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RFA 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar Number:  499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 South Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
Phone: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: Harold@GewerterLaw.com 
Attorney for Defendants/Counterclaimants 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; G65 
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; NAVNEET SHARDA, 
an individual; FURNITURE BOUTIQUE, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES I-
X; and ROE CORPORATIONS XI-XX, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 
_______________________________________ 

NAVNEET SHARDA, an individual; TRATA, 
INC.; A Nevada corporation, 

Counterclaimants, 

vs. 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, 

Counter-Defendant. 

     Case No.: A-17-756274-C 

     Dept. No.: XVIII 

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. 
NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST  

SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS 
TO STEVEN BARKET 

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:27 PM
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DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST 
SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS TO STEVEN BARKET 

TO: STEVEN BARKET, Defendant 

TO: Counsel for Defendant  

COMES NOW Defendant/Counterclaimant Navneet Sharda (hereinafter “Dr. Sharda”), by and 

through his attorney of record, Harold P. Gewerter, Esq. of Harold P. Gewerter, Esq., LTD., and do hereby 

request the production of documents from Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Steven Barket to be answered 

within thirty days hereof pursuant to Rule 36 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure. 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

The following instructions and definitions apply to each and every request for admission presented 

in this document and are therefore, incorporated in each and every request for admission. 

1. Pursuant to Rule 36, N.R.C.P., any matter is deemed admitted unless written answer or

objection addressed to the matter signed by you is filed within thirty (30) days after service of the request. 

If objection is made, the reasons therefore should be stated. The answer should specifically deny any 

request not specifically admitted, or should set forth in detail the reason why the answering party cannot 

truthfully admit or deny any particular request. 

2. A denial shall thoroughly meet the substance of the request for admissions, and when good

faith requires that a party qualify his answer or deny only a part of the matter of which an admission is 

requested, he shall specify so much of it as is true and qualify or deny the remainder. Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant should not give lack of information or knowledge as a reason for failure to admit or deny unless 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant can state that a reasonable inquiry has been made and that the information 

known or readily available and obtainable to the Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant is insufficient to enable 

Defendants to admit or deny. 

3. The terms “document(s),” “written statement(s)” and “report(s),” as used in the following

interrogatories, shall be defined as any and all written, recorded or graphic information, produced or 

reproduced, that is in any way pertinent to the subject matter of this case. The term “Document(s)” shall 
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include, without limitation, any books, pamphlets, periodicals, transcripts of oral or telephone 

conversations, electronically stored information, investigation reports, investigation notes, photographs, 

diagrams, drawings, audio recordings, video recordings, any other data compilations, correspondence, 

agreements, contracts, applications, accounting records, financial records, time records, notes, logs, diaries, 

drafted, received, or sent, transcripts, tapes, recordings, minutes of meetings, directives, work papers, 

charts, prints, drawings, flow sheets, computer generated calculations, photographs, film, computer 

printouts, advertisements, catalogues, or any handwritten, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed or 

graphic matter, produced or reproduced, that has been in Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s possession, care, 

custody or control or has ever been accessible to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant. As defined above, any 

document that contains any comment, notation, addition, insertion, or marking of any type that is not part 

of another document, which does not contain the same comment, notation, addition, insertion or marking, 

shall be considered a separate document. 

4. The term “you,” and any of its derivatives, as used in the following interrogatories, shall not

only refer to the named party or parties, but shall also refer to counsel for such party or parties, agents, 

servants, employees, representatives, investigators, and any other individuals who are in possession of or 

may have obtained possession of any information for or through representing the named party or parties. 

5. The term “Subject Incident” shall refer the events which gave rise to the Complaint in the

instant matter.   

REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1: 

Admit that you demanded and received money from Shafik Hirjj and/or Shafik Brown subsequent 

to Trata, Inc. extending loans to Shafik Hirjj and/or Shafik Brown for the purposes of opening the business 

referred to in your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017 as “FF4” and “Sunset.”     

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2: 

Admit that subsequent to the August 15, 2016 settlement agreement entered into between you and 

Dr. Sharda, you published or caused to be published certain internet sites regarding Dr. Sharda.   
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3: 

 Admit that subsequent to the July 29, 2017 settlement agreement entered into between you and Dr. 

Sharda, you published or caused to be published certain internet sites regarding Dr. Sharda.   

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4: 

 Admit that you never extended any loans, using your own money, to Shafik Hirjj and/or Shafik 

Brown for the purposes of opening the business referred to in your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 

2017 as “FF4” and “Sunset.” 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5: 

   Admit that you have previously testified under oath that you have been a confidential information 

for the federal government. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: 

Admit that you have previously testified under oath that you have been a confidential witness for 

the federal government. 

DATED this 31st day of May, 2019. 

/s/ Harold P. Gewerter 

Harold P. Gewerter, Esq. 
Nevada Bar Number:  499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 South Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
Phone: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: Harold@GewerterLaw.com 
Attorney for Defendants/Counterclaimants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Certification is hereby made that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST  

SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS TO STEVEN BARKET was served this 31th, day of May 

2019, in the following manner: 

BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: Pursuant to Administrative Order 14-2, the above-referenced 

document was electronically filed on the date hereof and served through the Notice of Electronic Filing 

automatically generated by the Court’s facilities to those parties listed on the Court’s Master Service List. 

/s/: Sonja K. Howard                                    ____ 

An Employee of  
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
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INTG 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar Number:  499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 South Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
Phone: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: Harold@GewerterLaw.com 
Attorney for Defendants/Counterclaimants 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; G65 
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; NAVNEET SHARDA, 
an individual; FURNITURE BOUTIQUE, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES I-
X; and ROE CORPORATIONS XI-XX, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 
_______________________________________ 

NAVNEET SHARDA, an individual; TRATA, 
INC.; A Nevada corporation, 

Counterclaimants, 

vs. 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, 

Counter-Defendant. 

     Case No.: A-17-756274-C 

     Dept. No.: XVIII 

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. 
NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST SET OF 

INTERRATORIES PROPOUNDED UPON 
STEVEN BARKET 

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:29 PM
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DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST SET OF 
INTERRATORIES PROPOUNDED UPON STEVEN BARKET 

TO: STEVEN BARKET, Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 

TO: Counsel for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 

COMES NOW Defendant/Counterclaimant Navneet Sharda (hereinafter “Dr. Sharda”), by and 

through his attorney of record, Harold P. Gewerter, Esq. of Harold P. Gewerter, Esq., LTD., and pursuant 

to FRCP 33, hereby propounds upon Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Steven Barket (hereinafter “Barket”) his 

First Set of Interrogatories.  You are required by the above referenced rules to serve a copy of your answers 

on or before thirty (30) days from the receipt of these Interrogatories. 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

For purposes of these Interrogatories, the following preliminary instructions apply to each of the 

Interrogatories set forth herein and are deemed incorporated therein. 

1. “You” or “your” refers to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, Steven Barket, agents, attorneys,

investigators and any other person or entity directly or indirectly subject to their respective control. 

2. When used in these Interrogatories, the term Mike Evans or any synonym thereof, is intended

to and shall embrace and include, in addition to Steven Barket, counsel for Steven Barket, and all agents, 

servants, employees, representatives, and others who are in possession of, or may have obtained, 

information on behalf of Steven Barket.  As to each person state his or her full name, last known address 

and telephone number, and his or her title, capacity or position as such last known employment. 

3. Whenever appropriate, the singular form of a word shall be interpreted as plural, and the

masculine gender shall be deemed to include feminine. 

4. As used in these Interrogatories, the term “and” as well as “or” shall be construed either

disjunctively or conjunctively, as necessary, to bring the scope of these Interrogatories any information 

which might otherwise be construed to be outside their scope. 
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5. As used in these Interrogatories, the term “document” includes, without limiting the generality

of its meaning, all originals or copies, where originals are unavailable, and non-identical copies (whether 

different from originals by reason of notation made on such copies or otherwise) of all written, recorded or 

graphic matter, however produced or reproduced, whether or not now in existence, or correspondence, 

telegrams, notes or sound recordings of any type of conversation, meeting or conference, minutes of 

meetings, memoranda, reports, summaries and results of investigations and tests, reviews, contracts, 

agreements, working papers, tax returns, statistical records, ledgers, book of account, vouchers, bank 

checks, bank statements, invoices, receipts, computer data, stenographers’ notebooks, manuals, directives, 

bulletins, desk calendars, appointment books, diaries, maps, charts, photographs, plats, drawings or other 

graphic representations, logs, investigators reports or papers similar to any of the foregoing, however 

denominated. 

6. If you at any time had possession or control of any document or photograph called for under

these Interrogatories and if such document has been lost, destroyed, purged or is not presently in your 

possession or control, you shall describe the document and/or photograph, the date of its loss, destruction, 

purge or separation from possession or control, and the circumstances surrounding its loss, destruction, 

purge or separation from possession or control. 

