the FTB’s memorandum of
costs, Hyatt’s three days expires today, March 2, 2020. Hyatt cannot reasonably oppose the
FTB’s $2.2 million cost request that is supported by a 17-volume appendix on three days’ notice.
In the event the Court determines it is necessary to address the merits of the FTB’s memorandum
of costs, Hyatt requests that the Court set a reasonable briefing schedule for the motion to retax.
Specifically, Hyatt requests that he be given 90 days after the Court issues its order on the relief
sought here to file supplemental papers supporting a detailed motion to retax. Hyatt requests FTB
opposition be due 60 days after Hyatt’s supplemental papers are filed, and that Hyatt’s reply

papers be filed due 30 days after the FTB opposition is filed.

2. The FTB’s memorandum of costs and supporting appendix should be stricken
forthwith based on the Court’s Judgment entered on February 21, 2020.

NRCP 12(f) empowers the Court to “strike from a pleading an insufficient defense or any
redundant, immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous matter.” The Court may do so on its own or
based on a motion filed by a party. As demonstrated previously, the Court also has the inherent
power to control its docket. The Court must exercise these powers now, without delay, given the
FTB’s shockingly bold disregard of the Court’s Judgment and the accompanying expenditure of
time, energy, and resources that will be required by the Court and the parties to address the merits
of the FTB’s $2.2 million cost request (and apparently an attorney’s fee motion FTB ‘counsel also
intends to file).

The FTB’s February 26, 2020 memorandum of costs is a rogue filing, and is “immaterial,
impertinent, or scandalous” in light of the Judgment entered by the Court days earlief on February
21,2020. The FTB’s filing should be stricken immediately. As quoted above, the Judgment
forbids any consideration that the FTB be awarded costs as the Judgment could not be more clear
that “there is no prevailing party in this action and neither party is entitled to an award of costs or
attorney’s fees.” (Judgment at 9.) The FTB simply and contemptuously ignored the Court’s

ruling.
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The Court’s determination that neither party was a prevailing party and that neither party
is entitled to costs or attorney’s fees is not unique. Hyatt addressed this issue in his October 14,
2019 brief. (Hyatt Brief (October 14, 2019) at 23-25.) Further, the Nevada Supreme Court has
held that no costs are to be awarded where there is no prevailing party. See Eberle v. State ex rel.
Redfield Tr., 108 Nev. 587, 590-91, 836 P.2d 67, 69. (1992) (holding that the district court erred
in awarding expert witness fees and costs to respondent when neither party to the action
prevailed).

The FTB’s memorandum of costs does not even address the clear language in the Court’s
Judgment denying costs to both sides after finding there is no prevailing party. Rather, the FTB’s
memorandum of costs misrepresents that “Judgment was in favor of the FTB ... .” and then
misrepresents NRS 18.110 by suggesting that it supports the FTB’s request for costs in this case.
(See Memorandum at 1.) To justify its rogue filing the FTB apparently draws a distinction
between the language “party in whose favor judgment is rendered” and “prevailing party” as used
in NRS 18.110. This is just wrong, based on the explicit language in the statute and the holding
in Eberle. One must “prevail” to be entitled to costs, and the Court has already determined there
is no prevailing party in this case.

Setting aside that the FTB ignores the Court’s decision, which is the law of the case and
settles the question of the FTB’s right to seek costs in the case, the very statute the FTB cites in
its memorandum of costs underscores the bad-faith nature of the FTB’s filings. NRS 18.110
makes no distinction between a “prevailing party” and “a party in whose favor judgment is
rendered” relative to awarding costs.

Section 2 of NRS 18.110 provides: “The party in whose favor judgment is rendered shall
be entitled to recover the witness fees . . . . Issuance or service of subpoena shall not be necessary
to entitle a prevailing party to tax, as costs, witness fees . . ..” (Emphasis added.)

Section 4 of NRS 18.110 provides: “Within 3 days after service of a copy of the
memorandum, the adverse party may move the court . . . to retax and settle the costs, notice of
which motion shall be filed and served on the prevailing party claiming costs.” (Emphasis -

added.)
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Therefore, the statutory language of NRS 18.110 uses interchangeably the description
“prevailing party” and “party in whose favor judgment is rendered” in identifying who may be
awarded costs. The party “claiming costs” through a memorandum of costs must be the
“prevailing party.” The FTB’s memorandum of costs uses language similar to the “party in
whose judgment is rendered” language of NRS 18.110 to intentionally ignore the Court’s decision
and Judgment that the FTB is not a “prevailing party” and therefore cannot recover costs.

But as shown by a plain reading of the statute, a “party in whose favor judgment is
rendered” is the same as a “prevailing party” under NRS 18.110. Indeed, NRS 18.050 vests
discretion in the district court to award costs only to a “prevailing party.”

If this is not clear enough, which it is, the Nevada Supreme Court addressed this language
in Eberle holding as follows:

We turn to a discussion of the merits of respondents' motion for
costs. Pursuant to NRS 18.110(1), costs, including witness fees, can
be recovered by "[t]he party in whose favor judgment is rendered."
Appellants assert that because this court found the issues on appeal

to be moot, there is no party in whose favor judgment was rendered. -
We agree.

In our opinion, under these peculiar circumstances, neither party
prevailed in this action; the action was terminated by the
legislature. Thus, the district court erred in awarding expert witness
fees and costs to respondents.

Eberle, at 590-91 (Emphasis added).

Several other sections of Chapter 18 of NRS governing the award of both attorney’s fees
and costs reference “prevailing party” status as the bases for the awards. See NRS 18.010
(“award of attorney's fees” to “prevailing party”’); NRS 18.020 (“cases in which costs allowed
prevailing party”); NRS 18.025 (“court not to refuse to award attorney’s fees or costs solely
because public officer or agency is prevailing party”); NRS 18.050 (“discretion of court in
allowing costs” to “prevailing party”). Thus, the repeated use of “prevailing party” throughout
Chapter 18 of NRS governing the award of both attorney’s fees and costs underscores that the
FTB can seek neither attorney’s fees nor costs when the district court has expressly determined

that the FTB is not a prevailing party.
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In short, the Court has concluded as a matter of law and equity that the FTB is not a
prevailing party and thus is foreclosed from seeking an award of costs. The FTB’s attempted
sleight-of-hand seeking to manipulate and misstate the language of NRS 18.110 does not alter this
Court’s conclusion that no party prevailed in this action and that no party is entitled to costs.

Hyatt therefore seeks an immediate order from the Court striking the FTB’s memorandum
of costs and its 17-volume appendix. There is no reason for the Court and the parties to spend six
months or longer (as they did in 2008 and 2009) addressing and arguing over the line items in the
FTB’s rogue memorandum. The Court has the authority to strike the FTB’s bad faith filing and
should do so with no further consideration.

3. Hyatt formally moves to retax the FTB’s memorandum of costs.

NRS 18.110(4) provides that a motion to retax cost must be filed three days after a
memorandum of costs is filed. The FTB filed its memorandum of costs on February 26, 2020.
Hyatt’s motion to retax is therefore due today, March 2, 2020,

To the extent the FTB’s memorandum of costs is not summarily stricken by the Court,
Hyatt herein moves to retax all of the costs sought by the FTB on the basis that the Court has
already determined that the FTB is not entitled to recover any costs in this case. (Judgment at 9.)
The Court’s prior ruling is dispositive, and the FTB’s requests for costs must therefore be retaxed
with the summary granting of Hyatt’s motion to retax (again only in the event the Court does not
strike the FTB’s memorandum of costs as requested above).

