719/2020 Daniel Marks Las Vegas Attorney Unofficial Site by Steve Barket | A Very Public and Open Examination of Las Vegas Lawyer Daniel Mark...

RIS

Numerous records fr

comes to making payments on time.

B PROTTIROSHISME
o RUPLRRIG BERYIIES FECH RIS
Foous REPUELIK BERVINES T ORI
e d REPLI GERADES FROMIERROWHBEY
Foosi AEPURUIT SERVINER FROMSISONINNG
Fopd o REBGRUC SRR HORBHOM S
Feeart ik REPUNLHT BERVIDRS FECHRITTOMEN
Fram Pt A SRR fGRER e e AR ]
P E Pt
Frow BRI
Fion B HARH

Pron SBEPIRG SERACES TR

’

Fagem BEHALE TEANSES BRI S
¥ PRGBS REIEY FRORTRCRS
Fige FEPURLET SRVER TS IRRPN 3 3 JEHEHIRAIRS
Fronr RESREOL SRIWICES T IOSIPLIEN
Freen ZHRCOERLONEY

LR

L

LN

LN

RiEN

LEN

LEN

2=

ey

. eState of Nevada going back more than
10 years show a consistent pattern of neglect & disregard when it

Electronically
Aug 02 2021

YRR ISR
L

WIREOT ¥e2e
e

RANTRT SR
i
FIUEREEST
A

ARWEC T,
e

]
PEITRY BB
E

3%

RS e Rt
ks

U SRR
S

GO W
an
izt
HAE

EEEA SRR
A

B ARAE
]

ST CITF
)

ARG RLIRE

Al

How can Teletha Zuppan (Nevada State Bar No. 12660), who is an officer of the court, appear

before a judge to represent a citizen who has been named as a defendant in relation to some sort

of criminal or civil misdeed all the while showing a blatant disregard for managing her own

responsibilities? Let me ask you directly: Would you want someone like this going before and

judge and/or jury to represent you in a court of law?

Some of these liens go back more than a decade. The records show that she finally made some

progress earlier this year by paying off some of those delinquent bills. The graphic below shows

examples of five references that document the release of liens from the timeframe of 2008-2017.
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RELEASE OF LIEN
FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICE

PARCEL#: 176=11-410-005

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That certain Clairm of Lien heretofore filed by
REPUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSAL, INC,

DBA REPUBLIC SERVICES, doing

business i the County of Clark, State of Nevada

and recorded in the Office of the Coumty Recorder

of Clark County, Nevada on January 5, 2006 in Official
Records Book No. 20060103, 88 Document No, 02660
more particularty deseribed as follows;

RELEASE OF LIEN
FOR SOLID WASTE

PARCEL#: 176-11-410-005

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:
That ¢ertain Claim of Lien heretofore filed by
REPUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSAL. INC,,
DBEA REPUBLIC SERVICES, doing

business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada
and recorded in the Office of the County Recorder
of Clark County, Nevada un]jmﬁér}* 29, Sﬁﬂﬁkin Officiat
Records Book No. 20070129, as Document No. 05045
more particularly described as follows:

inet#; 20170120-0003132
Fees: $17.00

HIC Fee: $0.00

0172072017 01:38:54 P
Receipt #: 2967513
Requestor:

REPUBLIC BERVIGES
Recorded By: WIHD Pge:i
DEBBIE CONWAY

CLARK GOUNTY RECORDER

tnst#: 20170120-0003133

Recel

Reguestor:

REPUBLIC SERVICES
Recorded By: WIHD Pgst
DEBBIE CONWAY
CLARK GOUNTY RECORDER

RELEASE OF LIEN
FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICE

PARCEL#: 176-11-410-005

KENOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That certain Claim of Lien heretofore filed by

REPUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSAL, INC.,

DBA REPUBLIC SERVICES, doing

business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada

and recorded in the Office of the County Recarder

of Clark County, Nevada on November 23, 2009 in Official
Records Hook No. 20091123, '2s Document No, 00033
more particularly described as follows:

inst # 20170120-0003139
Feea; $47.00
N/C Fee! $0.00

| 01/20/2047 01:38:54 P

Receipt #; 2987513
Requestor:

REPUBLIC SERVICES
Recorded By: WIHD Pge:d
DEBBIE CONWAY
CLARK COUNTY RECORDER

[RPPRRY S PRI S VR SURPPPIIS IR

inet#: 20170120-0003139
Feeo: $17.00
iC Fee: $0.00
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0472002017 01:38:54 PH
RELEASE OF LIEN Receipt #: 2987513
FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICE Requestor:
REPUBLIC SERVICES
PARCEL#: 176-11-410-005 Recorded By: WIHD Pga: 1
_— . DEBBIE CONWAY
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: CLARK COUNTY RECORDER

That certain Claim of Lien heretofore filed by

REPUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSAL. INC..

DBA REPUBLIC SERVICES, doing

business in the Courity of Clark, State of Nevada

and recorded in the Office of the County Recorder

of Clark County, Nevada on November 23, 2009 in Official
Reécords Book No. 20091123, as Dovunient No, 00033
more particularly desceribed as follows:

inst#; 20170120-0003140
Feew: $47.00
N/C Fee: $0.00

17 01:38:54 P
RELEASE OF LIEN Receipt #: 2087513
FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICE Requestor:
REPUBLIC SERVICES
PARCEL#: 176-11-410-005 Recorded By: WIHD Pge: 1
DEBBIE CONWAY
ENOW ALL MEWN BY THESE PRESENTS: CLARK COUNTY RECORDER

Thar certain Claim of Lien heretofore filed by
REFUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSALINC,,

DBA REPUBLIC SERVICES, doing

business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada

and recorded in the Gffice of the County Recorder

of Clark County, Nevadi on Ai;ggsz,;z,‘ 2Diﬂ in Official
Records Book No. 20100802, as Document No. 00507
more particularly deseribed as follows:

is hereby release, the claim there under having been satisfied.

REPUBLIC SILVER STATE DISPOSAL, INC.

vy A
‘f ! J‘;

BY: L/ degplr
Carolyn Paige [
Representative of the Lien Claimant
Republic Silver State Disposal, Ines,
DDBA Republic Services

Is Zupan or Marks paying any attention to detail?

{ guess that's something we might expect from “Super Lawyer” Daniel Marks or someone like his
associate who went to a faw school ranked 202 out of 208 in the country, as | mentioned above.
Teletha Zupan attended Western Michigan University’'s Thomas M. Cooley Law School, which was
ranked near the bottom of all law schools as shown here: Compare Law Schools (hitp./law- 633
schools.startclass.com). | mean, at one end of the scale, you've got Yale, Harvard, Stanford and
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the University of Chicago; and at the other end, you've got law schools like Cooley, Charlotte,
Whittier and Thomas Jefferson (don't let that fast name fool you, it's in San Diego, not Virginia).

The above is my opinion, based on information | have personally uncovered. More to come on
both Zupan and Marks as we wind our way through the legal system. Stay tuned.

Posted in Uncategorized

“Door” Lawyer, Daniel Marks Bar No.
002003, Should Check the Credibility
of His Own Clients, Especially Shafik
Hirji! (In My Opinion)

Posted on November 29, 2017
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EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION
{False Light)

The counter-claintants restate thie allepations of Paragraphs 1 throngh 138 a5 set forth
above and incorporates them herein by teference.
Barket published false undfor misleading information about Hiri and Brows,
The information portrayed Hirji and Brovwn fna false and/or misleading lisht,
‘ nislead Counter-Claimants’ landlords, employee
‘bﬁ&iﬁé&&*{}i\iﬁ:&, iner;ﬁs}an nelphibors andfor ‘:tz}y'iim;ﬂy of
1 50e Gntrust rth} scam artists amimm wals, which is not

The information Batket published about Hiri and Brown fs highly offensive and/er

embarissing 10 4 reasonable person with ordinary sensibilities

Barket published the statements in post sard mnilers and various websites with reckless

disregard as to it offensiveness.

The statements Barket published have caused actoal harm to the Counter<Claimants by

attorney’s fees and costs, prejudgment interest, and such other and Turther relielas the

sort deems proper i this setion,
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Daniel Marks, ESQ ~ Nevada State Bar No. 002003 - filed an answer and counter-
claim {excerpt below) to my lawsuit on Shafik Hirji and Shafik Brown's behalf.
LMAD!