7. If any document or photograph requested is not within your personal custody or control, so

state.  If the document or photograph is not in your personal control or custody, identify every person or 

entity you know or believe has custody or control of such document. 

8. As used in these Interrogatories, the term “person” includes, without limiting the generality of

its meaning, every natural person, corporate entity, partnership, association, governmental body or agency. 

9. As used throughout these Interrogatories, the terms “identify,” “identity” and “identification”

when used in reference to a communication, mean to state with respect to each communication, the nature 

of the communication (telephone, letter, e-mail, etc...), the date of the communication, the persons who 
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were present or participated in the communication or with whom or from whom communications were 

made, and the substance of the statement made by each person involved in such communication. 

10. All information is to be divulged which is in Steven Barket’s possession or control, or can be

ascertained upon reasonable investigation of areas within your control.  The knowledge of Steven Barket’s 

attorney is deemed to be Steven Barket’s knowledge, so that, apart from any privileged matters, if Steven 

Barket’s attorney has knowledge of the information sought to be elicited herein, said knowledge must be 

incorporated into these answers, even if such information is unknown to Steven Barket individually. 

12. Whenever you are unable to state an answer to these Interrogatories based upon your own

personal knowledge, so state, and identify the person or persons you believe to have such knowledge, what 

you believe the correct answer to be, and the facts upon which you base your answer. 

13. When an Interrogatory calls for an answer in more than one part, each part should be separated

so that the answer is clearly understandable. 

14. Each Interrogatory should be construed independently.  No Interrogatory should be construed

by reference to any other Interrogatory if the result is a limitation of the scope of the answer to such 

Interrogatory. 

15. If an Interrogatory is objected to, in whole or in part, or if information responsive to the

Interrogatory is withheld, on the ground of privilege or otherwise, please set forth the facts upon which 

Steven Barket relies as the basis for such objection. 

16. Answers to each Interrogatory shall be supplemented as follows:

(a) A party under a duty seasonably to supplement his/her response with respect to

any question directly addressed to (i) the identity and location of persons having 

knowledge of discoverable matters; and (ii) the identity of each person expected to be 

called as an expert witness at trial, the subject matter on which he/she is expected to 

testify, and the substance of his/her testimony. 
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(b) A party under a duty seasonably to amend a prior response if he/she obtains

information upon the basis of which (i) he/she knows that the response was incorrect 

when made; or (ii) he/she knows that the response, though correct when made, is no 

longer true and the circumstances are such that a failure to amend the response is in 

substance a knowing concealment. 

17. If you claim privilege as to any communication as to any of the Interrogatories, specify the

privilege claimed, the communication and/or answer as to which that claim is made, the parties to the 

communication, the topic discussed in the communication and the basis for your claim. 

18. These Interrogatories are continuing and require supplemental responses if you obtain further

information with respect to the same between the date your answers are served and the entry of judgment. 

19. If asked to identify a document, attach a copy of the document unless you explain why not.

If you do not attach the copy, describe the document, including its date and nature, and give the name, 

address, telephone number, and occupation of the person who has the document. 

20. The term “Subject Incident” as used in these Interrogatories shall refer to the events which

gave rise to the Complaint, Amended Complaint, and Counterclaim in the instant matter.  

INTERROGATORIES 

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: 

 Please describe, in your own words, your version of the events which caused you to initiate the 

instant litigation. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

 Please identify in complete detail each person whom you expect to call as a witness, including 

expert witnesses, at trial, stating as to each such person the following:  full name, home address and 

business address, business name of the witness or employer, description of the specialized field in which 

it is claimed any identified expert will qualify as an expert in this case, the subject matter or area on which 
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such person is to testify, the substance of the facts and opinions on which such person is to testify, and a 

summary of the grounds for each expert opinion. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

 Please identify your educational history, beginning with high school, and for each school list the 

name of the educational institution, the dates of attendance, and the diploma, degree, or certificate earned. 

This interrogatory necessarily includes any military, vocational, of self-study training you have attended.  

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

Please identity your employment history for the last ten (10) years, including name of employer, 

name of supervisor, job duties, and dates employed.  This interrogatory necessarily includes all government 

positions or titles, formal or informal, such as “FBI Informant,” which you have held, whether paid or 

unpaid.  This interrogatory also necessarily includes all self-employment in which you have engaged during 

the last ten (10) years.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 16, state whether you 

personally delivered, either by cash, certified check, bank transfer, or any other means, the sum of one 

million dollars ($1,000,000.00) to Shafik Hirjj and/or Shafik Brown. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 17, identify by name 

the trust identified as “47.5% controlled by a trust,” and the trust referenced in the allegation as “…and 5% 

controlled by a trust,” as well as the trustees and beneficiaries of each trust.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

 State specifically the investments, benefits, work performed, and other considerations you 

conveyed upon Shafik Hirji and/or Shafik Brown which entitled you to the remunerations as referenced in 

paragraphs 17 through 20 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 21, please state with 

specificity how you “secured” a loan from Dr. Sharda in the amount of $1,000,000.00 on behalf of the 

alleged new business identified in your complaint as “FF4” or “Sunset.”     

INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 21, please state whether 

you, G65 Ventures, LLC, or any other entity or trust owned or controlled by you were listed as a debtor, 

guarantor, or were otherwise responsible for the loan from Dr. Sharda “on behalf of Sunset.”   

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: 

 Please state with specificity the principal facts upon which you made the allegations contained in 

paragraph 22 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 11: 

 Please state whether the new business identified in your Amended Complaint as “FF4” and 

“Sunset” was in fact ever formed with the Nevada Secretary of State, and/or ever conducted any business, 

and if so, what was the name of that business.   

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

 Please state with specificity the principal facts upon which you made the allegations contained in 

paragraph 23 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 24, identify with 

specificity how you became aware that “a check to a lender bounced” and the identity of the “lender,” 

sufficient for service of a subpoena.  
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INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraphs 17 and 26, please 

explain how you were the “majority owner” in the business identified by you as “FF4” or “Sunset” when 

the allocation of ownership percentage, as alleged by you, was “47.5% owned by Hirji and Brown; 47.5% 

controlled by a trust, whose trustee was Barket; and 5% controlled by a trust.” 

INTERROGATORY NO. 15: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 26, please identity, 

legally, procedurally, and/or according to what bylaws, operating agreement, or other document, how you 

“removed” the current officers of the business identified by you as “FF4” or “Sunset” and further identify, 

sufficient for service of a subpoena, the names of the “new officers” you “appointed.”   

INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

Please state whether an election was held to elect the “new officers” referenced in paragraph 26 and 

whether Shafik Hirji or Shafik Brown were given notice and an opportunity to vote in said election.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 17: 

 Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 26, please identify 

every instance of “breaches, thefts, and frauds” discovered by “new officers” in the business identified by 

you as “FF4” or “Sunset.”  For each such instance of breach, theft, or fraudulent actions, identify the date 

of such action, by whom such action was committed, each provision of the contract referenced in and 

attached to your Amended Complaint was breached (if applicable), the dollar amount of each breach, theft, 

and fraud, and/or the how each action constituted fraud.   

INTERROGATORY 18: 

With respect to the documents requested in Dr. Sharda’s First Set of Requests for Production of 

Documents, Request No. 20, served contemporaneously with these Interrogatories, identify each such  
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document which made you become “aware of the scope of Defendants’ breaches, thefts, and frauds” as 

alleged in paragraph 26 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017.     

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

Please state whether you ever made Dr. Sharda aware of the January 20, 2017 contract between 

you, Shafik Hirji, and Shafik Brown prior to the loan being made by Trata, Inc. to the Shafiks.  If your 

Answer to this Interrogatory is in the affirmative, please state when and how you communicated said fact 

to Dr. Sharda.  

INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

Please identify whether you ever received any of the monies allegedly owed to you pursuant to the 

January 20, 2017 contract between you, Shafik Hirji, and Shafik Brown. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

 Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 7, state the 

principal facts upon which you relied to deny having “a prior business deal with the Shafiks.” 

INTERROGATORY NO. 22: 

 Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 7, state the 

principal facts upon which you relied to deny taking capital assets (money) from the Shafiks.   