In the event the Court does not summarily grant Hyatt’s motion to retax all of the costs
sought by the FTB, Hyatt will submit specific objections and arguments to the various categories
of costs sought by the FTB. The FTB’s memorandum of costs seeks recovery under 14 of the 17
categories identified in NRS 18.005, totaling over $2.2 million.? The request is supported by a
17-volume appendix. Hyatt hereby preserves all additional objections to the FTB’s requested

costs, and, if necessary, will supplement his motion to retax cost with specific objections in a

2 The FTB requests costs under the following subparts of 18.005: (1) Clerk’s Fees, (2) Reporter’s Fees for
Depositions, (3) Juror’s fees and expenses, (4) Fees for witnesses, (5) Expert witnesses, (7) Service of process, (8)
Official reporter, (11) Telecopies, (12) Photocopies, (13) Long Distance Telephone Calls, (14) Postage, and (15)
Travel and lodging.
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supplemental filing and/or at oral argument.

Hyatt, however, cannot reasonably present to the Court in three days specific objections
and arguments to the FTB’s 14 catégoriés of costs, nor can he in that time adequately review the
17-volume appendix to determine whether the FTB sufficiently supported its various costs
requests. Nor should Hyatt have to do so based on the Judgfnent already entered by the Court
denying the FTB costs: Nonethéless, to the extent the Court entertains further argument on the
FTB’s memorandum of costs, Hyatt will sﬁpplement this motion to retax and address each of the

14 categories for which the FTB requests an award of costs.

4. Alternatively, if the FTB’s memorandum of costs is not summarily stricken (and if
Hyatt’s motion to retax is also not summarily granted) Hyatt requests an extension
of the time under NRCP 6 to file supplemental papers supporting his motion to
retax. -

NRCP 6 governs motions to extend the time for filing of court documents. It provides
that “for good cause” the Court can extend the time by which a party must complete an act within
a specified time. Here good cause-exists to extend the time by which Hyatt must file papers
supporting his motion to retax the $2.2 million in costs sought by the FTB—to the extent the Court
decides to entertain argument on the FTB’s memorandum of costs.

NRS 18.110(4) gives a responding party only three days to file a motion to retax a
properly filed memorandum of costs. The statute also states that the motion can be heard on two
days’ notice. Neither of these time frames are reasonable in an ordinary case, and counsel will
typically stipulate to a reasonable schedule.

Here, the task of addressing the FTB’s memorandum of costs and 17-volume appendix
covering a 22-year litigation is far from ordinary. Again, 12 years ago the parties grappled with
the issue of awarding of costs after only a mere 10 years of litigation. That process took a year-
and-a-half and the appointment of a special master who considered extensive briefing and
argument by the parties and ultimately issued a report to the Court containing recommendations
on requested costs.

To the extent the Court is even considering requiring that Hyatt address the merits-of the

FTB’s rogue memorandum of costs and undertake the significant work it will entail (as opposed
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to striking the filing), Hyatt requests a 90-day continuance to supplement his motion to retax
under NRS 18.110(4). Hyatt requests an extension of 90 days after the Court issues an order
signifying that the Court will consider the FTB’s memorandum of costs to file supplémental
documents and a detailed motion to retax cost. Hyatt then requests a briefing schedule with the
FTB opposition due 60 days after Hyatt files his detailed motion, and Hyatt’s reply papers due 30

days after the FTB files its opposition.

5. Conclusion.

The FTB has defied the Court’s Judgment by filing its memorandum of costs asserting it
is entitled to costs in this case. The Court should strike the FTB’s filing and its 17-volume
appendix so that neither the Court nor Hyatt need expend further time and resources addressing
an issue the Court already decided. The Judgment determined that neither side was the prevailing
party and neither side was entitled to costs. This is the law of the case. Moreover, NRS 18.110,
the very statutory authority the FTB relies on in filing its memorandum of costs, authorizes only a
prevailing party to be awarded costs. Hyatt requests that the Judgment be enforced by the Court
striking the FTB’s bad faith filing.

If the Court does not summarily strike the FTB’s memorandum of costs, Hyatt requests
that the Court summarily grant Hyatt’s motion to retax on the basis that the Court has already
decided that the FTB is not a prevailing party and not entitled to any costs.

Alternatively, in the unlikely event that the Court intends to consider or entertain

arguments as to the specific costs sought by the FTB, Hyatt requests a 90-day extension to file

/1]
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supplemental papers supporting a detailed motion to retax costs in which he will address the

specific costs requested by the FTB.

Dated this 2" day of March, 2020.

HUTCHISO}I & STEF}EEI}V PLLC

VK A Tuichig {%3}9@
10080 AltaDrive, Su}ie 200
Las Vegas, Nevada89145

KAEMPFER CROWELL

Peter C. Bernhard (734)

1980 Festival Plaza Dr., Suite 650
Las Vegas, NV 89135

Attorneys for Plaintiff Gilbert P. Hyatt
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that [ am an employee of Hutchison & Steffen, PLLC
and that on this 2" day of March, 2020, I caused the above and foregoing documents entitled
PLAINTIFF GILBERT P. HYATT’S MOTION TO STRIKE, MOTION TO RETAX AND,
ALTERNATIVELY, MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO PROVIDE
ADDITIONAL BASIS TO RETAX COSTS to be served through the Court's mandatory

electronic service system, per EDCR 8.02, upon the following:

ALL PARTIES ON THE E-SERVICE LIST

/s/ Madelyn B. Carnate-Peralta
An employee of Hutchison & Steffen, PLLC
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Pat Lundvall (NSBN 3761)
McDONALD CARANO LLP

2300 West Sahara Avenue, Suite 1200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Telephone: (702) 873-4100
Facsimile: (702) 873-9966

lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Defendant

Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

GILBERT P. HYATT,

Plaintiff,
VS.

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

FRANCHISE TAX BOARD OF THE STATE
OF CALIFORNIA, and DOES 1-100, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case Number: 98A382999

Electronically Filed
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Steven D. Grierson
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In compliance with the Nevada Supreme Court’s August 5, 2019 Order of Remand,
which was based upon the U.S. Supreme Court’s May 13, 2019 decision in Franchise Tax
Board of California v. Hyatt, 587 U.S.__, 139 S. Ct. 1485, 1499 (2019), this Court has now
vacated the previous judgment in favor of plaintiff Gilbert P. Hyatt (“Hyatt”) and entered
judgment in favor of defendant Franchise Tax Board of the State of California (“FTB”)
against Hyatt on all claims asserted in his Second Amended Complaint (the “Judgment”).

Nearly twelve years before these recent events, FTB served an offer of judgment
upon Hyatt to resolve the entire lawsuit. In the intervening years between FTB’s offer of
judgment and this Court’s recent Judgment, the parties spent millions of dollars attending
countless hearings, litigating in multiple forums, and taking several appeals of lower court
decisions. Across that same time, FTB made numerous attempts to resolve this lawsuit,
but each was rebuffed by Hyatt.