After | picked myself up after rolling on the floor laughing (ROTFL) so hard, | realized how
desperate Daniel Marks, the "DOOR” laweyer, is for clienis. By the way, a "DOOR” lawyer, in
my opinion, is a lawyer who takes anybody who walks through the door as a client.
Obviously, Daniel Marks must have slept through the chapter in law school about false
- light. Shafik Hirji has had more proceedings in Clark County District Courl that include but
arert't limited 1o pages of evictions, judgments, and let's not forget the federal conviction
for bankrupicy fraud.
Daniel Marks, Nevada state bar number 002008, master of the cbvious, please pay
~ atlention {a mental midget in my opinion): As 1o your clients, Shaflk Hirfi and Shafik Brown,
and the concapt of false light (by the way, Danigl, I'm just a high school graduate), let me
st just a few of the highlights of his criminal and civil background:
A Judgment 11-02-17: $1,213,088.50 (Hirll, Browry & Brown)
B Judgment 11-02-17: §$3,582,105.92 (Hirfl, Brown & Brown}
Cy Judgment 08-01-17: State of Nevada Office of the Attorney General, over $300,000
and permanent injunction issued (Hirji, Pham)
D) Federal conviction, bankruptey fraud (Shafik Hiri, Case No. 200-cr-D0896-MMM-1)
B} Champagne Salon & Spa saga: Let's not forget about the closings of the two spas on
 Eastern Ave. (Daughter, Yasmin Brown) Link to TV report on closings — Aclion News
Channed 13
 F)y Hatari Restaurant & Sports Bar: CLOSED, Landiord stiffed (Son, Shafik Brown)
@) Olivia's Mexican Restaurant: CLOSED, Landlord stiffed (Son, Shafik Brown)
Does the above list constitute something that an honest, trustworthy person and family
would do? According to Danlel Marks Bar No. 002003 all of the above are OK. Right? i'm
- really confused now.

This list could go on for & while; these are just highlights, So I'm asking myseff, is Daniel

- Marks so desperate for clients, so desperate for fees that he turns a blind eye to federal
convictions, a string of judgments {and my favorite judgment from the Office of the
Attorney General of the State of Nevada of over $300,000, which also includes a
permanent injunction issusd by the State of Nevada Attorney General's office, which bars
Hirii from being in the automotive repair business)?

- More questions than answers. | guess we'll have to see what tomorrow brings.

Posted in Uncategorized
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Posted on August 21, 2617

Shafik Hirji and Ricardo & Gloria
Bonvicin Have Bankruptcies in

Daniel Marks Las Vegas Attorney Unofficial Site by Steve Barket | A Very Public and Open Examination of Las Vegas Lawyer Daniel Mark. ..

Case 10-18244-br

BE Summsry (Tciai Form &+ Suoriuey} (12407

Thre Ricardo Alfreds Bonvicin,

Giorla Marla Bonvicin

Docl Entered 05/05/10 14:34:26 Page 11 of 42

United States Bankrupicy Court
District of Nevada

Case No,

Debtors

it
T amount of the debio’s Habilities, Individial:debtors avust
21 they fHle & case under chapter 7, 1 or 13,

NAMEOF SCHEDULE ”‘gééé'é? ;%gs LIABILITIES OTHER
O L
A~ Resl Proporly Yos 1
B - Personal Property. Yas 4
(2« Property Claimed as Excerapt Yes 1
D ~Crvditors Holding Secured Clainis Yes E: 525,787.1%
B Creditors Holding Unsecured Yos 4 .00
Prionty Clodms . tried of Shis'os Ssbebide 1y
¥~ Crediwirs Holding Unsecunsd Yas 2 108,169,417
Nonptiority Claims
G ~ Executory Congracts sad Yeas k]
Unexpired Lesses
i - Codebiors Yes 1
T= Currens Income of Individial Yos 1
Diebtor{s) )
I+ Current Expenditures of Individond Yos 4
Debions)
Total Nuniber of Sheets of ALL Schedules 15
Tow] Assels 332,085.00

Total Liabitities

BANKRUPTCY IN 2010; BONVICIN RECIEVES OVER $525,000 IN 2011

3,736.07

5,438.25
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Another call on the Shafik Hirji Snitch Line has me LMAO!

| have been told that Shafik Hirji has allegedly formed some alliance with Ricardo Bonvicin to try to
discredit me. Good luck, boys! | can only hope this is true, and cannot wait for the discovery
process to begin and to be able to depose good ol’ Rick Bonvicin and wife, Gloria.

Adam Levine was successful in getting Bonvicin’s job reinstated, along with back pay. | am
currently seeking legal advice as to Bonvicin's discharged bankruptcy and the alleged $500,000-
plus he received along with back pay and benefits, according to Transparent Nevada. Who knows
where this will go? All that | can say is that | look forward to deposing Shafik and Bonvicin.

Posted in Uncategorized

Looking Forward to Deposing
Ricardo Bonvicin & Closely Looking
at His Tax Returns

Posted on August 21, 2017

This case against Ricardo Bonvicin (see below) was dismissed. However, Bonvicin still received
profits in both 2005 and 2006 (see yellow highlight box below). As to the integrity and honesty of
Mr. Bonvicin, | have been told by a confidential source on the Shafik Hirji Snitch Line, that
allegedly Bonvicin has formed an alliance with Hirji. | am waiting with anticipation for the ability to
depose Bonvicin. | am truly interested to find out if he declared the money he received from the
FBI in the sting operation, which he kept. | look forward to the ability to subpoena his income tax
return to see if he paid tax on money he received in 2005 (about $1,800), and in 2006 (about
$2,500). Only time, subpoenas and depositions will tell the tale.
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Former North Las Vegas Detention Center Officer Charged with
Money Laundering and Making False Statemem& to the FBI
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE June 22, 2007

Las Vegas, Nev, « Ricardo Bowsdeln, age 40, of Las Vegas, s former Beutenast with the North Las Veges
Deteation Comter and Chie! Marshal of the Noah Les Vegss Musielps! Coust, bas bepn tndicted by the
Podprdd Grand Jury on sharges thst be Isndersd gporedinntely 40,000 4o b which be belleved bad
boen ebtaisied Glegally theough eheating atvideo poler, and for making feloe stiptemenis o the Pl &mﬁg
their investigation of the eage, surounied Steven W, Myhre, Acting Unlted Bratee Allbeney for the Distn

of Newvads,

. Bonviclowas zmi*c*mi by e ‘r’m%@mi %mm &zw f:m \’K itxema\; June m,; iw;’, sl churged with six
R se : \%% waserpssted in las
shetrate Judge

The Indictment alleges that beginning in approxumately October 2008, an individual who had prior
duslingswith Bowviclnshowis workivgat the dirsction of the P81 Tndbvidual A7), contseted Bonvian
ahout an opportunity to “make some money.” Duriog & series of telephone calls snd & mesting In
December oons, ndbvidund A told Bonvichy that e kad some el that be had cerned Depally, and that he
needed some help dn converting e el o casbier's chocks I order to depost 1 imtens bk, Tndividusl
Atold Bonvicin that be had seceived the cash Tromvideo g}sﬁw: wehine ldfpotn that had bees Blegally
ohigined through the usie ofs chesting devies, Bonvicinagreed tn %mzz;ﬁ Todividos b & Bunder the purpotted

flngal genbling proceeds, and spreed to queept & pavment of 310 Rorsoaverting thecsth into a
sashierpehissh,

The Ddlctoent alleges thist on Desember 13, 2005 Todtidual A gove Bordelo $30,000 By oagh, Boavidin
took the cagh to s Washington Mutual Bank branchsed obtained s cashier’s check in the amonn of
%8500, Bonvicin pave the cashier’s chedk to Tndividual & and, ss agreediapon, kept $1800 for hinsell

1t iz wlleped that pn three wmite véeasions betwesn Decetnber 22, 2005, and Jansry 10, go06, Individusl &
gave Bonviein cash, whith Bonvicin believed had boemobuiined Hlegalty from vides pokir fx\ssﬁxmm and
Bonvlein obtsined cashior’s checks and kept g portion of the cush for himself Those ecasions s

1 convicted, Mr. Bonvich fuves up to 20 yewrs by prison sl o %mx&)i}é’; Hneon a«a\h RNy smnﬁwmg
conant, and up o fve vears o prison and & S250,000 fae s the Tilse stetement connt,

This case ts belng investigated by the FET and prosconted by Asstouon United States Attorneys Crisne M.
Ponterante snd Erle Johrson,

Thee public s reminded that an indictment eontains anly charges and I not evidence of guilt. The
defendant v preswned Tnnooest and eotit e v w Faie tdad stwhich the governinent has e burden o
provirg gt bevond e ceasnnable deuin, SH

[EPPISS SCURIE U RPN PR PP
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Posted in Uncategorized

Super Lawyers or Super Buffoons
Get Recorded by Their Own Clients —
LMAO

Posted on Juiy 12, 2017

| have gotten feedback on this Las Vegas Review Journal article and how troubling that their own
clients were recording their conversation with the attorneys representing them, one of whom was
the “illustrious” Daniel Marks.

Thanks to the LVRJ, which was able to get the recording before it was sealed by the court, they
were able to detail exactly what happened. As they tell it,

“Two marshals suing in the case, Eric Prunty and Kenneth Hawkes, visited with Marks and
Levine, recording them without their knowledge in May 2016. They were unhappy with the terms
of a proposed settlement that also would have settled a separate lawsuit between the Clark
County Deputy Marshals Association, a union which represents marshals, and the county.

640
SH3199
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With a recorder capturing every word, the two marshals made clear their displeasure as they
talked with the attorneys. The account is contained in a now-sealed motion that was part of a
dispute over representation after they found Steven Parsons to represent them on an individual

basis. The Las Vegas Review-Journal obtained the court documents before they were sealed.”

You just can’'t make up this stuff.

Posted in Uncategorized

An Open Letter To
Attorney Adam Levine

Posted on July 6, 2017

Undercover for Payment, Informant or Snitch?