INTERROGATORY NO. 23: 

 Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 6, please explain 

how you are “without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny” whether you made defamatory 

statements to the Shafiks stating that Dr. Sharda was an unworthy business partner. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 24: 

 Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 6, please explain 

how you are “without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny” whether you sent text 
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messages to the Shafiks and Dr. Sharda threatening to publicize private information of the parties to the 

general public. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 25: 

Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 6, please explain 

how you are “without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny” whether you created a website 

identified as http://navneetshardaexamined.com. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 26: 

Referring to paragraph 19 of Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, please identify your intent 

behind and/or motivation for creating the website identified as http://navneetshardaexamined.com. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 27: 

Referring to paragraph 22 of Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, please identify whether you 

admit or deny the allegations contained therein.  Note that under NRCP 33(a)(2) provides that “[a]n 

interrogatory is not objectionable merely because it asks for an opinion or contention that relates to fact or 

the application of law to fact…” 

INTERROGATORY NO. 28: 

Referring to paragraph 23 of Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, please identify whether you 

admit or deny the allegations contained therein.  Note that under NRCP 33(a)(2) provides that “[a]n 

interrogatory is not objectionable merely because it asks for an opinion or contention that relates to fact or 

the application of law to fact…” 

INTERROGATORY NO. 29: 

Please provide a list of all websites you have published or caused to be published regarding Dr. 

Sharda, Shafik Hirji, and/or Shafik Brown. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 30: 

Referring to your Answer to Dr. Sharda & Trata, Inc.’s Counterclaim, paragraph 3, wherein you 

admitted the allegations contained in paragraph 5 of the Counterclaim, please identity each payment made 

to you by Dr. Sharda and the exact work performed by you entitling you to each such payment. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 31: 

Please identify by case number, date initiated, and court each legal action in which you have been 

a party, whether civil or criminal, for the last five (5) years. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 32: 

Please identify by case number, date initiated, and court each legal action in which you were called 

to testify as a witness and describe the nature of your testimony, whether or not you were a party to the 

action, whether civil or criminal, for the last five (5) years.   

INTERROGATORY NO. 33: 

Please identify, in your own words, your relationship with Daniel Nicherie and whether such 

relationship is for business and/or personal reasons. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 34: 

Please identify your business relationship and/or transactions with a company commonly referred 

to as SWITCH and further explain your use of its servers and IP addresses. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 35: 

Please describe in detail your working relationship with the law firm Cohen Johnson Parker 

Edwards, including, but not limited to, whether you were a salaried employee or independent contractor, 

you job title(s), your essential job functions, and the dates which you worked for Cohen Johnson Parker 

Edwards. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 36: 

Please identity all work, by case name or project name, which was performed by you to the benefit 

of or relating to Dr. Sharda and any entities controlled by him, and whether you were directed to undertake 

each such work by Dr. Sharda directly or by Cohen Johnson Parker Edwards.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 37: 

Please identify all sums of money provided to you by Shafik Hirji, and Shafik Brown subsequent 

to September of 2016.    

INTERROGATORY NO. 38: 

Please identify all sums of money provided to you by Dr. Sharda or by any businesses which he 

controls subsequent to September of 2016.   

INTERROGATORY NO. 39: 

If your Response to any of the Requests for Admissions served contemporaneously with these 

Interrogatories is anything other than an unqualified admission, explain in detail the basis for your denial 

and/or qualification to each such Request. 

DATED this 31st day of May, 2019. 

/s/ Harold P. Gewerter 

HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 S. Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89104 
Tel: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: harold@gewerterlaw.com  
Attorneys for Plaintiff  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Certification is hereby made that a true and correct copy of the foregoing  

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST SET OF  

INTERRATORIES PROPOUNDED UPON STEVEN BARKET was served this 31st day of May 

2019, in the following manner: 

BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: Pursuant to Administrative Order 14-2, the above-referenced 

document was electronically filed on the date hereof and served through the Notice of Electronic Filing 

automatically generated by the Court’s facilities to those parties listed on the Court’s Master Service List. 

/s/: Sonja K. Howard                                    ____ 

An Employee of  
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
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RFPD 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar Number:  499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 South Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
Phone: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: Harold@GewerterLaw.com 
Attorney for Defendants/Counterclaimants 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; G65 
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; NAVNEET SHARDA, 
an individual; FURNITURE BOUTIQUE, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES I-
X; and ROE CORPORATIONS XI-XX, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 
_______________________________________ 

NAVNEET SHARDA, an individual; TRATA, 
INC.; A Nevada corporation, 

Counterclaimants, 

vs. 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, 

Counter-Defendant. 

     Case No.: A-17-756274-C 

     Dept. No.: XVIII 

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. 
NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST  

SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS TO STEVEN BARKET 

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:25 PM
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DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST  
SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO STEVEN BARKET 

TO: STEVEN BARKET, Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 

TO: Counsel for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 

COMES NOW Defendant/Counterclaimant Navneet Sharda (hereinafter “Dr. Sharda”), by and 

through his attorney of record, Harold P. Gewerter, Esq. of Harold P. Gewerter, Esq., LTD., and do hereby 

request the production of documents from Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Steven Barket to be answered 

within thirty days hereof pursuant to NRCP 34. 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

1. The term “document,” shall be defined as it is in Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 34, which

defines “document” to include any medium upon which information or data can be discovered that is within 

the custody, care or control of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant or of any agent, representative (including, 

without limitation, attorneys, consultants and accountants), or other persons acting or purportedly acting 

for or on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, as well as acting in concert therewith, including, but not 

limited to agreements, contracts, correspondence, communications, letters, telegrams, memoranda, 

electronically stored information, books, records, recordings, reports, summaries of transcripts of telephone 

conversations, summaries of transcripts of personal conversations or interviews, diaries, forecasts, 

schedules, work papers, graphs, charts, accounts, analytical records, statistical statements, minutes of 

records of meetings or conferences, appraisals, reports or summaries of negotiations, brochures, marginal 

notations, notes, bills, invoices, drafts, checks, photographs, lists, journals, advertising, magnetic tapes, 

computer tapes, discs and cards, printouts and any and all other written, printed, stenographic, recorded, 

photographic matter, or sound reproductions, however produced or reproduced, including all drafts or 

copies of the aforementioned. 

2. Any plural term shall include the singular and any singular term shall include the plural.
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3. The terms “and” and “or” shall be construed conjunctively or disjunctively to make the

request inclusive, as opposed to exclusive. 

4. The term “including” shall be construed to mean “including, without limitation.”

5. The term “relating” means, in addition to its customary meaning, discussing, pertaining,

referring, evidencing, constituting, showing or recording. 

6. In accordance with Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 34(b), Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant is

obligated to produce documents as they are kept in the ordinary and usual course of business or to organize 

and label the document to correspond with the documents presented in this request. 

7. This is a continuing request, which means the Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant is required to

provide any supplemental production in a timely manner if Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant receives, prepares, 

or discovers additional documents that have been requested between the time of the original production of 

documents and the time of each evidentiary hearing in this action. 

8. The term “you,” its plural or any synonym thereof, and the term “Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant” are intended to and shall embrace and include in addition to the named answering 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Steven Barket, counsel for such party, and all agents, servants, employees, 

representatives, investigators and others who are in the possession of or who may have obtained 

information for or on behalf of the named Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant. 

9. As used throughout these Requests, the term “Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant” refers to Steven

Barket. 

10. As used throughout these Requests, the term “Subject Incident” shall refer to the events

which gave rise to the Complaint in the instant matter.   

11. If any document requested was formerly in the custody, care or control of Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant, but has been lost or destroyed, Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant must submit, in lieu of the original 

document, a written statement which: 
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(a) Describes in detail the nature of the document and its contents;

(b) Identifies the person who prepared or authored the document and, if applicable, the person to

whom the document was sent; 

(c) Specifies the date on which the document was prepared or transmitted or both;

(d) Specifies, if possible, the date on which the document was lost or destroyed, and, if destroyed,

the conditions of or reasons for such destruction and the persons requesting and performing the destruction. 

12. If any documents otherwise required to be produced by this request are withheld,

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant shall identify the document by stating its date, author, recipients, and the 

reason for withholding. 

13. Identify the name, address and job title of the Custodian of Record of any document

produced in response to a request contained herein. 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

REQUEST NO. 1: 

Please produce any and all documents that are identified in your Answers to Dr. Sharda’s First Set 

of Interrogatories, in addition to any and all documents reviewed by you or anyone acting on your behalf 

in the preparation of Answers to the referenced Interrogatories. 

REQUEST NO. 2: 

Please produce any and all documents in support of the affirmative defenses pled in your August 

31, 2017 Answer to Counterclaimants’ Counterclaim. 

REQUEST NO. 3: 

Please produce any and all documents in your possession, or the possession of anyone acting on 

your behalf, including, but not limited to, police reports, photographs, recorded statements, 

correspondence, emails, text messages, recordings, writings, and/or reports regarding the Subject Incident. 
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REQUEST NO. 4: 

Please produce any and all documents, photographs, surveillance videos, or other evidence that you 

intend to use or introduce at the time of trial whether as a demonstrative aid or otherwise.  