Accordingly, and having spent millions of dollars defending itself in a sister state in
which it was found to be immune from suit, FTB now moves for recovery of its attorney’s
fees pursuant to NRCP 68 since Hyatt failed to meet or exceed the proffered amount found
in the offer of judgment.! These attorney’s fees are only those incurred in defending this
case and only those incurred after service of FTB'’s offer of judgment. This Motion is timely
since it is filed within 20 days of notice of entry of the Judgment.?

Because of the complexity of this matter and the voluminous nature of the underlying
invoices and supporting documentation, FTB recommends and requests a bifurcated

approach to considering this Motion. First, under NRCP 68, the Court should consider

L FTB’s offer of judgment was also served pursuant to NRS 17.115. Because the
Nevada Legislature repealed that statute in 2015, FTB seeks recovery only through NRCP
68.

2 FTB filed its Verified Memorandum of Costs in compliance with NRS 18.110 on
February 26, 2020. If the Court denies FTB entitlement to costs under NRS Chapter 18,
then FTB seeks recovery of its post-offer of judgment costs pursuant to NRCP 68, which
serves as the foundation to this Motion.
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Hyatt’s liability for any post-offer of judgment attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to relevant
authorities presented in this Motion. Second, if the Court determines that Hyatt is liable
under NRCP 68, the Court should then determine the amount of attorney’s fees and/or costs
that may be awarded pursuant to NRCP 68 and Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank.
Indeed, in his recently filed Motion to Retax FTB’s Costs, Hyatt suggested that a bifurcated
approach would be helpful in this case for both the Court and the parties.®> As such, FTB
agrees with Hyatt and recommends the bifurcated approach to this Motion as well.

This Motion is based upon the following points, authorities and exhibits, all pleadings
and papers on file herein, and any argument permitted by the Court at hearing on this
matter.

Dated this 13th day of March, 2020.

McDONALD CARANO LLP

/s/ Pat Lundvall
Pat Lundvall (NSBN 3761)
McDONALD CARANO LLP
2300 West Sahara Avenue, Suite 1200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Telephone: (702) 873-4100
Facsimile: (702) 873-9966
lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Defendant
Franchise Tax Board of the State of California

3 Specifically, Hyatt noted that review of FTB'’s billing invoices and other supporting
documentation would take “six months or longer” and consume “significant time, resources,
and expense” of the parties. See Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt's Motion to Strike, Motion to Retax
And, Alternatively, Motion for Extension of Time to Provide Additional Basis to Retax Costs
at 3:2-4. Accordingly, Hyatt recommended that the Court first consider Hyatt’s liability for
FTB’s costs, and then if the Court determined he was liable, Hyatt would submit a
“supplemental filing” discussing the amounts of FTB’s costs. Id. at 3:19-4:11. FTB agrees
with Hyatt and recommends the bifurcated approach for this Motion as well.
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
l. STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS.
A. Hyatt's Tax Dispute And His Attempts At Tax Avoidance.

Hyatt is a former 23-year resident of California who received hundreds of millions of
dollars in fees related to technology patents he once owned and developed in California. In
1992, Hyatt filed a California tax return stating he had ceased to be a California resident
and had become a Nevada resident on October 1, 1991.

FTB, the State of California government agency responsible for collecting personal
income tax, became aware of circumstances suggesting that Hyatt had not actually moved
to Nevada on October 1, 1991, as he claimed. Accordingly, the FTB commenced an audit
of Hyatt’s 1991 return. The audit concluded that Hyatt did not move to Nevada until April
1992, and that he remained a California resident until that time. FTB accordingly
determined that Hyatt owed approximately $1.8 million in unpaid California income tax for
1991, plus penalties and interest. Because it was determined that Hyatt resided in California
for part of 1992 yet paid no California taxes, the FTB also opened an audit for that year
which concluded Hyatt owed an additional $6 million in taxes and interest, plus further
penalties. Disputes over these deficiency assessments between Hyatt and FTB over the

validity of those audit determinations have consumed over two decades in California.

1. The Nevada litigation attempts to avoid Hyatt’'s California tax liability.

In January 1998, as California’s administrative review of FTB’s deficiency
assessment was just beginning, Hyatt brought this lawsuit against FTB. In a Nevada state
court, Hyatt alleged that the FTB had committed several torts in the course of auditing his
tax returns. Hyatt sought compensatory and punitive damages. But Hyatt’s lead claim was
one that sought a declaratory judgment, asking a Nevada court to declare that he resided
in Nevada during the periods relevant to FTB’s audits. See Exhibit A, Complaint.

FTB began its defense of the Nevada litigation by asserting its immunity from the
suit. FTB moved for summary judgment, arguing that it was entitled to immunity from suit

in Nevada. The district court denied that motion, and FTB petitioned the Nevada Supreme
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Court for a writ of mandamus, arguing FTB was immune from suit in Nevada courts. The
Nevada Supreme Court rejected FTB’s claim of complete immunity, which set up the first
decision from the U.S. Supreme Court. Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. v. Hyatt (Hyatt I), 538
U.S. 488 (2003).

2. Hyatt files a second lawsuit in federal court seeking to avoid his
California tax liabilities.

Beyond the California tax proceedings and the case in front of this Court, Hyatt also
sued FTB in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California. See Hyatt
v. Chiang, 2015 WL 545993 at *1 (E.D. Cal. Feb. 10, 2015). In that case, Hyatt claimed
FTB’s efforts in processing his California administrative tax appeal violated his constitutional
rights under the due process and equal protection clauses. See id. He thus sought an
injunction barring FTB from “continuing the investigation and administrative proceedings
against him” and from “continuing to assess or threaten to assess [Hyatt], or collect or
threaten to collect from [Hyatt], taxes, penalties, or interest.” Id.

Much like this case in Nevada, Hyatt went on the offensive seeking to interject
another court’s ruling, this time from a federal district court, into the California tax
proceedings as a mechanism to avoid tax liability. The district court in the federal case
stated, “[i]t is evident that [Hyatt] seeks to void the tax or taxes assessed against him.” 1d.
at *6. But the federal district court was unconvinced regarding Hyatt’'s claims, and so it
dismissed the lawsuit against FTB. See id. Hyatt appealed to the United States Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, but that court also remained unconvinced by Hyatt’s
arguments and instead affirmed the district court’s dismissal of his case. See Hyatt v. Yee,

871 F.3d 1067, 1078 (9th Cir. 2017).4

4 Attached at Exhibit H are copies of briefs filed with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
offering details explaining the length of time the tax proceedings have consumed since Hyatt
first contested his tax liability to the State of California. As before FTB does not seek
recovery of any attorney’s fees herein incurred in Hyatt's tax proceedings or its directly
related litigation.
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B. FTB Sends An Offer Of Judgment to Hyatt, But He Rejects It to Go to Trial.

After the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Hyatt |, the parties engaged in massive
discovery and pretrial proceedings. Those efforts are well-documented in the docket entries
for this case. Exhibit B, Docket as of March 13, 2020.

On November 26, 2007, nearly ten years after Hyatt filed suit and nearly twelve
years before this motion, FTB served an offer of judgment (the “Offer”) upon Hyatt pursuant
to NRCP 68 and NRS 17.115 offering to settle this case for $110,000, “inclusive of all pre-
offer, prejudgment interest, taxable costs and attorneys fees.” See Exhibit C, Offer of
Judgment. FTB made the Offer after the parties conducted voluminous discovery in this
case and after discovery had closed.