Obviously, Adam Levine has issues understanding words and what they mean. | hope this will
clarify it once and for all. | want to make it clear to Adam Levine, unlike other people in his life, it
has been a struggle for me, but | have never filed bankruptcy like Rick Bonvicin, his client, or
Christina Frye, or had to change my name. | live in the open, accept responsibilities and have paid
all of my obligations. I've never taken the easy way out and have faced my problems head-on. I
would think Adam Levine would be smart enough to leave well enough alone and not make
condescending, derogatory comments about me to another lawyer. So let this website be a
reminder to the arrogant, cocky, condescending lawyer. | take offense to him and his actions. And
all this is my opinion.
641
Undercover, informant, snitch — each of these words carry different connotations related to the kind
of work someone does in relaying information about one party to a third party without the first §eﬂ§200
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knowing that information is being gathered on them. But each word has a radically different
significance.

I've been referred to as a snitch by Adam Levine to another attorney. That’s not who | am or what |
do. Let me take a minute to describe the nuances of the differences of the meanings of those
words:

= Undercover: This is an “outside-in" process where the police or the feds will hire someone
from outside their own organization to get placed inside of, or close to, a criminal or criminal
activity, gain the confidence of a criminal or crime group, and collect information to be used
by authorities to arrest, charge and prosecute.

= Informant: A step above snitch. Informant work is often done as someone who once
snitched on someone else, and then becomes an informant out of self-preservation;
returning to the criminal side is not an option for a variety of reasons. Still has a bit of a
negative connotation. An informant has often been involved criminally and has information
that the police or feds value and will pay for. It's an “inside-out” process, if you will.

» Snitch: Has a very negative connotation. Implies that the person doing the informing is guilty
of some sort of wrongdoing — is a criminal — and instead of being punished, turns on other
criminal elements and hands over information to authorities to avoid or reduce whatever
charges he or she may be facing. Often viewed by both the authorities, criminals and the
public at large as someone unworthy of respect.

| was approached by the Las Vegas FBI to assist in an undercover capacity concerning Rick
Bonvicin. It was a very tedious and intense undercover assignment.

| don’t engage in criminal activity, and | was not in a position where | needed to leverage inside
knowledge to avoid being punished for a crime. There’s a big difference and a huge leap between
doing that and assisting and being paid by the FBI to provide assistance to themin a federal case.

Posted in Uncategorized

Daniel Marks, Las Vegas Attorney;
Looks Like Steve Barket Gets
Another Bite at the Apple After Filing
Suit Against Shafik Hirji and Shafik
Brown

Posted on June 25, 2017
642
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I was introduced to the “dynamic duo” (not as in Batman and Robin, more like Laurel & Hardy in
my opinion) of Daniel Marks and Adam Levine. They are Las Vegas attorneys who | met back in
2009/10 during a lawsuit | filed against Central Pallet of Utah (the inferno story coming soon) and
Larry VonWald, Lori VonWald and Ronald Hoagland, YonWald's accountant.

At that time, | had testified in a federal case against Rick Bonvicin of the North Las Vegas judicial
system. He was indicted in federal court, went to trial and the case was dismissed by the
Honorable Robert C. Jones, a federal judge. It's my understanding that Bonvicin introduced the
faw firm of Marks & Levin to the defendants in that case, the VonWalds and Hoagland.

That was an eye-opening case, to say the least. The judge, the Hon. Robert C. Jones, said he did
not believe my testimony, nor, he said, did his wife. | have a complete set of audio CDs as a
reference. During that time, the assistant United States attorneys prosecuting the case — Crane
Pommerantz (who is now in private practice) and Eric Johnson, who is now a Clark County District
Court judge (as is his wife, Susan Johnson) — were in charge of the case. Tom Pitaro successfully
represented Rick Bonvicin. | also was introduced to a low-life scumbag private investigator by the
name of Tom Dillard, who has cost the taxpayers of the state of Nevada millions of dollars in
payouts as a result of lawsuits filed against him when he was a Metropolitan detective and
policeman.

643
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Il was the subject of numerous LVRJ articles by John L. Smith, the bankrupt, DUI guy who is no
longer at the LVRJ and is currently floating around somewhere in the bottom of the barre! at NPR. |
really owe my current success to Tom Dillard, John L. Smith, Tom Pitarc and Ricardo Bonvicin for
the good-ol-boy job they did on me. it pushed me to the limits to learn how to get and maintain
pages at the top of Google search pages resuits. If you Google Dillard, Smith and Pitaro, you will
find them at the top of the Google search return, and they always will be. Just like this website will.
[ truly owe them a gratitude of thanks for pushing me and driving me to learn and understand
Google. Let me take this opportunity to thank the four of you, sincerely, for handing me my
proverbial ass in court and in the media. It made me who | am today.

Since that time, Rick Bonvicin filed a bankruptcy and was subsequently represented by Adam
Levine in what | believe was a wrongful termination case. It's my understanding that Bonvicin
prevailed with Levine as his lawyer and was paid several hundred thousand dollars and had his
job reinstated. And that's the way it goes.

You would think Adam Levine would be thankful that a guy like that came along and generated
cash flow for him and his law firm. Instead, I've been told by a reputable lawyer that Adam Levine
has referred to me in many negative connotations, including snitch, informant and so on. | consider
Adam Levine a very good attorney, but a mental midget. | have many resources available to me to
throughly understand who this man is and why he would say and do the things he did. Any other
high school graduate like myself would realize that | put money on his plate and with Shafik Hirji
recently scraping up money to retain Daniel Marks at the last moment to represent him in a current
lawsuit | filed against Hirji and Shafik Brown, | am still somewhat of a cash cow to Daniel Marks
and Adam Levine.

There’s no question that from the people I've spoken with, both Daniel Marks’ and Adam Levine’s
ego and arrogance quotient is off the charts. In the past eight years or so, I've wanted to come
back and revisit Daniel and Adam. This time, with Shafik Hirji, 'm getting another bite at the apple.
This case will not get dismissed. Marks has a low-life convicted felon client (in my opinion) in
Shafik Hirji, who currently owes the state of Nevada a $300,000-pius judgment, has nothing in his
name, and will at some point have to prove where he was able to obtain the funds to retain this
lawyer. So I'm looking forward to the legal rodeo and wondering how long Shafik Hirji and Shafik
Brown will be able to keep up the payments to Mr. Marks. It's been my experience that Shafik
Hirji's financial commitment seems to fade. | will be shocked if he's able to see this through to any
sort of a trial. My guess is that at the allegedly exorbitant rates Daniel Marks bills, Hirji won’t be
able to last in the long run; but that's just my opinion. We'll see how that shakes out.

644
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Adam Levine and Daniel Marks (I'm
Crying Crocodile Tears BTW — LOL)
Get Recorded by Their Own Clients

Posted on June 25, 2017

—  Laurel & Hardy from yvesteryear

{for those a little too young to

remember)

Again, all kidding aside, Marks and Levine are admiral attorneys and carry a lot of weight in
employment law and some even say Levine is one of the best lawyers in the state. But this is
where the Laurel & Hardy aspects come into play. In my opinion, how arrogant and egotistical are
you when you think you don’t have to address the needs of your clients and they end up recording
your conversations, which end up in court proceedings?

After reading an article in the LVRJ titled “Clark County Feuding with Own Attorneys” it seemed a
prime example in my opinion of two egotistical and arrogant attorneys. | am still LMAQ that their

own clients recorded them. | wonder what Adam Levine had to say to Daniel Marks about that.

| haven't followed through regarding the outcome, but it's all another episode of Laurel & Hardy as
far as I'm concerned.

Posted in Uncategorized

Welcome to Daniel Marks Examined 645
Posted on June 22, 2017 SH3204 JA002075
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7/9/2020 Daniel Marks Las Vegas Attorney Unofficial Site by Steve Barket | A Very Public and Open Examination of Las Vegas Lawyer Daniel Mark...

I will take this opportunity to go into great detail regarding Daniel Marks, a Las Vegas attorney who

works out of the Downtown area.

As | pull all the threads together about him on this website, you will be amazed at the picture I'll be
able to paint regarding his background, ethics and dealings as a Las Vegas lawyer.

Stand by for moret!

Posted in Uncategorized
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MazUr & BROOKS

A Professional Law Corporation
2355 Red Rock Street, Suite 100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
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DECL

MICHAEL D. MAZUR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 011202

MAZUR & BROOKS

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
2355 Red Rock Street, Suite 100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Telephone:  (702) 564-3128

Facsimile: (702) 564-3175
complaint@mazurbrooks.com

Atiorneys for Plaintiff Michael Ahders

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEVADA

MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual, ) CaseNo.. A-18-770121-C
) Dept. No.: XXX
Plaintiff,

VS,
BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC. a Nevada

corporation; SHAFIK JIRJI and individual,
SHAFIK BROWN, an individual.