REQUEST NO. 5: 

Please provide any and all expert witness reports for the Subject Incident, including but not limited 

to typed reports, handwritten notes, documents relied upon for the expert’s opinion, reference material, 

correspondence, maps, diagrams, photographs, summaries of interviews or conversations, and videotape 

used to form his/her opinion. 

REQUEST NO. 6: 

Please provide a list of any other cases in which each expert identified by you has testified as an 

expert at trial or by deposition, within the preceding four (4) years. 

REQUEST NO. 7: 

Referring to your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 16, please provide any 

documentation which you may have which evidences that you caused to be delivered the sum of one million 

dollars ($1,000,000.00) to Shafik Hirjj and/or Shafik Brown. 

 REQUEST NO. 8: 

Please provide all trust agreements for the unnamed trusts referred to in your Amended Complaint 

filed August 11, 2017, at paragraph 17, as “47.5% controlled by a trust,” and the trust referenced in the 

allegation as “…and 5% controlled by a trust.”   

REQUEST NO. 9: 

Please provide any invoices, billing, receipts, time logs, bank statements, or other documentation 

reflecting the investments, benefits, work performed, and other considerations you conveyed upon Shafik 

Hirji and/or Shafik Brown which entitled you to the remunerations as referenced in paragraphs 17 through 

20 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 

REQUEST NO. 10: 

Please provide any emails, text messages, or other written documentation to support the allegations 

contained in paragraph 22 of your Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 
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REQUEST NO. 11: 

Please provide copies of operating agreements, minutes of all meetings of members and/or 

managers, initial election of officers/managers, removal of officers/managers, resolutions, elections of new 

officers/managers, and all other corporate paperwork for the business identified in your August 11, 2017 

Amended Complaint as “FF4” and “Sunset.”    

REQUEST NO. 12: 

Please provide copies of any business license, d/b/a applications, and other such licensures for the 

business identified in your August 11, 2017 Amended Complaint as “FF4” and “Sunset.”    

REQUEST NO. 13: 

Please provide copies of all tax returns filed on behalf of business identified in your August 11, 

2017 Amended Complaint as “FF4” and “Sunset.”      

REQUEST NO. 14: 

 Please provide any accounting records, bank statements, wire transfer receipts, withdrawal/deposit 

slips, or any other documentation which support the allegations contained in paragraph 23 of your August 

11, 2017 Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 

REQUEST NO. 15: 

 Please provide any accounting records, bank statements, wire transfer receipts, withdrawal/deposit 

slips, or any other documentation which support the allegations contained in paragraph 24 of your August 

11, 2017 Amended Complaint filed August 11, 2017. 

REQUEST NO. 16: 

Please provide copies of all stock/membership units certificates, ownership interest logs, or other 

documentation which evidences your ownership interests in, and that are the “majority owner” of, the 

business identified in your August 11, 2017 Amended Complaint as “FF4” or “Sunset.” 
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REQUEST NO. 17: 

Please provide a copy of the “check to a lender [that] bounced” as referenced in your August 11, 

2017 Amended Complaint at paragraph 24. 

REQUEST NO. 18: 

Referring to paragraph 25 of your August 11, 2017 Amended Complaint, please provide any emails, 

letters, text messages, or other writings which demonstrate that you asked to see the financial records of 

the company referenced by you as “FF4” or “Sunset.” 

REQUEST NO. 19: 

Referring to paragraph 25 of your August 11, 2017 Amended Complaint, please provide any emails, 

letters, text messages, or other writings which demonstrate that Defendants refused to allow you to see the 

financial records of the company referenced by you as “FF4” or “Sunset.”   

REQUEST NO. 20: 

Referring to paragraph 26 of your August 11, 2017 Amended Complaint, please provide a full and 

complete copy of the “financials” of the company referenced by you as “FF4” or “Sunset” which were 

retrieved by the “new officers” appointed by you. 

REQUEST NO. 21: 

Please provide copies of any and all written agreements between you and any of the named 

Defendants/Counterclaimants named in this action.   

REQUEST NO. 22: 

Please provide copies of any and all audio or video recordings which you have taken or caused to 

be taken of any of the named Defendants/Counterclaimants named in this action.  This Request is to 

include, but not limited to, telephone conversations between yourself and any of the named 

Defendants/Counterclaimants, in-person conversations between yourself and any of the named 

Defendants/Counterclaimants, any type of conversations amongst and/or between the named 
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Defendants/Counterclaimants, security or surveillance videos taken of any of the named 

Defendants/Counterclaimants, and so forth.      

REQUEST NO. 23: 

Please produce copies of any agreements between you and RepSentry executed or in effect during 

the last five (5) years. 

REQUEST NO. 24: 

Please produce any agreements of any nature which you have entered into with any political 

organizations, including but not limited to, the Democratic National Committee.  

REQUEST NO. 25: 

Please produce any agreements of any nature which you have entered into with attorney Brent 

Hatch.    

REQUEST NO. 26: 

Please produce any licensing contracts, user agreements, or purchase receipts for any “de-listing 

software” which you have used in the past five (5) years.  For the purposes of this Request, “de-listing 

software” refers to computer programs or software which remove websites from Google or other search 

engine indexing so that such websites do not readily appear when a certain name or topic is searched. 

REQUEST NO. 27: 

   Please provide copies of any employment or independent contract agreements between you and 

Cohen Johnson Parker Edwards which were in place during the past five (5) years.  

/ / / 

/ / / 
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REQUEST NO. 28: 

Please produce copies of all government Form 302 Reports generated by the federal government 

regarding or concerning you for all matters during the last five (5).   

DATED this 31st day of May, 2019. 

/s/: Harold P. Gewerter 

HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 499 
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
1212 S. Casino Center Blvd. 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89104 
Tel: (702) 382-1714 
Fax: (702) 382-1759 
Email: harold@gewerterlaw.com  
Attorneys for Plaintiff  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Certification is hereby made that a true and correct copy of the foregoing  

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT DR. NAVNEET SHARDA’S FIRST SET OF REQUESTS 

FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO STEVEN BARKET was served this 31st day of May  

2019, in the following manner: 

BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: Pursuant to Administrative Order 14-2, the above-referenced 

document was electronically filed on the date hereof and served through the Notice of Electronic Filing 

automatically generated by the Court’s facilities to those parties listed on the Court’s Master Service List. 

/s/: Sonja K. Howard                                    ____ 

An Employee of  
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD. 
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BRYAN NADDAFI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 13004 
OLYMPIA LAW, P.C. 
9480 S. Eastern Avenue, Suite #257 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89123 
Telephone No. (702) 522-6450 
Email: bryan@olympialawpc.com 
Attorneys for Navneet Sharda and Trata Inc. 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; and G65 
VENTURES, LLC., a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company,  

Plaintiffs, 

     vs. 

SHAFIK HIRK, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; and NAVNEET 
SHARDA, an individual; FURNITURE 
BOUTIQUE, LLC, A Nevada Limited 
Liability Company, and DOES 1-X, inclusive 
and ROE CORPORATIONS XI through XX, 

Defendants.   

_____________________________________ 

     Case No.: A-17-756274-C 

     Dept. No.: 18 

NAVNEET SHARDA, an individual; 
TRATA, INC., a Nevada corporation; 

Counterclaimants, 

Vs. 

STEVEN BARKEET, an individual, 

Counterdefendant 

NAVNEET SHARDA AND TRATA, INC.’S DISCLOSURE OF WITNESSES AND 

DOCUMENTS PURSUANT TO NRCP 16.1 

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/13/2018 2:56 PM
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COMES NOW NAVNEET SHARDA AND TRATA, INC.  (hereafter the “Parties”), 

by through their attorney BRYAN NADDAFI, ESQ. of OLYMPIA LAW, P.C., and submits 

their Disclosure Statement pursuant to NRCP Rule 16.1, as follows: 

LIST OF WITNESSES 

The following are the list of persons who are presently known or reasonably believed 

to have knowledge of any facts relevant to the allegations of any pleading filed by any party 

to the action, including persons having knowledge of the allegations or knowledge of 

impeachment evidence” 

1. Navneet Sharda
c/o Bryan Naddafi, Esq.
OLYMPIA LAW, P.C.
9480 S. Eastern Avenue, Suite #257
Las Vegas, Nevada 89123

Mr. Sharda will testify to the facts and circumstances alleged in the Complaint and 

Counterclaim. 

2. Person(s) Most Knowledgeable of TRATA, INC.,
c/o Bryan Naddafi, Esq.
OLYMPIA LAW, P.C.
9480 S. Eastern Avenue, Suite #257
Las Vegas, Nevada 89123

The Person(s) most knowledgeable for TRATA, INC is/are expected to provide 

testimony relating to the facts and circumstances surrounding the subject of the Complaint 

and Counterclaim. 