As state before, from this case’s very beginning, FTB contended that it was immune
from suit in Nevada courts and that Nevada could not exercise jurisdiction over FTB as a
California agency. See Hyatt |, 538 U.S. at 492 (noting FTB’s summary judgment motion
“argued that the District Court lacked subject matter jurisdiction because principles of
sovereign immunity, full faith and credit, choice of law, comity, and administrative
exhaustion” required dismissal). Because of its belief that FTB was immune from suit in
Nevada, FTB explicitly made the Offer case concluding of the Nevada litigation: “This Offer
of Judgment shall apply to all claims asserted by Hyatt against FTB in the above referenced
action and if accepted, shall completely resolve this matter.” Exh. C, Offer at 1:26-27; see
also Declaration of Pat Lundvall (“Lundvall Decl.”) at {31, attached as Exhibit D. Hyatt
rejected the Offer. See Exh. D, Lundvall Decl. at [32.

After Hyatt’s rejection, the parties did substantial additional work preparing the case
for trial. See Docket Report of Eighth Judicial District Court in Case No. 98-A382999,
attached as Exhibit B. Between FTB’s Offer and trial, Hyatt filed nearly 20 pretrial motions.
See id. The trial itself began April 15, 2008 and lasted four months, covering over 75 trial
days. Seeid. The trial included 58 witnesses and over 2,789 multi-page exhibits. See Exh.
D, Lundvall Decl. at §23. Ultimately, a jury found in Hyatt’s favor on all claims tried and with

interest and costs, the judgment was over $490 million in money damages, the majority
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coming from punitive damages. See Franchise Tax Bd. of California v. Hyatt, 130 Nev. 662,
674, 335 P.3d 125, 133-34 (2014).

C. Subsequent Appeals Reduce Hyatt's Original Judgment to Nothing.

FTB appealed the jury awards to the Nevada Supreme Court, which affirmed in part
and reversed in part the judgment in Hyatt’s favor. Id. Notably, the Nevada Supreme Court
again rejected FTB’s immunity contentions. 1d. FTB again appealed to the U.S. Supreme
Court, which again granted certiorari on two questions. Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. v. Hyatt
(Hyatt 1), 136 S.Ct. 1277, 1280 (2016). Several states filed amicus briefs at both the
petition stage and merits stage in support of FTB, including the State of Nevada.

Thereafter, the U.S. Supreme Court reached different results on the two questions
presented. On one question the U.S. Supreme Court held that the Full Faith and Credit
Clause does not “permit [] Nevada to award damages against California agencies under
Nevada law that are greater than it could award against Nevada agencies in similar
circumstances.” Id. at 1281. “In light of the constitutional equality among the states,”
“‘Nevada has not offered ‘sufficient policy considerations’ to justify the application of a
special rule of Nevada law that discriminates against its sister states.” Id. at 1282. On the
second question, the U.S. Supreme Court divided equally on the issue of whether Nevada
v. Hall, 440 U.S. 410 (1979), should be overruled. Id. at 1279. Notably, Nevada v. Hall
addressed the question of whether one state is immune from the jurisdiction of a sister
state. Id.

On remand from the U.S. Supreme Court, and after supplemental briefing in which
FTB raised concerns about continuing hostile and discriminatory treatment in Nevada
courts, the Nevada Supreme Court issued a new decision. See Franchise Tax Bd. of
California v. Hyatt, 133 Nev. 826, 407 P.3d 717 (2017). From that decision, FTB once
again petitioned for certiorari which was granted and resulted in Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif.
v. Hyatt (Hyatt 1ll), 587 U.S. at__, 139 S. Ct. at 1488 (2019).

In the Hyatt 11l opinion, the U.S. Supreme Court outlined the lengthy history of this

case and its factual predicate before concluding that Hyatt had no right to assert claims
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against FTB in Nevada courts without the State of California’s consent. See id. at 1492.
The U.S. Supreme Court stressed that “States’ immunity from suit is a fundamental aspect
of the sovereignty” that States enjoy in our constitutional system and that the United States
Constitution “embeds interstate sovereign immunity within the constitutional design.” Id. at
1493 and 1497. This echoed the U.S. Supreme Court’s previous statement in Hyatt Il that
haling FTB into state court in Nevada and applying special rules would “cause chaotic
interference by some States into the internal, legislative affairs of others.” Hyatt I, 578
US.at __ , 136 S. Ct. at 1282. After the remand from the U.S. Supreme Court to the
Nevada Supreme Court to this Court, the Court entered Judgment in FTB'’s favor against
Hyatt on all claims on February 21, 2020 and FTB filed notice of entry of the same on
February 26, 2020.
Thus, after Hyatt rejected FTB’s $110,000 Offer, Hyatt not only failed to beat FTB’s
Offer, but he failed to recover anything in this case. See Judgment dated February 21, 2020
(“Judgment”) p. 8 (ordering and decreeing that “this case is dismissed and Hyatt take
nothing from any of the causes of action he asserted in this action”).

D. Hyatt's Multi-Faceted Litigation Strategy in This Case Mirrors His Litigation
in Other Forums.

Hyatt is no stranger to the litigation strategy he used against FTB in multiple courts.
During the pendency of this case, Hyatt filed 32 separate lawsuits in federal courts alone.
See PACER Case Locator Report, attached as Exhibit E. He did so in forums including
Nevada, Virginia, California, and the District of Columbia. See id. Hyatt has also litigated
several appeals during the same time in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, and the United
States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. See PACER Appellate Locator Report,
attached as Exhibit F. And Hyatt also litigated appeals to the U.S. Supreme Court in
multiple of those cases. See Exhibit G.

A review of these cases’ dockets reveals that Hyatt is a sophisticated party who has

spent millions of dollars litigating cases, at the same time spending additional millions
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prosecuting this case.
Il LEGAL ARGUMENT.

A. Analytical Framework under NRCP 68 and Related Caselaw.

NRCP 68 is a fee shifting statute “designed to facilitate and encourage settlement.”
Matthews v. Collman, 110 Nev. 940, 950, 878 P.2d 971, 978 (1994). The statute saves
“time and money for the court system, the parties, and the taxpayers . . . by rewarding a
party who makes a reasonable offer and punishing the party who refuses to accept such
an offer.” Dillard Dep’t Stores, Inc. v. Beckwith, 115 Nev. 372, 382, 989 P.2d 882, 888
(1999). Specifically, the rule allows a party to “serve an offer in writing to allow judgment
to be taken . . . to resolve all claims in the action between the parties to the date of the
offer, including costs, expenses, interest, and if attorney fees are permitted by law or
contract, attorney fees.” NRCP 68(a) (effective March 1, 2019; applicable to all pending
cases on that date). The rule also includes penalties for rejecting an offer:

(f) Penalties for Rejection of Offer.