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL AHDERS

I, Michael Ahders, declare that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years of age and I am
competent to give the testimony set forth below. Testimony is given from my own personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently and truthfully testify as to the
facts set forth herein. I am the Plaintiff in the above captioned matter and I am familiar with the
transaction(s) which forms the basis of this claim. I have first-hand knowledge of the events as
they occurred, and I am the custodian of my books and records which are kept in the ordinary

course of business.
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1. On November 21, 2016, Defendant, Boulevard Furniture, Inc. borrowed $100,000
from Plaintiff for its business operations secured by the assets of Defendant’s business via a
written Secured Promissory Note (Exhibit “1” the “Note”), Security Agreement (Exhibit “2” the
“Security Agreement”) (collectively the “Loan”).

2. In addition, the Defendants, Boulevard Furniture, Inc., Shafik le_]l and Shafik
Brown executed a Confession of Judgment whereby.they confessed Judgment in the amount of
$100,000 (Exhibit “3” the “Confession of Judgment”).

3. The terms of the Loan required Defendants to make twelve monthly payments in
the amount of $4,000 (the “Monthly Payment”) on the 5% of each month commencing on January
5, 2017 with a final payment of any unpaid interest and principal ($100,000) on January 5, 2018
(the “Maturity Date”).

4. ‘The Defendants received the proceeds from the Loan in the amount of $100,000
via cashier’s check from Plaintiff’s account at Wells Fargo Bank (Exhibit 4: Wells Fargo Check
No. 0740602079, $100,000). Tﬁe source of the funds was directly from myself and my father.

5. On December 5, 2017, Defendants defaulted in the repayment of the Loan by
failing to make the Monthly Payment ($4,000.00), and further, on January 3, 2018, the Defendants
failed to make the balloon payment of principal ($100,000). I communicated the notice of default
via electronic text directly with Shafik Hirji (A true and correct copy of the text messages from
Michael Ahders to Shafik Hirji is attached hereto as Exhibit “57).

6. The Defendants did not cure the default. They failed to make the $4,000 December
5, 2017 Monthly Payment and failed to repay the principal of $100,000 due on the Maturity Date.

7. The Secured Promissory Note and Security Agreement have not been assigned,
hypothecated or transferred. The terms of the Secured Promissory Note and Security Agreement
have not been modified or waived by either of the parties. All credits have been applied to the
Defendants Loan and there remains an outstanding balance of $100,000 principal, $4,000 in
interest through December 2017, plus accrued interest, late fees and attorneys’ fees.

8. Payments were received from January 2017 through November 2017 in the amount
of $4,000 each. Each of which have been applied towards the balance due.

9. During the term of the Loan, I would communicate directly with and exclusively

with Mr. Hirji via text message and via telephone.
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A Professional Law Cocporation
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10.  This Loan was made from my personal funds and funds from my late father. I am
not engaged in the business as a lender. In the last ten (10) years, I have only made two loans,
this being one of the two.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the above is

true and correct. Executed on March 23, 2018, in Mesa, Arizona.
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:27 PM

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
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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. Plaintift/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.

99 <¢

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 31% 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.

Is/: Sonja K. Howard

An Employee of
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD.
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:29 PM

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 HIRIJL 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
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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. Asused 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. Asused 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.  Ifasked 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 31* 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 31% 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.

Is/: Sonja K. Howard

An Employee of
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD.
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/31/2019 4:25 PM

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 HIRIJL 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
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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.

0. 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.

1. 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. S:

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. 672
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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.

/1]

/1]
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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 31% 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 31 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.

Is/: Sonja K. Howard

An Employee of
HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ., LTD.
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/13/2018 2:56 PM

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.

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.

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Dept. No.: 18

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

Vs.

STEVEN BARKEET, an individual,

Counterclaimants,

Counterdefendant

Case No.: A-17-756274-C

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

DOCUMENTS PURSUANT TO NRCP 16.1

Case Number: A-17-756274-C
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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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= Party: Steven Barket - Plaintiff

Erandon McDonald

* Party: Shafik Hirji - Defendant

Daniel Marks

» Party: G65 Ventures LLC - Plaintiff

Erandon McDonald

= Party: Shafik Brown - Defendant

Danie Marks

» Party: Navnest Sharda - Defendant

Luz Garcia

Eryan Maddafi

Kurt Naddafi

Brandon@mcdonaldlawyers.com

Office@danielmarks.net

brandon@mcdonaldiawyers.com

Office@danieimarks. net

nvreci@olympialawpe.com

bryan@olympialawpc.com

kurt@olympialawpc.com

+ Party: Furniture Boutique LLC - Defendant

Daniel Marks

officeq@danielmarks.net

»  Party: Steven Barket - Counter Defendant

+* Party: Navneet Sharda - Counter Claimant

Luz Garcia
Bryan Maddafi
Bryan Maddafi

Kurt Naddafi

nvreci@olympialawpc.com
bryani@olympialawpc.com
bryani@sterdingkerdaw.com

kurti@olympialawpe.com

v Party: Trata Inc. - Counter Claimant

Luz Garcia
Bryan Maddafi

Kurt Naddafi

mvreci@olympialawpc.com
bryani@olympialawpc.com

kurt@olympialawpe.com

/s/ BRYAN NADDAFI

An employee of OLYMPIA LAW, P.C.
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EXHIBIT “351”

October 29, 2020 Notice of
Constable’s Sale of Real and
Personal Property
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THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 104

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
(702) 475-8903 FAX: (702) 966-3718

10
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14
15
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17
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19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

NOTC

Robert S. Qualey, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 3570

QUALEY LAW GROUP, INC.
2320 Paseo Del Prado Ste. B-205
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Telephone: (702) 474-6677

Fax: (702) 474-6676

Email: rqualey@qualeylawfirm.com

Charles E. (“CJ”) Barnabi Jr., Esq.
THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
Nevada Bar No.: 14477

375 E. Warm Springs Road, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89119

Telephone: (702) 475-8903

Fax: (702) 966-3718

Email: cj@barnabilawfirm.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff, First Financial Bank

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

Electronically Filed
10/29/2020 1:42 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERg OF THE COUR’
i Vi : 3

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
FIRST FINANCIAL BANK Case No.: A-11-633282-B
Dept. No.: XI
Plaintiff,
Vvs.

BDS AND SON, LLC a Nevada Limited liability} NOTICE OF CONSTABLE’S SALE OF
company; BAM DEV SHARDA, an individual; REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY

NAVNEET N. SHARDA, an individual, and
PRABHAT, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company,

Defendant(s).

By virtue of the Writs of Execution issued out of and under the seal of the District Court,

Clark County, Nevada, upon the Final Judgment, entered on December 6, 2011 in favor of First

Financial Bank, as judgment creditor and against BDS and Son, LLC, Bam Dev Sharda, Navneet

N. Sharda and Prabhat, LLC, as judgment debtors in the above-captioned case in the amount of

$4,581,793.04 with a present net balance of $7,989,643.38 plus accruing interest and costs which

Page 1 of 3
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THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 104

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
(702) 475-8903 FAX: (702) 966-3718

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

Writ of Executions were directed and delivered to me as Constable in and for the Township of

Laughlin, Clark County, Nevada, I have levied upon all of the right, title, claim and interest of

Judgment debtors in the below described property:

1.

The following described real property: "HARMON OFFICE COMPLEX PLAT

BOOK 83 PAGE 52 PT UNNUMBERED LOT GEOID: PT N2 SW4 SEC 19 21
62" Parcel No. 161-19-318-007 ("Harmon Office Complex"), owned by BD S &
SON LLC. Any and all personal property owned by BDS and Son, LLC, BAM
DEV SHARDS, NAVNEET N. SHARDA, and/or PRABHAT, LLC, real
property located at 3509 E Harmon Ave, Las Vegas, Nevada 89121. See Exhibit
1, Assessor's Aerial Map. Sale Date and Time: November 24, 2020 at 2:00

p.m.

The following described real property: "GOV LOT 42 GEOID: PT N2 NE4 SEC
06 20 60" Parcel No. 138-06-503-030 ("GOV Lot 42"), owned by Prabhat LLC,
raw land located at the intersections of W Lone Mountain Road and N Fort
Apache Rd, Las Vegas, Nevada. See Exhibit 2, Assessor's Aerial Map. Sale Date
and Time: November 24, 2020 at 2:10 p.m.

Choses in action, confessions of judgment, etc. specifically in Case No. A-15-
724741-C filed with the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County Nevada. The
Complaint was filed by Navneet Sharda against Steven Seldon, Orah Seldon and
Daniel Nicherie on September 16, 2015. Sale Date and Time: November 24,
2020 at 2:20 p.m.

Choses in action, confessions of judgment, etc., specifically in Case No 2:16-cv-
02233-JCM-EJY filed with the United States District Court, District of Nevada.
The Complaint was filed by Navneet Sharda against Sunrise Hospital and Medical
Center, LLC and The Board of Trustees of Sunrise Hospital on September 22,
2016. Sale Date and Time: November 24, 2020 at 2:30 p.m.