3. Person(s) Most Knowledgeable of G65 Ventures, LLC.,
c/o MCDONALD LAW OFFICES
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2451 W. Horizon Ridge Pkwy., #120 
Henderson, Nevada 89052    

The Person(s) most knowledgeable for G65 Ventures, LLC is/are expected to 

provide testimony relating to the facts and circumstances surrounding the subject of the 

Complaint. 

4. Steven Barket,
c/o MCDONALD LAW OFFICES
2451 W. Horizon Ridge Pkwy., #120
Henderson, Nevada 89052

Mr. Barket will testify to the facts and circumstances alleged in the Complaint and 

Counterclaim. 

The Parties reserve the right to amend this list to add additional witnesses during 

discovery as said witnesses become available. 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS: 

At this stage of litigation, the Parties have no new or non-redundant documentation 

to produce.  However, the Parties reserve the right to supplement this list to add additional 

documents during discovery as said documents become available. 

DAMAGES 

The Parties reserve the right to supplement their damage calculations upon further 

discovery. 

INSURANCE AGREEMENTS 

The Parties are unaware of any insurance agreements that would compensate them 

for any injuries in this matter nor do they believe that there are any insurance policies would 

apply to the claimed damages against Counterdefendant. 
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DATED this 13th day of June 2018. 

OLYMPIA LAW, P.C. 

_/s/ BRYAN NADDAFI___ 
BRYAN NADDAFI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 13004 
9480 S. Eastern Avenue, Suite #257 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89123 
Telephone No. (702) 522-6450 
Email: bryan@olympialawpc.com 
Attorneys for Navneet Sharda and Trata Inc. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies on June 13, 2018, a true and correct copy of 

NAVNEET SHARDA AND TRATA, INC.’S DISCLOSURE OF WITNESSES AND 

DOCUMENTS PURSUANT TO NRCP 16.1 was served to the following at their last 

known address(es), facsimile numbers and/or e-mail/other electronic means, pursuant to: 

______ BY MAIL:  N.R.C.P. 5(b), I deposited by first class United States 
mailing, postage prepaid at Henderson Nevada; 

______ BY FAX:     E.D.C.R. 7.26(a), I served via facsimile at the 
telephone number provided for such transmissions. 

______ BY MAIL AND FAX:    N.R.C.P 5(b), I deposited by first class  
United States mail, postage prepaid in Henderson, Nevada; and via 
facsimile pursuant to E.D.C.R. 7.26(a) 

X____ BY E-MAIL AND/OR ELECTRONIC MEANS:  N.R.C.P.  
5(b)(2)(D) and addresses (s) having consented to electronic service, I 
via e-mail or other electronic means to the e-mail address(es) of the 
addressee(s). 
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OPPC
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 002003
610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 386-0536; Fax (702) 386-6812
Attorney for Defendants, Shafik Hirji, 
Shafik Brown, and Furniture Boutique, LLC
 

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; and G65 Case No.: A-17-756274-C  
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Case No.: A-18-770121-C
Company, Dept. No.: IV

Plaintiffs, 

vs.

SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; and NAVEET 
SHARDA, an individual; FURNITURE 
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company, and DOES I-X, inclusive 
and ROE CORPORATIONS XI through XX. 

Defendants.
_________________________________/

NAVEET SHARDA, an individual; 
TRATA, INC., a Nevada Corporation; 

Counterclaimants, 

vs. DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO 
COUNTERDEFENDANTS’

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, LIMITED JOINDER TO
COUNTERCLAIMANTS’ MOTION 

Counterdefendant. FOR CLARIFICATION, AND/OR 
_________________________________/ IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION 
SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK FOR RELIEF, RECONSIDERATION,
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE AND/OR TO ALTER OR AMEND  
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited JUDGMENT AND COUNTERMOTION 
Liability Company; TO STRIKE COUNTERDEFENDANTS’

UNTIMELY JOINDER
Counter-Claimants, 

vs.
Date of Hearing: March 9, 2021

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, Time of Hearing: 9:00 a.m.

Counter-Defendant.
_________________________________/

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

Electronically Filed
1/13/2021 3:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual,

Plaintiff, 

vs.

BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC., a
Nevada corporation; SHAFIK HIRJI,
an individual; and SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual. 

Defendants.
_________________________________/

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO COUNTERDEFENDANTS’ LIMITED
 JOINDER TO COUNTERCLAIMANTS’ MOTION 

FOR CLARIFICATION, AND/OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
MOTION FOR RELIEF, RECONSIDERATION, AND/OR 

TO ALTER OR AMEND JUDGMENT AND 
COUNTERMOTION TO STRIKE COUNTERDEFENDANTS’ 

UNTIMELY JOINDER

COMES NOW the Defendants, Boulevard Furniture, Inc.; Furniture Boutique, LLC,

Shafik Hirji; and Shafik Brown by and through their counsel, Daniel Marks, Esq., and Teletha L.

Zupan, Esq., of the Law Office of Daniel Marks, hereby submits their Opposition to

Counterdefendants’ Limited Joinder to Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification,

And/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend

Judgment and Countermotion to Strike Counterdefendants’ untimely joinder. The grounds for the

Defendants’ Opposition and Countermotion are set forth in  the following Memorandum of

Points and Authorities, the attached exhibits, and the papers and pleadings on file.

DATED this 13th day of January, 2021.

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/s/ Teletha Zupan                                  
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 002003
TELETHA ZUPAN, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 012660
610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Attorneys for Defendants
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. STATEMENT OF FACTS:

For purposes of brevity, Defendants, incorporate by reference herein the statement of

facts from their Opposition to Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in

the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment. All

references to Exhibits are contained within the Appendices for Defend ands’ Opposition to

Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in the Alternative, Motion for

Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment, which were filed on January 11,

2021. 

On December 28, 2020, Defendant/Counterclaimants’ filed a Motion For Clarification,

And/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend

Judgment. (See Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in the

Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment filed

December 28, 2020.) Ten days later, Barket filed Counterdefendants’ Limited Joinder to

Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in the Alternative, Motion for

Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment on January 7, 2021. Therefore,

this Court should strike Barket’s Limited Joinder pursuant to the Nevada Rules of Civil

Procedure (hereafter “NRCP”), Rule 12(f), as immaterial or impertinent because it was not filed

before the January 4, 2021 deadline in accordance with Eighth Judicial District Court Rule

(hereafter “EDCR”) 2.20(d).

This Court should deny Plaintiff/Counterdefendant, Steven Barket’s (hereafter “Barket”)

limited joinder to counterclaimants’ motion for clarification, and/or in the alternative, motion for

relief, reconsideration, and/or alter or amend judgment for the following reasons. Barket does not

have standing to assert claims regarding the promissory notes and/or the breach of agreement.

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /
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II. LEGAL ARGUMENT:

1. This Court Should Strike Barket’s Untimely Limited Joinder Pursuant to
EDCR 2.20(d).

Pursuant to NRCP 12(f), this Court has the discretion to strike an immaterial or

impertinent pleading. Pursuant to EDCR 2.20(d), a written joinder must be filed within seven (7)

days after service of the motion. EDCR 2.20(d) states: 

Within 7 days after service of the motion, a nonmoving party may file written
joinder thereto, together with a memorandum of points and authorities and any
supporting affidavits. If the motion becomes moot or is withdrawn by the movant,
the joinder becomes its own stand-alone motion and the court shall consider its
points and authorities in conjunction with those in the motion. A joining
nonmoving party may designate “Hearing Requested” if no hearing has already
been requested by the moving party, and the clerk shall set the matter for hearing.

(See EDCR 2.20(d)). 

On December 28, 2020, Defendant/Counterclaimants’ filed a Motion For Clarification,

And/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend

Judgment. (See Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in the

Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment filed

December 28, 2020.) Ten days later, Barket filed Counterdefendants’ Limited Joinder to

Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion For Clarification, And/or in the Alternative, Motion for

Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter or Amend Judgment on January 7, 2021. Therefore,

this Court should strike Barket’s Limited Joinder pursuant to the Nevada Rules of Civil

Procedure (hereafter “NRCP”), Rule 12(f), as immaterial or impertinent because it was not filed

before the January 4, 2021 deadline in accordance with Eighth Judicial District Court Rule

(hereafter “EDCR”) 2.20(d).

2. Barket Did Not Have Standing to File the Pending Limited Joinder to Sharda
and Trata’s Motion. 

This Court should deny Barket’s Limited Joinder to Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion

For Clarification, And/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To Alter

or Amend Judgment because Barket does not have standing to file the pending motion relating to

the promissory notes or breach of agreement. Barket’s Motion to Enforce the Settlement

4
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Agreement and Motion to Amend Prior Judgment in the Gordon Silver action to have Judge

Williams to Order Sharda to assign the original $1,500,000 in promissory notes and COJs to

Barket that was filed on January 20, 2020, is still pending an evidentiary hearing and

adjudication by Judge Williams in Department XVI. (See Plaintiff’s Motion to Enforce the

Settlement Agreement and Motion to Amend Prior Judgment attached as Exhibit “37” at pp.