(1) In General. If the offeree rejects an offer and fails to obtain a more
favorable judgment:

(A) the offeree cannot recover any costs, expenses, or attorney
fees and may not recover interest for the period after the
service of the offer and before the judgment; and

(B) the offeree must pay the offeror's post-offer costs and
expenses, including a reasonable sum to cover any
expenses incurred by the offeror for each expert witness
whose services were reasonably necessary to prepare for
and conduct the trial of the case, applicable interest on the
judgment from the time of the offer to the time of entry of the
judgment and reasonable attorney fees, if any be allowed,
actually incurred by the offeror from the time of the offer.

When a motion, like that at bar, is made, the Court’s first task is to determine whether “the
offeree failed to obtain a more favorable judgment.” NRCP 68(g). Once the Court has
done so, Nevada Supreme Court precedent provides an analytical framework for enforcing
the offer of judgment. See Beattie v. Thomas, 99 Nev. 579, 668 P.2d 268 (1983). Our

Nevada Supreme Court has never deviated from this analytical framework.
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In Beattie, the Nevada Supreme Court established a four-factor test to guide the
Court in determining liability under NRCP 68 for failing to beat an offer of judgment. See
id. at 588-89, 668 P.2d at 274. First, the Court should consider whether Hyatt’s claim was
brought in good faith. See id. Second, the Court must evaluate whether FTB’s Offer was
reasonable and in good faith in both its timing and amounts. See id. Third, the Court shall
review whether Hyatt’s decision to reject FTB’s Offer and proceed to trial was unreasonable
or in bad faith. See id. Finally, the Court must deliberate on whether the fees sought by
FTB are reasonable and justified. See id.

If the Court finds that imposition of penalties for rejecting an offer are warranted, it
must then consider the additional factors of Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank “in
determining whether the requested fee amount is reasonable and justified.” MEI-GSR
Holdings, LLC v. Peppermill Casinos, Inc., 134 Nev. Adv. Op. 31, 416 P.3d 249, 259 (2018);
see also Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 455 P.3d 31 (1969). In
Brunzell, the Nevada Supreme Court outlined that the Court may only award fees when it
has made findings on the record regarding the following: (1) the qualities of the advocate,
including ability, training, education, experience, professional standing, and skill; (2) the
character of the work to be done, including its difficulty, intricacy, importance, time, and skill
required; (3) the work actually performed by the lawyer, including the skill, time, and
attention given to the work; and (4) the result, including whether the attorney was successful
and what benefits the client derived. 85 Nev. at 349, 455 P.3d at 33. “No one element
should predominate or be given undue weight.” Id.

Here, given that Hyatt's case has been dismissed and he failed to obtain any
successful result under any cause of action, the analysis under NRCP 68 and Beattie is
straightforward and leads to decision that FTB may recover its post-Offer attorney’s fees
and costs. However, because the underlying documentation satisfying Brunzell is
voluminous, FTB recommends the classic approach of bifurcating liability from damages
on the issue of attorney’s fees.

First, the Court should hold oral argument and analyze FTB’s Offer under NRCP 68

10
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and Beattie to determine Hyatt’s liability under NRCP 68. This analysis avoids Hyatt’s
concern that reviewing the invoices and supporting documentation immediately might take
up to “six months or longer” and cost the parties and the Court “significant time, resources,
and expense.” See Plaintiff Gilbert Hyatt's Motion to Strike, Motion to Retax And,
Alternatively, Motion for Extension of Time to Provide Additional Basis to Retax Costs at
3:2-4. The Court can determine Hyatt’s liability for attorney’s fees without needing to review
voluminous supporting documentation.

Second, if the Court determines that Hyatt is liable under NRCP 68 and Beattie for
the penalties outlined in NRCP 68(f), then it should conduct another hearing and analyze
FTB’s supporting documentation under Brunzell to determine the amount of fees and/or
costs that should be awarded. Upon a finding of liability, FTB will provide all invoices and
other supporting documentation so that the Court and Hyatt may review them for
compliance with Brunzell. At this stage, the Court can determine the appropriate amount
of fees/costs to award FTB under NRCP 68 and Brunzell.

B. FTB is Entitled to Recover Its Post-Offer Attorney’s Fees Under NRCP 68.

1. Hyatt failed to obtain a more favorable judgment than FTB’s Offer.

The first step in the Court’s analysis under NRCP 68 is to determine whether Hyatt
obtained a more favorable judgment than FTB’s Offer. See NRCP 68(g). This is simple,
as FTB offered Hyatt $110,000 and he has recovered nothing because of Hyatt IIl.
Compare Exh. C, Offer with Hyatt Ill, 587 U.S. at___, 139 S. Ct. at 1488 and Judgment.
As such, Hyatt did not obtain a more favorable judgment that the offer. Importantly, nothing
in NRCP 68 requires the Court to determine whether there was a prevailing party in the
case. On the contrary, NRCP 68 is focused simply on whether the offeree, in this case
Hyatt, beat the offer of judgment. Prevailing party analysis only applies to fees and costs

under NRS Chapter 18.

11
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2. FTB’s Offer satisfies the Beattie factors.

a. Hyatt’s Multi-Decade Pursuit of His Barred Claims Was Not in
Good Faith.

Notably, the first three Beattie factors focus on the parties making or rejecting the
offer and continuing litigation, while the fourth relates to the reasonableness of fees
requested. See Yamaha Motor Co. v. Arnoult, 114 Nev. 233, 252, 955 P.2d 661, 673
(1998) (good faith determination focuses on parties’ decision to litigate liability and
damages after offer). Here, after FTB made the Offer in 2007, Hyatt continued to pursue
his claims for another 12 years until Hyatt Il confirmed they were barred by doctrines of
immunity. This is true even though FTB began arguing it was immune from suit and that
Nevada had no jurisdiction over it at the very beginning of this case. See Hyatt |, 538 U.S.
at 492, 123 S. Ct. at 1686 (noting FTB argued in seeking early summary judgment that
sovereign immunity, among other doctrines, prevented Hyatt from haling FTB into Nevada
courts). Thus, though Hyatt was on notice that FTB was seeking a complete victory in this
case based on immunity and jurisdictional principles, he rejected FTB’s Offer, rejected
several subsequent settlement overtures from FTB, and instead chose to pursue his claims,
costing the parties millions of dollars in attorney’s fees.

FTB cannot climb into Hyatt’s mind to determine his litigation motives, but the effect
of the litigation is consistent with a plaintiff acting in bad faith. Though Hyatt had an
administrative appeal pending in California challenging FTB’s underlying tax determination
against him, he still chose to pursue this Nevada action against FTB to turn defense into
offense. See Hyatt lll, 587 U.S.at___ , 139 S. Ct. at 1488 (noting Hyatt filed suit in Nevada
before the administrative appeal in California concluded). He specifically dragged FTB into
Nevada by filing a declaratory relief action asking this Court to rule he was a Nevada
resident for tax purposes. This was a direct attack on California’s sovereignty and its
administrative process for handling tax appeals. The only reasonable and less costly
approach would have been for Hyatt to challenge the underlying tax determination to

conclusion in California first before seeking to recover millions of dollars in monetary

12

AA005533




McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100 * FAX 702.873.9966

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

damages from FTB in another state.

Hyatt’s entire litigation strategy was intent on forcing FTB to spend substantial sums
defending itself in multiple forums. This was not in good faith, and so this factor weighs in
FTB’s favor.

b. FTB’s Offer Was Reasonable and In Good Faith.