Choses in action, confessions of judgment, etc. specifically in Case No. A-17-
756274-C filed with the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County Nevada. A
Counterclaim was filed against the Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and G65 Ventures,
LLC in the case by Navneet Sharda. Sale Date and Time: November 24, 2020

at 2:40 p.m.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that I, the undersigned Constable of the Township of

Laughlin, Clark County, Nevada, will sell at public auction to the highest bidder, without

warranty, express or implied all of the right, title, claim and interest of judgment debtors, BDS

and Son, LLC, Bam Dev Sharda, Navneet N. Sharda and Prabhat, LLC, in and to all of their

claims of interest in the above-mentioned real and personal property as identified al%%\ée case,

Page 2 of 3
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THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 104

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
(702) 475-8903 FAX: (702) 966-3718

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

and all related claims, or as much thereof as may be necessary to satisfy said judgment and writs
of execution, together with interest and costs thereon, on November 24, 2020 at 2:00 p-m., 2:10
p-m., 2:20 p.m., 2:30 p.m. and 2:40 p.m. at the North front steps of the North entrance to the

Regional Justice Center, 200 Lewis Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Dated this 29" day of October 2020.

JORDAN ROSS, Constable of Laughlin Township,
Clark County Nevada

By: /s/ Jordan Ross

Constable

Submitted by:
THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC

/s/ CJ Barnabi
Charles E. (“CJ”) Barnabi Jr., Esq.
Nevada Bar No.: 14477
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89119

Robert S. Qualey, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 3570

QUALEY LAW GROUP, INC.
2320 Paseo Del Prado Ste. B-205
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Attorneys for Plaintiff, First Financial Bank

Page 3 of 3
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EXHIBIT “52”

November 20, 2020
Correspondence to Constable
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DANIEL MARKS

Attorneys at Law
610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
e-mail: office@danielmarks.net
(702) 386-0536

Daniel Marks Fax (702) 386 -6812
Adam Levine

Nicole Young

Teletha L. Zupan

November 20, 2020
Via Facsimile (702) 298-7482

Jordan Ross

Office of the Ex-Officio Constable
for the Township of Laughlin,
Clark County, Nevada

55 Civic Way

Laughlin, Nevada 89029

Re:  Constable’s Sale of Real and Personal Property in Case No. A-11-633282-B, First
Financial Bank v. BDS and Son, LLC, Bam Dev Sharda, Navneet Sharda, and
Prabhat, LLC set for November 24, 2020 at 2:40 p.m.

Dear Mr. Ross:

This correspondence shall serve to inform you that the Court recently issued a decision in
Eighth Judicial District Court Case No. A-17-756274-C, Steven Barket and G65 Ventures, LL.C
v. Navneet Sharda, et al., dismissing the action with prejudice. Further, the court clarified that
each and every Confession of Judgment pertaining to the loans alleged by Plaintiff, have been
adjudicated and declared void. (See November 19, 2020, Minute Order attached hereto as
Exhibit “17).

These Confessions of Judgment are currently set for the Constable’s Sale on November
24,2020 at 2:40 p.m. in the above referenced matter in connection with Case No. A-17-756274-
C, Steven Barket and G65 Ventures, LLC v. Navneet Sharda. Accordingly, these Confessions of
Judgment should be removed from the sale because they have been adjudicated, declared void,
and the claims pertaining to the loans have been dismissed with prejudice. (See Exhibit “17).

Very truly yours,
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/ S W”
(TELETHA ZUPAN
687
cc: Shafik Hirji; Robert S. Qualey, Esq. via facsimile (702) 474-6676; and Charles Barnabi

via facsimile (702) 966-3718.
JA002124
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November 19, 2020, Minute
Order
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11/19/2020 3:45 PM

A-17-756274-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Intentional Misconduct COURT MINUTES November 19, 2020
A-17-756274-C Steven Barket, Plaintiff(s)
V8.

Shatik Hirji, Defendant(s)

November 19, 2020 3:00 AM Minute Order
HEARD BY: Earley, Kerry COURTROOM: Chambers
COURT CLERK: Nylasia Packer

JOURNAL ENTRIES

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Confession of Judgment, filed
January 19, 2020; Defendants Opposition to Plaintiff s Motion for Entry of Confession of Judgment
and Countermotion for Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR 7.60, filed February 12, 2020; Plaintiffs Reply in
Support of Motion for Entry of Confession of Judgmentl and Opposition to Countermotion For
Sanctions, filed March 11, 2020; Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11, filed May 1,
2020; Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11, filed May 22,
2020; Defendant s Reply to Countermotion for Sanctions Per EDCR 7.60 Pertaining to Plaintiffs
Motion for Ently of Judgment, filed October 13, 2020; Defendants Motion to Dismiss With Prejudice
and for Related Relief, filed on July 29, 2020; Plaintiffs Opposition thereto filed September 2, 2020;
and Defendant s Reply filed October 13, 2020.

THE COURT having reviewed the matter, including all points and authorities, and exhibits, and
good cause appearing, hereby issues its decision.

L. Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Confession of Judgment

Plaintiffs motion essentially seeks reconsideration of this Court s Order entered on May 17, 2019 in
Case No. A-18-770121-C, which was consolidated with this matter (Case No.: A-17-756274-C),
wherein the Court hold that the Confession of Judgment dated November 21, 2016 for $100,000 plus
interest was void under NRCP 60(b). This Court set aside and vacated the Confession of Judgment,
granted Defendants motion for stay of execution, and consolidated the two matters.

The same Confession of Judgment was addressed by Judge Cory in Case No.: A-19-806944-C during a
hearing held on January 29, 2020. Pursuant to Judge Cory s Order entered on February 21, 2020,
PRINT DATHE:  11/19/2020 Pagelof6 Minutes Date:  November 19, 2020

689

JA002126



A-17-756274-C

Defendants Emergency Motion to Vacate the Confession of Judgment Pursuant To NRCP 60(b); to
Quash Any and All Writs of Execution and/or Garnishment Pursuant to NRCP 60(b) Because the
Judgment was Obtained by Fraud; to Stay All Collection Activity, Including Writs of Execution; for
Attorney's Fees and Costs; and to Dismiss [the| Action With Prejudice, was granted and the matter
was dismissed with prejudice. Judge Cory noted that the Confession of Judgment was the same as
was previously filed in this case.

EDCR 2.24(b) states that a party seeking reconsideration of a ruling of the court must file a motion for
such relief within 14 days after service of written notice of the order. A district court may reconsider
a previously decided issue if substantially different evidence is subsequently introduced or the
decision is clearly erroneous. Masonry & Tile Contractors Ass'n of S. Nevada v. Jolley, Urga & Wirth,
Ltd., 113 Nev. 737,741, 941 P.2d 486, 489 (1997).

THE COURT FINDS that to the extent that Plaintiff s motion seeks reconsideration of this Court s
May 15, 2019 Order, the motion is untimely under EDCR 2.24.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that there is no legal basis supporting Plaintiffs now third request to
enforce a Confession of Judgment that has been voided by this Court and Judge Cory.

Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Confession of fudgment is
DENIED WITH PREJUDICE.

II. Defendants Countermotion for Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR 7.60

Defendants request sanctions under EDCR 7.60. Defendants argue that Plaintiffs motion is frivolous
motion and unnecessarily multiplies proceedings in a case to increase costs because Plaintiffs
blatantly disregarded for this Court s April 25, 2019 Order (which was entered on May 17, 2019). On
December 13, 2019, Plaintiffs re-filed the same voided Confession of Judgment in the new action Case
No. A-19-806944-C before Judge Cory and began to execute upon it, and attempted to take a third
bite at the apple by filing the pending motion to enforce the same voided confession of judgment for
a third time.

EDCR 7.60(b) states that the court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, impose upon an
attorney or a party any and all sanctions which may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable,
including the imposition of fines, costs or attorney's fees when an attorney or a party without just
cause: (1) Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a motion which is obviously frivolous,
unnecessary or unwarranted; [ | or (3) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs
unreasonably and vexatiously.

Despite the district court s broad discretion to impose sanctions, a district court may only impose
sanctions that are reasonably proportionate to the litigant s misconduct. Proportionate sanctions are

PRINTDATE:  11/19/2020 Page2of 6 Minutes Date:  November 19, 2020
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A-17-756274-C

those which are roughly proportionate to sanctions imposed in similar situations or for analogous
levels of culpability. Emerson v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court of State, ex rel. Cty. of Clark, 127 Nev.
672,681, 263 P.3d 224, 230 (2011) (internal citations and quotations omitted).

THE COURT exercises its discretion and finds that an award of sanctions is not warranted at this
time.

Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants Countermotion for Sanctions Pursuant to
EDCR 7.60 is DENIED.

III. Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11

Plaintiffs seek NRCP 11 sanctions on the basis that Defendants Shafik Hirji and Shatik Brown and
their counsels have allegedly knowingly, purposefully and intentionally misrepresented the nature of
payments made by them to Steven Barket and Michael Ahders, because said arguments are false,
have no merit, and are without any evidentiary support.

The decision to award sanctions is within the district court s sound discretion and will not be
overturned absent a manifest abuse of discretion. Edwards v. Emperor's Garden Rest., 122 Nev. 317,
330, 130 P.3d 1280, 1288 (2006).

While Rule 11 sanctions should be imposed for frivolous actions, but they should not be imposed
where the sanctions would have a chilling effect and discourage attorneys from exercising
imagination and perseverance on behalf of their clients. Marshall v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court In &
For Cty. of Clark, 108 Nev. 459, 465, 836 P.2d 47, 52 (1992).

THE COURT FINDS no legal basis for an award of Rule 11 sanctions against Defendants or defense

counsel.

Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11 is
hereby DENIED.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Defendants request for reasonable attorney s fees and costs
pursuant to EDCR 7.60(b) for having to oppose Flaintiffs Motion is DENIED.

IV. Defendants Motion to Dismiss With Prejudice and for Related Relief

Defendants argue that this matter should be dismissed with prejudice pursuant to NRCP 41 (e)(6)
and/ or for abuse of process; that Plaintiff Steven Barket should be deemed a vexatious litigant;
Defendants request a permanent injunction to issue to requiring Plaintiff Steven Barket to remove all
websites regarding the Defendants, their family, their friends, and/ or their counsel and enjoin Barket

PRINTDATE:  11/19/2020 Page3 of 6 Minutes Date:  November 19, 2020
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A-17-756274-C

from posting any new websites against such persons; and award Defendants attorney s fees and
costs for having to defend against Plaintiffs frivolous actions.

As a brief recitation of the underlying facts, the nature of the dispute between Plaintiffs and
Defendants surround a series of five loans: 1) November 7, 2016 in the amount of $200,000; 2)
November 21, 2016 in the amount of $100,000; 3) December 20, 2016 in the amount of $100,000; 4)
January 20, 2017 in the amount of $1,000,000; and 5) March 15, 2017 in the amount of $200,000.

On July 29, 2017 the parties entered into a Settlement Agreement in which Defendant (Sharda)
allegedly would assign all rights, title and interest in the five promissory notes to Plaintiff or his
assigns. The Settlement Agreement is part of the action currently pending before Judge Williams in
Case No. A-15-712697-C. At the hearing held on March 17, 2020, Judge Williams denied Plaintiffs
motion to enforce the Settlement Agreement. An Evidentiary Hearing is currently set in that matter
for March 29, 2021.

On April 5, 2018, in Case No. A-17-763985-C, Judge Williams entered an Order finding that the
Contession of Judgment entered in that case was an attempt to circumvent the loans in dispute in
Case No. A-17-756274-C (this instant matter) and held that the Confession of Judgment was void
under NRCP 60(b). Judge Williams ordered that the Confession of Judgment filed by Cancer Care on
November 1, 2017 was void and set aside. The Confession of Judgment addressed by Judge Williams
encompassed the November 7, 2016 loan in the amount of $200,000 (Loan No. 1) and the December
20, 2016 loan in the amount of $100,000 {Loan No. 3).

On April 17, 2018, in Case No. A-17-763995-C Judge Cadish entered an Order voiding the
Confessions of Judgment finding that the judgment was obtained by fraud, misrepresentation, or
other misconduct of an adverse party within the meaning of NRCP 60(b)(3). This decision applied to
the Confession of Judgment filed in that matter on November 1, 2017 that encompassed the January
20, 2017 loan in the amount of $1,000,000 (Loan No. 4) and the March 15, 2017 loan in the amount of
$200,000 (Loan No. 5).

As stated above, on May 17, 2019 this Court voided the Confession of Judgment associated with Loan
No. 2, dated November 21, 2016 in the amount of $100,000.

Issue Preclusion vs. Collateral Estoppel
Moreover, issue preclusion, or collateral estoppel, may be implicated when one or more of the parties
to an earlier suit are involved in subsequent litigation on a different claim. Issues that were
determined in the prior litigation arise in the later suit. If the common issue was actually decided and
necessary to the judgment in the earlier suit, its relitigation will be precluded. Univ. of Nevada v.
Tarkanian, 110 Nev. 581, 598 99, 879 P.2d 1180, 1191 (1994).
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A-17-756274-C

On the other hand, claim preclusion, or merger and bar, is triggered when a judgment is entered. Id.
While issue preclusion is implicated when the parties to an earlier suit are involved in a subsequent
litigation on a different claim, claim preclusion applies when a valid and final judgment on a claim
precludes a second action on that claim or any part of it. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v. Blinkinsop, 136 Nev.
Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020) citing Univ. of Nevada v. Tarkanian, 110 Nev. at 598-99, 879
P.2d at 1191.

The Nevada Supreme Court has adopted a three-part test from Five Star Capital Corp. v. Ruby, 124
Nev. 1048, 194 P.3d 709 (2008) for claim preclusion: (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.

THE COURT FINDS that each and every Confession of Judgment pertaining to the loans alleged by
Plaintiffs have been adjudicated 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. 5y 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.

Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this matter is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE and the
remaining issues in Defendants motion are DENIED as MOOT.

Counsel for Defendants shall prepare the orders in compliance with EDCR 7.21 and Administrative
Order 20-17, and submit to opposing counsel for approval as to form and content.
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A-17-756274-C

CLERK S NOTE: Counsel are to ensure a copy of the forgoing minute order is distributed to all
interested parties; additionally, a copy of the foregoing minute order was distributed to the registered
service recipients via Odyssey eFileNV E-Service (11-19-20).
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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

Electronically Filed
1/13/2021 3:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COUR

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

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 HIRIJI, an individual; SHAFIK
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited
Liability Company;

Counter-Claimants,
VS.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

Counter-Defendant.

Case No.: A-17-756274-C
Case No.: A-18-770121-C
Dept. No.: v

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

March 9, 2021
9:00 a.m.

Date of Hearing:
Time of Hearing:

Case Number: A-17-756274-C
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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.
/117
/117
/117
/117
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I1. 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 COlJs, 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.

/111
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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
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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. /d. 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.

/117
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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.

11177
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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 COlJs, 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).

/117
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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
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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, 1
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
G635 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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2275 CORPORATE CIRCLE | SUITE 160

HENDERSON | NEVADA 89074
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KAREN H. ROSS, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9299

The Law Office of Karen H. Ross

2275 Corporate Circle, Suite 160
Henderson, Nevada 89074

Phone: (702) 485-4152

Fax: (702) 485-4125
karenross@khrlawgroup.com

Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimants

Navneet Sharda & Trata, Inc.

Electronically Filed
1/13/2021 2:52 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

Plaintiffs,
Vs.

SHAFIK HIRIJI, 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
A-18-770121-C

Dept. No.: IV

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Please take notice that Defendant/Counterclaimants Navneet Sharda and Trata, Inc. hereby

appeals to the Supreme Court of Nevada from:

1. All judgments and orders in this case;

Case Number: A-17-756274-C
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2. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for November 19, 2020 Order Dismissing
Plaintiffs’ Matter with Prejudice, filed on December 14, 2020, notice of entry of which was
served electronically on December 14, 2020, (Ex. 1); and

3. All rulings and interlocutory orders made appealable by any of the foregoing.

&

DATED this day of January, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF KAREN H. ROSS

A

KAREN H. ROSS, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9299

The Law Office of Karen H. Ross

2275 Corporate Circle, Suite 160
Henderson, Nevada 89074

Phone: (702) 485-4152

Fax: (702) 485-4125
karenross@khrlawgroup.com

Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimants

Navneet Sharda & Trata, Inc.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the !E'Zm day of January, 2021, a true and correct copy of

NOTICE OF APPEAL was electronically served through the Court’s electronic filing system

addressed to the following:

Michael R. Mushkin, Esq.
MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE

6070 South Eastern Avenue, Ste. 270
Attorney for Plaintiffs Steven Barket
and G635 Ventures, LLC

Daniel Marks, Esq.

Teletha Zupan

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
610 South Ninth Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Attorneys for Defendants Shafik Hirji,

Shafik Brown and Furniture Boutique, LLC

ki, dhucluso)

An employee of The Law Office of Karen H. Ross
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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
office@danielmarks. net

Attorney for Defendants, Shafik Hirji,
Shafik Brown, and Furniture Boutique, LLC

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY.NEVADA

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

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 [-X, inclusive
and ROE CORPORATIONS XI through XX.

Defendants.

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

Counterclaimants,
vs.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

Case No.:
Case No.:
Dept. No.:

Electronically Filed
12/14/2020 2:36 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU E
. —

A-17-756274-C
A-18-770121-C

v

Cu‘uutcx dbfhl 1dau‘i.
/
SHAFIK HIRJI, an individual; SHAFIK
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited
Liability Company;

Counter-Claimants,
Vs.