1:19-23, 2:5-6, 2:9-12, 6:9-14; 7:16-19, 8:6-7 and 9:3 and 9:5-8; Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion

to Enforce the Settlement Agreement and Motion to Amend Prior Judgment attached as Exhibit

“38” at pp. 3:1-8, 4:26-28). Therefore, Barket does not have standing to pursue the limited

opposition regarding the promissory notes and breach of agreement as his alleged rights are

pending an adjudication by Judge Williams.

3. This Court Should Deny Barket’s Request for Clarification.

This Court should deny Barket’s request for clarification because there was no ambiguity

in the order, clerical error, or administrative error. The Nevada Supreme Court has held that the

district court only has inherent authority to construe its judgment and decrees to remove any

ambiguity, but cannot do so in the absence of an ambiguity. See Mizrachi v. Mizrachi,132 Nev.

666, 673, 385 P.3d 982, 987 (2016) citing Kishner v. Kishner, 93 Nev. 220, 225-226, 562 P.2d

493, 496 (1977).  The court explained that for an ambiguity to exist there must be a provision

that is capable of more than one reasonable interpretation. 

Barket is not seeking clarification. Barket is seeking a modification of Judge Earley’s

clear and unambiguous final order dismissing this matter, along with any claims that were or any

part of them that could have been brought in the prior cases with prejudice. Barket seeks to

have the promissory notes and agreements related to each COJs excluded from Judge Earley’s

final order dismissing this matter with prejudice. However, Judge Earley was aware from the

history of this consolidated action and the various other related proceedings before Judge Cadish,

Judge Williams, and Judge Cory, of Barket and Sharda’s secret side deals, fraud, sham defaults,

and the other improper actions taken to advance their heinous schemes to gain a strategic

advantage over the Defendants. 

/ / / /
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Based upon the long sorted history of this case, the related cases, and at least five or more

separate adjudications of the COJs, Judge Earley properly held that each claim involves the same

parties or their privies. Each adjudication reference above is a valid and final judgment. Judge

Earley even cited to a Nevada Supreme Court’s decision holding that the doctrine of res judicata

precludes parties or those in privity with them from relitigating a cause of action or an issue,

which has been finally determined by a court of competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v.

Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020). Further, Judge Earley held that

this matter is based on the same claims or any part of them that were or could have been

brought in the prior cases. (See Amended Notice of Entry of Order filed December 14, 2020 at

pp. 11-12). 

The claims regarding the promissory notes and agreements could and should have been

asserted in the COJ actions before Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory. However,

Barket and Sharda engaged in heinous schemes to circumvent this litigation to gain a strategic

advantage over the Defendants. Their unsavory actions now as a matter of law pursuant to the

doctrine of res judicata preclude them from pursuing this matter further. Therefore, based upon

the unique facts of this case, this Court should deny Barket’s request for clarification because

there was no ambiguity or clerical error. 

4. This Court Should Deny Barket’s Request for Relief from the December 4,
2020 Statistical Case Closure Pursuant to NRCP 60. 

As discussed in the preceding section, which is incorporated herein by reference, there

was a final judgment entered in this case, which applies to the promissory notes and any claim

for breach of contract. Judge Earley clearly and unambiguously stated that she was dismissing

this matter with prejudice. (See Amended Notice of Entry of Order filed December 14, 2020 at p.

11-12). Therefore, this Court should deny Barket’s request for relief from the December 4, 2020

case closure. 

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /
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5. There Was No Clerical Error Because The Court’s Final Order Dismissed
The Case With Prejudice Pursuant to the Doctrine of Res Judicata.

The Court’s Final Order clearly and unambiguously dismissed the case in its entirety,

including the counterclaims based upon the unique facts and tortured history of this case that was

fully adjudicated by the parties in various departments and on some occasions multiple times in

accordance with the doctrine of res judicata.  (See Amended Notice of Entry of Order filed

December 14, 2020 at p. 13). Therefore, the case was dismissed pursuant to the doctrine of res

judicata.

6. This Court Should Deny Barket’s Request for Reconsideration Pursuant to
EDCR 2.24(b). 

EDCR 2.24 states: 

      (a) No motions once heard and disposed of may be renewed in the same cause, nor
may the same matters therein embraced be reheard, unless by leave of the court
granted upon motion therefor, after notice of such motion to the adverse parties.

      (b) A party seeking reconsideration of a ruling of the court, other than any order
that may be addressed by motion pursuant to NRCP 50(b), 52(b), 59 or 60,
must file a motion for such relief within 14 days after service of written notice of
the order or judgment unless the time is shortened or enlarged by order. A motion
for rehearing or reconsideration must be served, noticed, filed and heard as is any
other motion. A motion for reconsideration does not toll the period for filing a
notice of appeal from a final order or judgment.

      (c) If a motion for rehearing is granted, the court may make a final disposition of the
cause without reargument or may reset it for reargument or resubmission or may
make such other orders as are deemed appropriate under the circumstances of the
particular case.

Barket erroneously cites EDCR 2.24 to argue, “a motion for reconsideration is warranted

if substantially different evidence is subsequently introduced or the decision is clearly erroneous.

EDCR 2.24 expressly precludes a party from seeking reconsideration of a ruling for orders which

may be addressed by motion pursuant to NRCP 50(b), 52(b), 59 or 60, which is bolded and

underlined above for emphasis.  NRCP 50(b), 52(b), and 59 do not apply to this case because

each rule applies in cases where the trial has already occurred. NRCP 60(b) allows a party to seek

relief from a judgment or order. However, it is asserted on page 13:20 of the initial motion that

7
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Barket joined, that a clerical error must have been made to dismiss the promissory notes and

breach of contract claims pursuant to NRCP 60(a), which lacks merit.  

Barket cites to Masonry & Tile Contractors Ass'n of S. Nevada v. Jolley, Urga & Wirth,

Ltd., 113 Nev. 737, 741, 941 P.2d 486, 489 (1997) to assert that Judge Earley’s final Order was

clearly erroneous to the extent that it applies to the promissory notes and breach of contract

claims. However, in Masonry, the Court held that Judge Breen properly determined that Judge

Handelsman's decision was “clearly erroneous” as the Promotion Fund dispute was not arbitrable

as a matter of law. Id. at 741. The same cannot be said for this case for the reasons that were

previously discussed above in section 2, which are incorporated herein by reference.  Therefore,

this Court should deny Barket’s request for reconsideration pursuant to EDCR 2.24(b). 

 7. Barket’s Claims are Barred by the Doctrine of Res Judicata.

The federal authority that Barket cites to may be considered as persuasive authority, but it

is not binding on this Court. Although, The Nevada Supreme Court’s holding and the three-part

test it adopted in Five Star Capital Corp. v. Ruby, 124 Nev. 1048, 194 P.3d 709 (2008) for claim

preclusion is binding. Pursuant to that test claim preclusion applies if: (1) the parties or their

privies are the same, (2) the final judgment is valid, and (3) the subsequent action is based on the

same claims or any part of them that were or could have been brought in the first case. Further,

the Nevada Supreme Court has held that the doctrine of res judicata precludes parties or those in

privity with them from relitigating a cause of action or an issue which has been finally

determined by a court of competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v. Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv.

Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020). The doctrine is intended to prevent multiple litigation

causing vexation and expense to the parties and wasted judicial resources by precluding parties

from relitigating issues they could have raised in a prior action concerning the same

controversy. Id. Therefore, the doctrine of res judicata precludes the parties in this case from

relitigating these claims or any claims that could have been brought. 

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /
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It is disingenuous for Barket to assert that the promissory notes and breach of contract is

not related to the five loans or confessions of judgment that Judge Cadish declared void by final

order. (See Sharda and Trata’s Motion on p. 15:16-21 and 24-25). The promissory notes and

breach of contract claims are irrefutably related to the COJ that were held to be void by Judge

Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory’s final orders. Any claims based on the promissory

notes or breach of contract is precluded by the final orders regarding the five Confession of

Judgments pertaining to the loans alleged by Barket in this action as follows:

Loan No. 1: November 7, 2016 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge

Williams in Case No. A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018; 

Loan No. 2: November 21, 2016 in the amount of $100,000 declared void by this Court

in Case No. A-18-770121-C, Order entered May 15, 2019, and declared

void by Judge Cory in Case No.: A-19-806944-C, Order entered February

21, 2020; 

Loan No. 3: December 20, 2016 in the amount of $100,000 declared void by Judge

Williams in Case No.: A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018; 

Loan No. 4: January 20, 2017 in the amount of $1,000,000 declared void by Judge

Cadish in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018; and

 Loan No. 5: March 15, 2017 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge Cadish

in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018.