Even though FTB argued that it was immune from suit in Nevada courts, thereby
precluding Hyatt from recovering anything, FTB still made the Offer for $110,000 at the
close of discovery. FTB did so in good faith with an eye on preventing the parties from
needlessly spending millions of dollars in attorney’s fees and costs. The Offer was
reasonable in amount, being well beyond what Hyatt was entitled to based on the immunity
principles that FTB was arguing in its briefings. Indeed, had Hyatt accepted FTB'’s Offer
twelve years ago, Hyatt not only would have recovered $110,000 but he also would have
avoided spending eight figures on his own attorney’s fees.

The timing of FTB’s Offer was also prudent. FTB developed the case through
discovery (which had been closed), mounted its defense, and indicated to Hyatt the
arguments that FTB would advance at trial and on any appeal. Before trial, and with the
case fully developed through discovery, FTB made the Offer with all legal and factual cards
on the table. Hyatt rejected the Offer. He did so fully knowing the risk of penalty under
NRCP 68 for doing so.

Finally, even after the Offer, FTB attempted several times to approach Hyatt
regarding settlement. Conscious of the cost of litigation and continued appeals, FTB was
confident it would prevail in the subsequent appeals but wished to avoid the substantial
time and money dedicated to completing them. Nevertheless, Hyatt continually rejected
FTB’s attempts at settlement.

Consequently, in making the Offer before trial and continuing to try to settle this case
up until Hyatt Ill, FTB’s behavior was both reasonable and in good faith. This factor too

weighs in FTB’s favor.
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C. Hyatt's Decision to Reject FTB’s Offer Was Grossly
Unreasonable and In Bad Faith.

Hyatt's decision to reject FTB’s Offer for $110,000 and proceed to trial was grossly
unreasonable and in bad faith. As the Nevada Supreme Court held in dismissing several of
Hyatt’s claims, even if immunity did not apply to FTB, Hyatt was not entitled to recover
punitive damages against FTB and only had two viable claims based on existing Nevada
caselaw. See 130 Nev. at 674, 684-92, 706, 335 P.3d at 133-34, 140-45, 154. This is
particularly important given that the version of NRS 41.035 in effect when FTB made the
Offer limited Hyatt to $50,000 per claim in the statutory damages cap. See 133 Nev. Adv.
Op. 102, 407 P.3d at 725 fn. 2 (“The version of the statute in effect at the time Hyatt incurred
his damages provided a statutory cap on damages awarded in a tort action against a state
agency ‘not to exceed the sum of $50,000.”). Thus, even under Hyatt's best-case scenario
where total immunity did not apply to FTB, his potential recovery was limited to $100,000.
That was less than FTB’s Offer. Hyatt therefore proceeded to a trial in which he could not
recover more than FTB had already offered him even if he hit a homerun.

Even more, Hyatt's worst-case scenario—that immunity applied to FTB as it had
argued since the case’s beginning—would leave him with no recovery at all. Indeed, this is
precisely what occurred, though the parties spent millions of dollars after trial to litigate this
matter through the various appeals. See Hyatt Ill, 587 U.S. at___, 139 S. Ct. at 1499
(holding Hyatt could not seek money damages from FTB in Nevada courts).

In sum, Hyatt’s decision to reject FTB’s Offer and proceed to trial made no sense
other than to try and use this Court in Nevada as a tool to prosecute his administrative tax
appeal in California. Even his best-case scenario would have resulted in Hyatt recovering
$10,000 less in monetary damages against FTB than FTB’s Offer. His worst-case scenario
resulted in him recovering nothing. And separate from any monetary recovery, proceeding
to trial also required Hyatt to spend millions of dollars on his own attorney’s fees and costs,
along with costs for experts. This is the very definition of grossly unreasonable litigation

behavior. The third Beattie factor therefore favors FTB.
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d. FTB’s Fees Sought Will Be Reasonable and Justified in Amount.

In filing this lawsuit, Hyatt was seeking hundreds of millions of dollars in
compensatory and punitive damages. See Hyatt Il, 578 U.S. at |, 136 S. Ct. at 1277.
Moreover, he was litigating against FTB in multiple forums, including - - but not limited to - -
the administrative appeal of his tax liability in California, a federal case in California district
court, and his lawsuit in this Court.> See Hyatt Ill, 587 U.S. at __, 139 S. Ct. at 1490-91.
As such, and as will be discussed below in the Brunzell analysis, FTB’s incurred attorney’s
fees and costs were reasonable and justified. FTB was seeking not only to avoid the
improper award of monetary damages to Hyatt but also to avoid dangerous precedent that
ignored immunity principles running in FTB’s favor. Had Hyatt been successful in his
argument regarding immunity, the specter of FTB being dragged into Nevada courts - - or
other courts across the nation - - by additional taxpayers would have become (and did) a
reality. As the Supreme Court of the United States explained in Hyatt Il and Ill, this would
obliterate the United States Constitution’s constitutional design regarding interstate
sovereign immunity and would have “cause[d] chaotic interference” by Nevada into the
internal, legislative affairs of California. See id. at 1492; see also Hyatt Il, 578 U.S. at___,
136 S. Ct. at 1282.

Accordingly, FTB was left with no other choice but to expend millions of dollars in
attorney’s fees and costs defending against claims brought on by Hyatt's unreasonable
decision to reject FTB’s Offer and pursue unwinnable legal theories. This factor weighs in
favor of enforcing FTB’s Offer.

3. FTB'’s Fees Will Satisfy the Brunzell Factors.

As discussed above, FTB suggests that the Court bifurcate Hyatt’s liability for

5 In the California tax proceeding, FTB was forced to litigate extensively in the State
of New York, as well as in Nevada. FTB is not seeking recovery via this motion for any
attorney’s fees or costs arising from the California tax proceedings or the related federal
litigation - - but only fees and costs incurred in defending this action.
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attorney’s fees under NRCP 68 from the amount of such fees ultimately awarded. Doing so
would leave the analysis under Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank until after the Court
first determined as a threshold matter that Hyatt was liable for FTB’s fees. Nevertheless,
out of an abundance of caution, FTB provides the Brunzell analysis below on the relevant
factors. Such analysis is supported by the declaration of Pat Lundvall attached hereto.
a. The Qualities of the Advocates.
It is hard to question the quality of FTB’s advocates. At trial, FTB was defended by
James Bradshaw, Pat Lundvall, and Carla Higginbotham. See Exh. D, Lundvall Decl. at
113. Several other attorneys and paralegals from the firm of McDonald Carano LLP assisted
in support roles during the multi-month trial. See id. at §15. The biographies of Bradshaw,
Lundvall, and Higginbotham are attached as exhibits to Lundvall’s declaration. See id.
Lundvall has been a member of the Nevada Bar since 1989, and she has practiced
extensively in all courts in Nevada as well as the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and the
Supreme Court of the United States. See id. She is rated by Chambers, Martindale-
Hubbell, Best Lawyers in America, Super Lawyers, Nevada Business Magazine, and Silver
State’s Top 100. Seeid. Lundvallis board certified by the National Board of Trial Advocacy
and the State Bar of Nevada, a senior fellow of Litigation Counsel of America, and a co-
founder of the Complex Commercial Litigation Institute (CCLI), among many other
attributes. See id.
Bradshaw was admitted to the Nevada Bar in 1981 and the California Bar in 1983.
See id. In addition to distinguished service in the United States Air Force and Nevada Air
National Guard, Bradshaw served on the Nevada State Bar’'s Board of Governors since
2002, and he was a board member and chairman of the Northern Nevada Disciplinary
Panel as well. See id. Bradshaw is rated by Martindale-Hubbell, Best Lawyers in America,
and Super Lawyers, and he helped found the Las Vegas office of McDonald Carano LLP
in 1986 and served as its managing partner until 1992. See id.
Higginbotham is currently a United States Magistrate Judge for the United States
District Court of Nevada. See id. She joined the Nevada Bar in 2003 and worked as a
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judicial law clerk for The Honorable Procter R. Hug, Jr. in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.
See id. After her clerkship ended, McDonald Carano LLP hired Higginbotham in 2005 as
an associate attorney. See id. In this position, Higginbotham was assigned to help defend
FTB at trial and in the appellate process thereafter. See id. She left McDonald Carano
LLP in 2010 to become an Assistant United States Attorney before being appointed as a
Federal Magistrate Judge in 2018. See id. During this time, Higginbotham had experience
in all levels of federal and Nevada courts. See id. She was also rated by the Nevada
Business Journal and Super Lawyers. See id.