Case Number: A-17-756274-C
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STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

2 ‘Counter-Defendant.
/
3
4 | MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual,
5 Plaintiff,
6 | vs.
7 || BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC., a
Nevada corporation; SHAFIK HIRII,
8 |l an individual; and SHAFIK
BROWN, an individual.
9
Defendants.
10 /
11 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOR
NOVEMBER 19, 2020 ORDER DISMISSING PLAINTIFFS’ MATTER WITH PREJUDICE
12 '
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that a Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for November 19,
13
2020 Order Dismissing Plaintiffs” Matter with Prejudice was entered in the above-entitled action on the
14
14th day of December, 2020, a copy of which is attached hereto.
15
DATED this 14™ day of December, 2020.
16
17 LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
18
/s/ Teletha Zupan. Esq.
19 DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 002003
20 TELETHA L. ZUPAN, ESQ.
Nevada State Bar No. 12660
21 610 South Ninth Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
22 Attorneys for Defendants, Shafik Hirji,
Shafit-Brown,—and Furnitwre Boutique LLC
23
24
25
26
27
28

o
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
2 I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Law Office of Daniel Marks and that on the 14™ day
3 || of December, 2020, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, 1 electronically transmitted
4 || a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF FINDINGS OF FACT
5 || AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOR NOVEMBER 19,2020 ORDER DISMISSING
6 | PLAINTIFFS’ MATTER WITH PREJUDICE by way of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the
7 | court mandated E-file & Serve system to the following:
g Michael Mushkin, Esq.
MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE
9 6070 S. Eastern Ave. Ste. 270
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
10 Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and G635 Ventures, LLC.
11 Harold P Gewerter, Esq.
HAROLD P GEWERTER, ESQ. LTD
12 1212 Casino Center Blvd.
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104
13 Attorney for Navneet Sharda and Trata Inc.
14 Charles Bamabi, Esq.,
THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
15 375 e. Warm Spring Road, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
16 Attorney for Plaintiff, Michael Ahders
17
18 /s/ Jessica Flores
An employee of the
19 LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/14/2020 11:49 AM

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.:
VENTURES, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Case No.:
Company, Dept. No.:

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 [-X, inclusive
and ROE CORPORATIONS XI through XX.

Defendants.

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

Counterclaimants,
vS.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

Counterdefendant.
/
SHAFIK HIRIJIL, an individual; SHAFIK
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE

A-
A-
v

17-
18-

756274-C
770121-C

Electronically Hiled
12/1472020 11:49 AM

A
CLERK OF THE CQURT

BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited
Liability Company;,

Counter-Claimants,

VS. o

STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

P

Case Number: A-17-756274-C
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1 Counter-Defendant.

2 | MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual, /

3 Plaintiff,

4l vs.

> BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC,, a

6 Neyadg corporation; SHAFIK HIRJL

an individual, and SHAFIK

7 | BROWN, an individual.

8 Defendants.

) /
10 FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOR NOVEMBER 19, 2020
» ORDER DISMISSING PLAINTIFES’ MATTER WITH PREJUDICE
12 THIS MATTER came before the Court on Plaintiffs’ Motion for Entry of Confession of
131 udgment, filed January 19, 2020, Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs” Motion for Entry of
14 Confession of Judgment and Countermotion for Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR 7.60, filed
15 February 12, 2020; Plamtiffs’ Reply in Support of Motion for Entry of Confession of Judgment
16 and Opposition to Countermotion For Sanctions, filed March 11, 2020; Plaintiffs’ Motion for
b Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11, filed May 1, 2020; Defendants' Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion
e for Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11, filed May 22, 2020; Defendants’ Reply to Countermotion
;Z for Sanctions Per EDCR 7.60 Pertaining to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Entry of Judgment, filed
a1 October 13, 2020; Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss With Prejudice and for Related Relief, filed
2 | on July 29, 2020; Plaintiffs’ Opposition thereto filed September 2, 2020; and Defendant’ Reply
73|l filed October 13, 2020. The Court having reviewed the matter, including all points and
4 || authorities, and exhibits, and good cause appearing, hereby issues its decision.
a5 || /111
w1l 777/
2P W11
28

1
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FINDINGS OF FACT

THE COURT FINDS that as a brief recitation of the underlying facts, the nature of the
dispute between Plaintiffs and Defendants surround a series of five loans: 1) November 7, 2016
in the amount of $200,000; 2) November 21, 2016 in the amount of $100,000; 3) December 20,
2016 in the amount of $100,000; 4) January 20, 2017 in the amount of $1,000,000; and 5) March
15, 2017 in the amount of $200,000. _

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on July 29, 2017 _the. parties entered into a
Settlement Agreement in which Defendant (Sharda) allegedly v\;c-)uld assign all rights, title and
interest in the five promissory notes to Plaintiff, Steven Barket or his assigns.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Settlement Agreement is part of the action
currently pending before Judge Williams in Case No. A-15-712697-C. At the hearing held on
March 17, 2020, Judge Williams denied Plaintiffs’ motion to enforce the Settlement Agreement.
An Evidentiary Hearing is currently set in that matter for March 29, 2021.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 5, 2018, in Case No. A-17-763983-C,
Judge Williams entered an Order finding that the Confession of Judgment entered in that case
was an attempt to circumvent the loans in dispute in Case No. A-17-756274-C (this instant
matter) and held that the Confession of Judgment was void under NRCP 60(b). Judge Williams
ordered that the Confession of Judgment filed by Cancer Care on November 1, 2017 was void
and set aside. The Confession of Judgment addressed by Judge Williams encompassed the
November 7, 2016 loan in the amount of $200,000 (Loan No. 1) and the December 20, 2016 loan
in the amount of $100,000 (Loan No. 3).

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 17, 2018, in Case No. A-17-763995-C

Judge Cadish entered an Order voiding the Confessions of Judgment finding that the judgment
was obtained by fraud, misrepresentation, or other misconduct of an adverse party within the
meaning of NRCP 60(b)(3). This decision applied to the Confession of Judgment filed in that

matter on November 1, 2017 that encompassed the January 20, 2017 loan in the amount of

L3
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$1,000,000 (Loan No. 4) and the March 15, 2017 loan in the amount of $200,000 (Loan No. 5).

| THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on May 17, 2019 this Court voided and set aside
the Confession of Judgment associated with Loan No. 2, dated November 21, 2016 in the amount
of $100,000 plus interest pursuant to NRCP 60(b) in Case No. A-18-770121-C, which was
consolidated with this matter (Case No.: A-17-756274-C).

' THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Plaintiffs” Motion for Entry of Confession of
Judgment essentially seeks reconsideration of this Court’s Order entered on May 17, 2019.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the same Confession of Judgment was addressed
by Judge Cory in Case No.: A-19-806944-C during a hearing held on January 29, 2020. Pursuant
to Judge Cory s Order entered on February 21, 2020, Defendants Emergency Motion to Vacate
the Confession of Judgment Pursuant To NRCP 60(b); to Quash Any and All Writs of Execution
and/or Gamishment Pursuant to NRCP 60(b) Because the Judgment was Obtained by Fraud; to
Stay All Collection Activity, Including Writs of Execution; for Attorney's Fees and Costs; and to
Dismiss [the] Action With Prejudice, was granted and the matter was dismissed with prejudice.
Judge Cory noted that the Confession of Judgment was the same as was previously filed in this
case.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that to the extent that Plaintiffs’ motion seeks
reconsideration of this Court’s May 15, 2019 Order, the motion is untimely under EDCR 2 .24(b),
which requires a party seeking reconsideration of a ruling of the court must file a motion for such
relief within 14 days after service of written notice of the order. When a timely'motion for
reconsideration 1s filed, a district court may reconsider a previously decided issue if substantially

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

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that there 1s no legal basis supportmg Plaintiffs now
third request to enforce a Confession of Judgment that has been voided by this Court and Judge
Cory.

1117

JA002158



1 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the district court has broad discretion to impose
2 || sanctions pursuant to EDCR 7.60, but finds that an award of sanctions is not warranted at this
3 time.
4 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that while Plaintiffs® motion for sanctions pursuant
> to NRCP 11 asserts that Defendants Shafik Hirji and Shafik Brown and their counsels have
6 allegedly knowingly, purposefully and intentionally misrepresented the nature of payments made
7 .
by them to Steven Barket and Michael Ahders, there is no legal basis for an award of Rule 11
8
sanctions against Defendants or defense counsel.
9
THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Defendants request for reasonable attorney’s fees
10
. and costs pursuant to EDCR 7.60(b) is not warranted at this time.
1o THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that with respect to Defendants’ motion to dismiss
13 with prejudice pursuant to NRCP 41 (e)(6) and related relief should be GRANTED in part to the
14 || extent that the facts 1n this case implicate the doctrines of collateral estoppel, claim preciusion,
15 || and res judicata; and DENIED with respect to the other issues as moot.
w6l /777
1747777
184 /777
1947777
2007717
20N siri
207111
BNy
24
17
25
[
26
Iy
27
1117
28
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1 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that each and every Confession of Judgment
2 pertaining to the loans alleged by Plaintiffs have been adjudicated as follows:
3 Loan No. I:  November 7, 2016 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge
4 Williams in Case No. A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018;
> Loan No. 2:  November 21, 2016 1n the amount of $100,000 declared void by this Court
6 in Case No. A-18-770121-C, Order entered May 15, 2019, and declared
7 void by Judge Cory in Case No.: A-19-806944-C, Order entered February
5 21,2020,
’ Loan No. 3:  December 20, 2016 in the amount of $100,000 declared void by Judge
i(l) Williams in Case No.: A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018;
1 Loan No. 4:  January 20, 2017 in the amount of $1,000,000 declared void by Judge
13 Cadish in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018; and
14 Loan No. 5: March 15, 2017 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge Cadish
15 in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018.
16 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that it is appropriate to dismiss this action with
17 || prejudice because the parties have alrcady litigated each and every Confession of Judgment
18 || pertaining to the loans alleged by Plaintiffs. Each Confession of Judgment has been adjudicated
19 | and declared void. The determination regarding each Confession of Jndgment was actually
20 || decided and necessary to the final order in each separate suit. Therefore, the doctrine of collateral
21 || estoppel precludes the partics from relitigating these issues. Univ. of Nevada v. Tarkanian, 110
22 |l Nev. 581, 598 99, 879 P.2d 1180, 1191 (1994).
BN |
24777
29 1177
26 171!
27
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28
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I THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that it is appropriate and necessary based upon the
2 | history of the case and the related cases to dismiss this action with prejudice under the doctrine of
3 || res judicata, claim preclusion, because these disputes involved the same parties or their privies,
4|l valid and final judgments have been entered in each case, and this action is based on the same
> claims, part of them, and/or could have been brought in the prior actions. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v.
6 Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020) citing Univ. of Nevada .
" Turkanian, 110 Nev. at 598-99, 879 P.2d at 1191
5 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the facts of this case satisfy the three-part test the
’ Nevada Supreme Court adopted in Five Star Capital Corp. v. Ruby, 124 Nev. 1048, 194 P.3d
1? 709 (2008) for claim preclusion: (1) the parties or their privies are the same, (2) the final
1 judgment is valid, and (3) the subsequent action is based on the same claims or any part of them
1; that were of could have been brought in the first case. Further, the Nevada Supreme Court has
14 held that the doctrine of res judicata precludes parties or those in privity with them from
15 || relitigating a cause of action or an issue which has been finally determined by a court of
16 || competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v. Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271,
17 I 1275 (2020). The doctrine is intended to prevent multiple litigation causing vexation and expense
18 | to the parties and wasted judicial resources by precluding parties from relitigating issues they
19 1 could have raised in a prior action concerning the same controversy. Id. Therefore, the doctrine
20 || of res judiciata precludes the parties in this case from relitigating these claims or any claims that
21 | could have been brought.
220 7114
=8 .
4 1777
25 Iy
26 A1
27
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