(See Exhibit “26”). 

In addition, Sharda conceded that he was participating in that action individually and on

behalf of Trata. (See Exhibit “9” at p. 94:18-25 and 95:1-5). Sharda conceded further that his

actions were taken at the direction of Barket and in accordance with their secret settlement

agreement that required him to assign all five promissory notes to Barket and pay for the

aggressive execution on Defendants. (See Exhibit “10” at p. 20:10-16 and Exhibit “26” at p.2:16-

27). Therefore, the actions before Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory involved the

same parties or their privies.  

/ / / /
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Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory’s Orders are valid and final judgments

relating to Trata’s COJs, Cancer Care’s COJs, and Ahders’ COJ, which are derived from the

alleged loans in issue in this action. The promissory notes and breach of contract claims Barket

seeks to exclude from the dismissal arises in connection with the loans Barket alleged and COJs.

Therefore, it is based on the same claims or any part of them that were or could have been

brought in the actions before Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory. Therefore,

Judge Earley properly dismissed this matter along with any claims that were or could have been

asserted, which are precluded by the doctrine of res judicata. 

With regards to the promissory notes and breach of contract claims, Barket

misapprehends the clear and binding Nevada law regarding the scope and application of doctrine

of res judicata. As the Nevada Supreme Court explained in Five Star Capital Corp., claim

preclusion applies to all claims that were or could have been raised in the initial case to

preclude an entire second suit. Nothing precluded Barket from asserting and pursing claims based

on the promissory notes or breach of contract in the Trata action before Judge Cadish, the Cancer

Care action before Judge Williams, or the Ahders’ action before Judge Cory. Therefore, Judge

Earley properly dismissed this matter along with all claims that were or could have been asserted

because the claims are precluded by the doctrine of res judicata.

While Judge Earley addressed the doctrine of collateral estoppel in the final order, she

did not dismiss this case with prejudice based upon that doctrine. In light of this fact, all

arguments regarding it are irrelevant. Therefore, this Court should deny by Barket’s request

regarding Collateral Estoppel.

8. This Court Should Deny Barket’s Request to Alter or Amend Judgment
Pursuant to NRCP 59(e).

As previously stated and incorporated herein by reference, the global dismissal was not a

clerical error. Barket has not identified any manifest injustice that has resulted from the court’s

dismissal of this action with prejudice. Judge Earley was aware from the history of this

consolidated action and the various other related proceedings before Judge Cadish, Judge

Williams, and Judge Cory, of Barket and Sharda’s secret side deals, fraud, sham defaults, and the

10
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other improper actions taken to advance their heinous schemes to gain a strategic advantage over

the Defendants throughout the various litigation when she issued her final Order to preclude any

further vexatious litigation that may otherwise occur. 

Based upon the long sorted history of this case, the related cases, and at least five or more

separate adjudications of the COJs, Judge Earley properly found that each claim involves the

same parties or their privies. Each adjudication reference above is a valid and final judgment.

Judge Earley even cited to a Nevada Supreme Court’s decision holding that the doctrine of res

judicata precludes parties or those in privity with them from relitigating a cause of action or an

issue, which has been finally determined by a court of competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop

v. Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020). Accordingly, Judge Earley

held that this matter is based on the same claims or any part of them that were or could have been

brought in the prior cases. (See Amended Notice of Entry of Order filed December 14, 2020 at

pp. 11-12). 

Barket could have asserted claims regarding the promissory notes and breach of contract

in the Trata, the Cancer Care, and the Ahders’ actions pending before Judge Cadish, Judge

Williams, and Judge Cory, but failed to do so. Barket and Sharda engaged in heinous schemes

and secret settlements to circumvent this litigation to gain a strategic advantage over the

Defendants. Their heinous schemes now as a matter of law precludes them from pursuing this

matter further pursuant to the doctrine of res judicata. Therefore, based upon the unique facts of

this case, this Court should deny Barket’s Request to Alter or Amend Judgment Pursuant to

NRCP 59(e) because there was no clerical error. 

III. CONCLUSION:

This Court should deny Barket’s limited joinder to Defendant/Counterclaimants’ motion

for clarification, and/or in the alternative, motion for relief, reconsideration, and/or to alter or

amend judgment for the reasons referenced in detail above as it was not timely filed and is

immaterial on that basis. Accordingly, this Court should grant Defendants’ Countermotion Strike

Counterdefendants’ untimely joinder pursuant to NRCP 12(f) and EDCR 2.20(d). 

/ / / /
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Further, Barket lacks standing to take any action to exclude claims from Judge Earley’s

final order as his rights regarding the promissory notes or breach of contract claims are pending

an adjudication by Judge Williams in the Gordon Silver action. Barket does not seek to clarify

his prospective rights, instead, he seeks to modify the final Order to exclude claims based on the

underlying promissory notes and breach of contract from it. However, this Court cannot clarify a

final Order that is not ambiguous. Judge Earley clearly and unambiguously stated that she was

dismissing this matter along with any claims that were or could have been asserted with

prejudice. (See Amended Notice of Entry of Order filed December 14, 2020 at p. 11-12). Judge

Earley’s final Order was not ambiguous, it did not contain clerical errors, and no administrative

error occurred in response to it. 

Judge Earley was aware from the history of this consolidated action and the various other

related proceedings before Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory, of Barket and

Sharda’s secret side deals, fraud, sham defaults, and the other improper actions taken to advance

their heinous schemes to gain a strategic advantage over the Defendants throughout the various

litigation that ensued. Based upon the long sorted history of this case, the related cases, and at

least five or more separate adjudications of the COJs, Judge Earley properly found that each

claim involves the same parties or their privies. Each adjudication reference in the final Order

was a valid and final judgment. Judge Earley even cited to a Nevada Supreme Court’s decision

holding that the doctrine of res judicata precludes parties or those in privity with them from

relitigating a cause of action or an issue, which has been finally determined by a court of

competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v. Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271,

1275 (2020). Accordingly, Judge Earley held that this matter is based on the same claims or any

part of them that were or could have been brought in the prior cases. (See Amended Notice of

Entry of Order filed December 14, 2020 at pp. 11-12). 

Claims could have been brought regarding the promissory notes and breach of contract in

the Trata action, the Cancer Care action, and the Ahders’ action, which were pending before

Judge Cadish, Judge Williams, and Judge Cory. Barket and Sharda engaged in heinous schemes

to circumvent this litigation to gain a strategic advantage over the Defendants. Now, their

12

JA002144



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

heinous schemes as a matter of law precludes them from pursuing this matter pursuant to the

doctrine of res judicata. The arguments regarding Collateral Estoppel are irrelevant to Judge

Earley’s final Order and all relief requested regarding it should be denied.

EDCR 2.24 does not apply as it expressly precludes a party from seeking reconsideration

of a ruling for orders, which may be addressed by motion pursuant to NRCP 60. The initial

motion states on page 13:20 that under NRCP 60(a) a clerical error must have been made to

dismiss these claims. In addition, and as discussed in detail above, Barket, Sharda and Trata’s

claims are precluded by the doctrine of res judicata. Therefore, based upon the unique facts of

this case, this Court should deny Barket’s request for clarification, relief pursuant to NRCP 60,

relief pursuant to EDCR 2.24, and to alter or amend judgment pursuant to NRCP 59(e) because

there was no ambiguity, administrative error, or clerical error as Judge Earley issued the final

Order to preclude any further vexatious litigation that would otherwise occur. 

DATED this 13th day of January, 2021.

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/s/ Teletha Zupan                                  
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 002003
TELETHA ZUPAN, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 012660
610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Attorneys for Defendants
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the

13th day of January, 2021, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2,  I

electronically transmitted a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing Defendants’

Opposition to Counterdefendant’s Limited Joinder to Counterclaimants’ Motion For

Clarification, And/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, And/or To

Alter or Amend Judgment and Countermotion to Strike Counterdefendants’ untimely

joinder, by way of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve

system to the following:

Charles Barnabi, Esq.,
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attorney for Plaintiff, Michael Ahders

Michael R. Mushkin, Esq.
6070 S. Eastern Ave., Ste. 270
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and 
G65 Ventures, LLC

 Karen Ross, Esq. 
2275 Corporate Circle, Ste. 160 
Henderson, Nevada 89074
Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimants
Navneet Sharda and Trata, Inc.

/s/Jessica Flores                                  
An employee of the
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
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Case Number: A-17-756274-C

Electronically Filed
1/13/2021 2:52 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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ORDR 
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 002003
610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 386-0536; Fax (702) 386-6812
Attorney for Defendants, Shafik Hirji, 
Shafik Brown, and Furniture Boutique, LLC
 

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

STEVEN BARKET, an individual; and G65 Case No.: A-17-756274-C  
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Case No.: A-18-770121-C
Company, Dept. No.: IV

Plaintiffs, 

vs.

SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; and NAVEET 
SHARDA, an individual; FURNITURE 
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company, and DOES I-X, inclusive 
and ROE CORPORATIONS XI through XX. 

Defendants.
_________________________________/

NAVEET SHARDA, an individual; 
TRATA, INC., a Nevada Corporation; 

Counterclaimants, 
vs.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, 

Counterdefendant.
_________________________________/
SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE  
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company;

Counter-Claimants, 
vs.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual, 

Counter-Defendant.
_________________________________/

Electronically Filed
05/25/2021 12:04 PM

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/25/2021 12:04 PM
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MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual,

Plaintiff, 

vs.

BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC., a
Nevada corporation; SHAFIK HIRJI,
an individual; and SHAFIK 
BROWN, an individual. 

Defendants.
_________________________________/

APRIL 6, 2021 ORDER

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Counterclaimants’ Motion for Clarification, and/or in

the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration and/or to Alter or Amend Judgment;

Counterdefendants’ Limited Joinder to Counterclaimants Motion for Clarification, and/or in the

Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, and/or to Alter or Amend Judgment; Defendants’

Opposition to Counterclaimants’ Motion for Clarification and/or in The Alternative Motion for Relief,

Reconsideration; Defendants’ Opposition to Counterdefendants' Limited Joinder to Counterclaimants’

Motion for Clarification and/or in The Alternative Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, and/or to Alter or

Amend Judgment and Countermotion to Strike Counterdefendants’ Untimely Joinder were set for

hearing on the oral civil motion calendar for April 20, 2021 at 9:00am. The Court having reviewed the

matter, including all points and authorities, and exhibits, and good cause appearing: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Court hereby vacates the

hearings referenced above and moves them to the Chambers calendar for April 5, 2021. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that pursuant to EDCR 2.24(a),

“[n]o motions once heard and disposed of may be renewed in the same cause, nor may the same matters

therein embraced be reheard, unless by leave of the court granted upon motion therefor, after notice of

such motion to the adverse parties.” 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Nevada courts have inherent

authority to reconsider their prior orders. See Trail v. Faretto, 91 Nev. 401 (1975). A “court may, for

sufficient cause shown amend, co1lect, resettle, modify, or vacate, as the case may be, an order

previously made and entered on a motion in progress of the cause or proceeding”. Id. at 403. A court
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may exercise its discretion to revisit and reverse a prior ruling if any one of five circumstances is

present: (1) a clearly erroneous ruling; (2) an intervening change in controlling law; (3) substantially

different evidence; ( 4) other changed circumstances; or (5) that manifest injustice would result if the

prior ruling is permitted to stand. United States v. Real Prop. Located at Incline Village, 976 F. Supp.

1327, 1353 (D.Nev. 1997). A motion for reconsideration should be granted where new issues of fact or

law are raised which support a “ruling contrary to the ruling already reached.” Moore v. City of Las

Vegas, 92 Nev. 402, 405 (1976).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the above entitled action is on

appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court. Further, this Court declines to entertain Counterclaimants’

underlying Motion for Clarification, and/or in the Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration,

and/or Alter or Amend Judgment because it does not find any of the five circumstances necessary to do

so are present: (1) a clearly erroneous ruling; (2) an intervening change in controlling law; (3)

substantially different evidence; ( 4) other changed circumstances; or (5) that manifest injustice would

result if the prior ruling is permitted to stand. United States v. Real Prop. Located at Incline Village, 976

F. Supp. 1327, 1353 (D.Nev. 1997). Therefore, Counterclaimants’ Motion for Clarification, and/or in the

Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration and/or to Alter or Amend Judgment is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that for the same reasons,

Counterdefendants’ Limited Joinder to Counterclaimants Motion for Clarification, and/or in the

Alternative, Motion for Relief, Reconsideration, and/or to Alter or Amend Judgment is DENIED. 

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / / 

/ / / /

/ / / /

/ / / / 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ Countermotion

to Strike Counterdefendants’ Untimely Joinder is DENIED as moot.  

________________________________

Respectfully submitted by: Approved as to form and content:
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE

/s/ Teletha Zupan, Esq.                                                                                               
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. MICHAEL R. MUSHKIN, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 002003 Nevada State Bar No. 002421
TELETHA ZUPAN, ESQ. 6070 S. Eastern Ave., Ste. 270
Nevada State Bar No. 012660 Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
610 South Ninth Street Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 G65 Ventures, LLC
Attorneys for Defendants, Shafik Hirji, 
Shafik Brown, Furniture Boutique, LLC, 
and Boulevard Furniture, Inc.

Approved as to form and content:  
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER  

/s/ R. Christopher Reade, Esq.                  
R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ.,  
Nevada State Bar No. 006791  
1333 N. Buffalo Dr., Ste. 210  
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128  
Attorney for Counterclaimants Navneet Sharda 
and Trata, Inc.   

A-17-756274-C
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From: Chris Reade
To: Teletha Zupan
Subject: FW: Barket v. Hirji, re: April 6, 2021 Order
Date: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:59:37 AM
Attachments: April 6, 2021 Order.pdf

Minute Order 040721.pdf
Minute Order 4-6-21.pdf

The Order appears to follow the Minute Order.   You may add my electronic signature.
 
 
 

 
R. Christopher Reade, Esq.
CORY READE DOWS & SHAFER
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
(702) 794-4411
Fax: (702) 794-4421
 
DEBT COLLECTION NOTICE: This communication is or may be an attempt to collect a debt, and
any information used may be used for that purpose.  However, if you are in bankruptcy or have been
discharged in bankruptcy, this communication is for informational purposes only and is not intended
as an attempt to collect a debt or as an act to collect, assess, or recover all or any portion of the debt
from you personally.
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message is intended to be viewed only by the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is  privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited without our prior permission. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, or if you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by return e-mail and delete the original message and any copies of it from your
computer system.
 
CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To comply with U.S. Treasury Department and IRS regulations, we are
required to advise you that, unless expressly stated otherwise, any U.S. federal tax advice contained
in this transmittal, is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by any person for the
purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the U.S. Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing
or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this e-mail or attachment.
 
 
 

From: Teletha Zupan <TZupan@danielmarks.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021 10:22 AM
To: Chris Reade <creade@crdslaw.com>; Michael Mushkin <Michael@mccnvlaw.com>
Subject: FW: Barket v. Hirji, re: April 6, 2021 Order
 
Dear Mr. Mushkin and Mr. Reade,

JA002175



 
                We have not received a response from either of you regarding this order. Please advise if
you have any changes.
 
Kind regards,
 
Teletha L. Zupan, Esq.
Law Office of Daniel Marks
610 South 9th Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
P: (702) 386-0536
F: (702) 386-6812
 
 
 

From: Teletha Zupan 
Sent: Thursday, April 08, 2021 9:32 AM
To: Michael Mushkin <Michael@mccnvlaw.com>; 'Chris Reade' <creade@crdslaw.com>
Cc: Office <office@danielmarks.net>
Subject: Barket v. Hirji, re: April 6, 2021 Order
 
Good morning Mr. Mushkin and Mr. Reade,
 

See the proposed April 6, 2021 Order attached for your review and approval. Both minute
orders are also attached for your convenience. If you approve the proposed Order, please confirm
by email that I am authorized to affix your e-signature and submit it to the court.
 
Kind regards,
 
Teletha L. Zupan, Esq.
Law Office of Daniel Marks
610 South 9th Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
P: (702) 386-0536
F: (702) 386-6812
 

JA002176



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-17-756274-CSteven Barket, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Shafik Hirji, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 4

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 5/25/2021

Kelly Anderson kelly@khrlawgroup.com

Karen Ross karenross@khrlawgroup.com

Karen Foley kfoley@mccnvlaw.com

Michael Mushkin michael@mccnvlaw.com

Harold Gewerter harold@gewerterlaw.com

Daniel Marks Office@danielmarks.net

Danie Marks Office@danielmarks.net

Daniel Marks office@danielmarks.net

Jan Richey jan@mcdonaldlawyers.com

Cindee Park cindee@khrlawgroup.com

Teletha Zupan tzupan@danielmarks.net
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Charles ("CJ") Barnabi Jr. cj@mcdonaldlawyers.com

Sarah Lauer-Overby sarah.lo@olympialawpc.com

Kimberly Yoder kyoder@mccnvlaw.com

Lindsay Haycock lindsay@khrlawgroup.com

R. Reade creade@crdslaw.com

Steven Barket sbarket@me.com

Elizabeth Arthur earthur@crdslaw.com

Angelique Gilbreath agilbreath@crdslaw.com
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Case Number: A-17-756274-C

Electronically Filed
5/25/2021 1:20 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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