After trial, along with Lundvall and Bradshaw, FTB was defended by additional
attorneys with dedicated experience in appellate matters. In the Nevada Supreme Court,
FTB was represented by Robert Eisenberg of Lemons, Grundy, & Eisenberg and Debbie
Leonard of McDonald Carano LLP. See id. The biographies of Eisenberg and Leonard are
attached as exhibits to Lundvall’s declaration. See id. Eisenberg joined the Nevada Bar
in 1979 when he began working for the Nevada Supreme Court’s central legal staff. See
id. In 1985, he joined his present firm and now practices entirely in Nevada civil appeals.
See id. During this time, Eisenberg has served as a Nevada Supreme Court settlement
judge and on several professional committees, including the Nevada Supreme Court bench
bar committee and the Nevada Appellate Advocacy Handbook committee. See id. Leonard
was a partner at McDonald Carano LLP with substantial experience in appellate matters
who also served as a Nevada Supreme Court settlement judge. See id. Leonard joined
the Nevada Bar in 2002 and the California Bar in 2003 and she was rated by Martindale
Hubbell, Nevada Business Magazine, and Super Lawyers. See id.

In front of the Supreme Court of the United States, FTB was defended by the above
individuals and national counsel, including Paul Clement and Seth Waxman. Seeid. The
biographies of Clement and Waxman are attached to Lundvall’s declaration. See id.
Clement was the 43 Solicitor General of the United States from June 2005 to June 2008
and has argued over 100 cases in front of the Supreme Court of the United States. See id.

His practice focuses on high stakes cases in appellate matters, constitutional litigation, and

17

AA005538




McDONALD m CARANO

2300 WEST SAHARA AVENUE, SUITE 1200 » LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102

PHONE 702.873.4100 * FAX 702.873.9966

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

strategic counseling regarding all levels of federal appeals courts. See id. Clement clerked
for the late Antonin Scalia in the Supreme Court of the United States before becoming chief
counsel of the United States Senate Subcommittee on the Constitution, Federalism, and
Property Rights. See id. Waxman was the 415t Solicitor General of the United States from
November 1997 to January 2001. See id. He has argued over 85 cases in the Supreme
Court of the United States and has substantial experience in other federal and state trial
and appellate courts. See id. In 2014, Super Lawyers named him the number one lawyer
in Washington, D.C., and in 2016, the American Lawyer named him Litigator of the Year.
See id.

In addition, at both the trial and appellate level, FTB was defended by various
attorneys assisting Bradshaw, Lundvall, Higginbotham, Eisenberg, Leonard, Clement, and
Waxman in support capacities. These attorneys are too numerous to address individually
in this Motion, but each had substantial experience and credentials in complex litigation
matters. See id. at [15. This experience is why the lead attorneys assigned these
attorneys tasks on this case. See id. at {[15.

Consequently, when assessing FTB’s requested attorney’s fees pursuant to its

Offer, there can be no question about the quality of its advocates.

b. Character of the Work Done.

The work in this case was not novel, as FTB maintained from the case’s beginning
that (a) Hyatt’s tax liability was valid; (b) FTB did not engage in any tortious conduct against
Hyatt; and (c) based on several constitutional doctrines under existing precedent, FTB was
immune from suit in Nevada courts. The case was complex, however, involving a
substantial number of witnesses, a multi-month ftrial, robust dispositive motion practice,
several appeals in state and federal courts, and over two decades of litigation in multiple
forums. See id. at §[22.

As correctly described by the Supreme Court of the United States, the case had far
reaching implications for the constitutional sovereignty of States. If FTB lost, it would have

been haled into Nevada courts by other taxpayers and indeed into courts of other states as
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well. This is one reason why multiple amici briefs were filed in the Supreme Court of the
United States, including one by 45 states (including Nevada) supporting FTB and the
Multistate Tax Commission. See id. The work of FTB’s counsel protected more than just
FTB and California. It protected every state in the country from being sued in another forum
by a private plaintiff seeking redress for income tax liability. It also ensured that Nevada
appropriately applied statutory protections under its own laws, including the statutory
damages cap in NRS 41.035.

This type of case required intricacy in legal reasoning, substantial time, and honed
skills to complete the work. This Brunzell factor also supports FTB’s requested fees.

c. The Work Actually Performed.

The individual tasks performed in this case are too numerous to discuss in granular
detail. However, Lundvall’s declaration indicates in broad detail the work done by FTB’s
counsel in this case, and it shows the work that is required to defend a multi-month trial and
litigate several appeals in the Nevada Supreme Court and the Supreme Court of the United
States. See id. FTB’s counsel showed great care and attention to each task, and they
diligently billed the same. See id. FTB’s counsel used the customary billing procedures in
this jurisdiction and in appeals in front of the Supreme Court of the United States. See id.

Pursuant to the bifurcated approach that FTB suggests, once the Court determines
that Hyatt is liable for FTB’s fees under NRCP 68, FTB will provide its invoices and other
supporting documentation as required to satisfy the third Brunzell factor, as the work
performed was necessary, reasonable in scope, and well documented by FTB’s counsel.

d. The Result.

Notably, the result in this case was a complete win for FTB. Because of Hyatt IlI
and this Court’'s Judgment, Hyatt's case has been dismissed and he cannot recover
anything against FTB. See 587 U.S. at__, 139 S. Ct. at 1488. Moreover, even before
Hyatt 1ll, FTB was successful in each of its post-trial appeals. In the first post-trial
appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court, FTB successfully argued that Hyatt was not entitled

to punitive damages from FTB, that the district court made numerous evidentiary and
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procedural errors, that Hyatt’'s multiple causes of action for invasion of privacy were
improper, and that his awarded damages should be substantially lessened. See 130 Nev.
662, 335 P.3d 125. This resulted in Hyatt’s monetary damages taking a nearly fatal blow.

After FTB appealed the Nevada Supreme Court’s decision on the statutory damages
cap, FTB succeeded in Hyatt Il in arguing that Nevada’s damages cap under NRS 41.035
applied to FTB, thereby limiting Hyatt’s potential recovery to $100,000. See Hyatt Il, 578
US.at__ , 136 S. Ct. at 1277. This too substantially reduced Hyatt’s potential monetary
damages after the new damages trial ordered by the Nevada Supreme Court. See id. This
success brought Hyatt's potential recovery under the amount of FTB’s Offer.

Finally, in Hyatt Ill, the Supreme Court of the United States embraced the argument
that FTB had made from the beginning: that FTB was immune from suit in Nevada courts.
See 587 U.S.at___, 139 S. Ct. at 1488. In doing so, the Supreme Court obviated the need
for a new damages trial as the Nevada Supreme Court had previously ordered. See id.
This was a momentous win not just for FTB but for other states as well because they no
longer face the fear of being haled into a foreign jurisdiction to defend their legislative and
policymaking activities. See id.

Consequently, FTB achieved the greatest result it could because of counsel’s work,

and this final Brunzell factor justifies the award of FTB’s fees.

C. The Public Policies Underpinning NRCP 68 Support An Award Of FTB'’s Fees
and Costs In This Case.

NRCP 68 is a fee shifting statute “designed to facilitate and encourage settlement.”
Matthews, 110 Nev. at 950, 878 P.2d at 978. The statute saves “time and money for the
court system, the parties, and the taxpayers . . . by rewarding a party who makes a
reasonable offer and punishing the party who refuses to accept such an offer.” Dillard Dep’t
Stores, 115 Nev. at 382, 989 P.2d at 888. In this way, it mimics the federal rule on offers
of judgment, which has been said to “prompt[] both parties to a suit to evaluate the risks
and costs of litigation, and to balance them against the likelihood of success upon trial on

the merits.” Marek v. Chesny, 473 U.S. 1, 5, 105 S.Ct. 3012, 3014 (1985).
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While enforcing an offer of judgment falls within the Court’s discretion, the Nevada
Supreme Court has historically enforced such offers when the parties are equally
sophisticated in litigating. For example, in Dillard Dep’t Stores, the Nevada Supreme Court
enforced an offer of judgment against Dillard’s, a large department store chain with a history
of similar litigation. See 115 Nev. at 372, 989 P.2d at 882. Similarly, in Peppermill Casinos,
the Nevada Supreme Court enforced an offer of judgment made by one casino to another
casino. See 134 Nev. Adv. Op. 31, 416 P.3d at 259. Finally, in LaForge v. State, Univ. &
Comm. College Sys. of Nevada, the Nevada Supreme Court enforced the State of
Nevada’s offer of judgment to a fired university professor because the State had put its
litigation cards on the table and the professor could anticipate all triable issues and evaluate
them in light of the offer. See 116 Nev. 415, 424, 997 P.2d 130, 136 (2000) (noting the
offeree had just as much information as the offeror in evaluating possible litigation
outcomes before trial).

Here, the policies underpinning NRCP 68 show precisely why the Court should
enforce FTB’s Offer. In the time between Hyatt rejecting FTB’s Offer in 2007 and the
Supreme Court of the United States deciding Hyatt Ill in 2019, Hyatt and FTB have spent
millions of dollars litigating this case. Hyatt’'s rejection of the Offer has burdened the
Nevada Supreme Court and the Supreme Court of the United States twice each. These
courts have undoubtedly assigned numerous staff members to process the voluminous
briefing. Several law firms have devoted thousands of manhours to the case. And of
course this Court had to consider several pre- and post-trial motions and will now have to
review hundreds of pages of billing invoices while considering FTB’s fee request.

Consequently, the taxpayers of two states and the federal government have
encountered a large bill for this litigation because of Hyatt rejecting FTB’s Offer. They did
so during trying economic times. This, however, comes without any benefit to Hyatt from
rejecting FTB’s Offer because Hyatt ends this case with less than what he would have
received from FTB’s Offer. Moreover, Hyatt was no stranger to litigation, having filed tens

of lawsuits during the pendency of this case and litigating several other appeals. See Exhs.
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E and F. The parties had equal sophistication regarding litigation outcomes, and both
parties had experienced and skilled counsel guiding them during the case.

If there was ever a case where fees should be shifted for rejecting an offer of
judgment, this is it. Hyatt’s rejection of FTB’s Offer has cost time and money for a wide
range of stakeholders beyond the parties directly involved. This is precisely the purpose
for NRCP 68’s fee shifting mechanism. Dillard Dep’t Stores, 115 Nev. at 382, 989 P.2d at
888 (NRCP 68 saves “time and money for the court system, the parties, and the taxpayers
... by rewarding a party who makes a reasonable offer and punishing the party who refuses
to accept such an offer.”).

. CONCLUSION.

After over twenty years of litigating, this case has finally reached a conclusion in
which Hyatt will recover nothing for advancing claims against FTB in Nevada’s court
system. From the start, FTB argued it was immune from suit and that Nevada did not have
jurisdiction over FTB as a California agency. Nearly ten years into the case, faced with
economic pressure from a faltering economy and rising legal bills, FTB offered Hyatt
judgment in the substantial amount of $110,000. Hyatt rejected FTB’s Offer and instead
proceeded to a trial and several appeals despite FTB’s settlement overtures. In the end,
that path led him to nothing.

Accordingly, FTB asks the Court to enforce FTB’s Offer pursuant to NRCP 68 and
award FTB its post-offer attorney’s fees and costs (if necessary). FTB also requests that
the Court, under NRCP 68(f), foreclose on any attempts by Hyatt to collect his attorney’s
fees or costs.

Given the voluminous supporting documentation that FTB will submit to satisfy its
obligations under Brunzell and Hyatt’s rightful concern about the time needed to review the
same, FTB recommends that the Court bifurcate the Motion into two stages. First, the
Court should hold a hearing to determine Hyatt's liability under NRCP 68 for FTB’s post-
Offer attorney’s fees. This requires straightforward analysis under NRCP 68, Beattie, and

other relevant cases. It does not require any review of FTB’s invoices and other supporting
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documentation. Second, when the Court determines that Hyatt is liable under NRCP 68, it
should then hold another hearing to determine the amount of fees to be awarded to FTB.
This analysis proceeds under Brunzell and would involve the Court reviewing FTB’s billing
invoices and other supporting documentation.

This bifurcated approach eases the workload of both the Court and the parties in
briefing and deciding this Motion, and it satisfies the Court's procedural due process
obligations under NRCP 68, Beattie, and Brunzell.

Dated this 13th day of March, 2020.

McDONALD CARANO LLP

/s/ Pat Lundvall
Pat Lundvall (NSBN 3761)
McDONALD CARANO LLP
2300 West Sahara Avenue, Suite 1200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Telephone: (702) 873-4100

Facsimile: (702) 873-9966
lundvall@mcdonaldcarano.com

Attorneys for Defendant
Franchise Tax Board of the State of California
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that on this 13th day of March, 2020, | caused a true and correct copy of the
FTB’s MOTION FOR ATTORNEY’S FEES PURSUANT TO NRCP 68 to be electronically

filed and served to all parties of record via this Court’s electronic filing system to all parties
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listed on the e-service master list:

/s/ Beau Nelson

An employee of McDonald Carano LLP
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