THE COURT HEREBY CONCLUDES that EDCR 2.24(b) states that a party
seeking 1'ec£)nsideration of a ruling of the court must file a motion for such relief
within 14 days after service of written notice of the order. A district court may
reconsider a previously decided issue if substantially different evidence is
subsequently introduced or the decision is clearly erroneous. Masomry & Tile
Contractors ASS'M of S. Nevada v. Jolley, Urga & Wirth, Ltd., 113 Nev. 737, 741,
941 P.2d 486, 489 (1997).

THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that Plamtiffs’ motion for entry of
confession of judgment essentially seeks reconsideration of this Court’s Order
entered on May 17, 2019 in Case No. A-18-770121-C, which was consolidated
with this matter (Case No.: A-17-756274-C), wherein the Court held that the
Confession of Judgment dated November 21, 2016 for $100,000 plus interest was
void under NRCP 60(b). This Court set aside and vacated the Confession of
Judgment, granted Defendants motion for stay of execution, and consolidated the
two matters.

THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that Defendants filed a
Countermotion for Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR 7.60 requesting sanctions under
EDCR 7.60. Defendants argue that Plaintiffs motion 1s a frivolous motion and
unnecessarily multiplies proceedings in a case to increase cosfs because Plaintiffs
blatantly disregarded this Court’s April 25, 2019 Order (which was entered on

May 17, 2019). On December 13, 2019, Plaintiffs re-filed the same voided

Confession of Judgment 1n the new action Case No. A-19-506944-C before Judge
Cory and began to execute upon it, and attempted to take a third bite at the apple
by filing the pending motion to enforce the same voided confession of judgment

for a third time.
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12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

21
22
23
24

THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that EDCR 7.60(b) states that the
court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard, impose upon an attorney or
a party any and all sanctions which may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable,
including the imposition of fines, costs or attorney's fees when an attomey or a
party without just cause: (1) Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a
motion which is obviously frivolous, unnecessary or unwarranted; [ ] or (3) So
multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs unreasonably and
vexatiously. Despite the district court’s broad discretion to impose sanctions, a
district court may only impose sanctions that are reasonably proportionate to the
litigant’s misconduct. Proportionate sanctions are those which are roughly
proportionate to sanctions imposed in similar situations or for analogous levels of
culpability. Emerson v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court of State, ex rel. Cty. of Clark,
127 Nev. 672, 681, 263 P.3d 224, 230 (2011) (internal citations and quotations
omitted).

THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that Plaintiffs’ filed a Motion for
Sanctions Pursuant to NRCP 11 on the basis that Defendants Shafik Hirji and
Shafik Brown and their counsels have allegedly knowingly, purposefully and
intentionally misrepresented the nature of payments made by them to Steven
Barket and Michael Ahders, because said arguments are false, have no merit, and
are without any evidentiary support.

THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that the decision to award sanctions

1s within the district court’s sound discretion and will not be overturned absent a

25
26

27

mamfest abuse of discretion. Edwards v. Emperor's Garden Rest., 1272 Nev. 317,
330, 130 P.3d 1280, 1288 (2006). Rule 11 sanctions should be imposed for
frivolous actions, but they should not be imposed where the sanctions would have

a chilling effect and discourage attomneys from exercising imagination and
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1 perseverance on behalf of their clients. Marshall v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court In
2 & For Cry. of Clark, 108 Nev. 459, 465, 836 P.2d 47, 52 (1992).

3 7. THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that there is no legal basis for an

4 award of Rule 11 sanctions against Defendants or defense counsel.

5 8. THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that issue preclusion, or collateral

6 estoppel, may be implicated when one or more of the parties to an earlier suit are
7 mvolved in subsequent litigation on a different claim. Issues that were determined
8 in the prior litigation arise in the later suit. If the common issuc was actually

’ decided and necessary to the judgment in the earlier suit, its relitigation will be

1(1) prectuded. Univ. of Nevada v. Tarkanian, 110 Nev. 581, 598 99, 879 P.2d 1180,
1 1191 (1994). On the other hand, claim preclusion, or merger and bar, is triggered
13 when a judgment is entered. /d. While issue preclusion is implicated when the

14 parties to an earlier suit are involved in a subsequent litigation on a different

15 claim, claim preclusion applies when a valid and final judgment on a claim

16 precludes a second action on that claim or any part of it. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v.

17 Blinkinsop, 136 Nev, Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020) citing Univ. of
18 Nevada v. Tarkanian, 110 Nev. at 598-99, 879 P.2d at 1191.

19 9. THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that the Nevada Supreme Court has
20 adopted a three-part test from Five Star Capital Corp. v. Ruby, 124 Nev. 1048,
21 194 P.3d 709 (2008) for claim preclusion: (1) the parties or their privies are the
22 same, (2) the final judgment is valid, and (3) the subsequent action is based on the
23 same claims or any part of them that were or could have been brought in the first
24 case.
2 10.  THE COURT FURTHER CONCLUDES that the Nevada Supreme Court has
26 held that the doctrine of res judicata precludes parties or those in privity with them
Z from relitigating a cause of action or an issue which has been finally determined

10
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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.

11, If any of these Conclusions of Law are more appropriately deemed Findings of
Fact, they shall be so deemed.

ORDERS
WHEREFORE, BASED UPON THE ABOVE FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiffs Motion for |

Entry of Confession of Judgment 1s DENIED WITH PREJUDICE as it is essentially a motion for
reconsideration of this Court’s Order entered on May 17, 2019, which is untimely pursuant to
EDCR 2.24.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Court exercises
1ts discretion and finds that an award of sanctions is not warranted at this time. Therefore,
Defendants’ countermotion for sanctions pursuant to EDCR 7.60 is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Plaintiffs’
motion for sanctions pursuant to NRCP 11 against Defendants and defense counsel is hereby
DENIED because there is no legal basis for an award of Rule 11 sanctions.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendants request for reasonable attorney’s fees and
costs pursuant to EDCR 7.60(b) for having to oppose Plaintiffs’ motion for sanctions is

DENIED.

ITISFURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that this matter 18
DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE, pursuant to the three-part test from Five Star Capital Corp. v.
Ruby, 124 Nev. 1048, 194 P.3d 709 (2008). Each and every Confession of Judgment pertaining

| to the loans alleged by Plaintiffs have been adjudicated as follows:

11
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1 Loan No. 1:  November 7, 2016 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge
2 Williams in Case No. A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018;
3, Loan No. 2:  November 21, 2016 in the amount of $100,000 declared void by this Court
4 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
6 21, 2020;
7
Loan No. 3:  December 20, 2016 in the amount of $100,000 declared void by Judge
8
Williams in Case No.: A-17-763985-C, Order entered April 5, 2018;
9
Loan No. 4:  January 20, 2017 in the amount of $1,000,000 declared void by Judge
10
0 Cadish in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018: and
1o Loan No. 5:  March 15, 2017 in the amount of $200,000 declared void by Judge Cadish
13 in Case No. A-17-763995-C, ordered entered April 17, 2018.
J
14 Each claim involves the same parties or their privies. Each adjudication reference above is a
15 I vahid and final judgment. The Nevada Supreme Court has held that the doctrine of res judicata
16 || precludes parties or those in privity with them from relitigating a cause of action or an issue
17 || which has been finally determined by a court of competent jurisdiction. Kuptz-Blinkinsop v.
18 || Blinkinsop, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 40, 466 P.3d 1271, 1275 (2020). This matter is based on the same
19 | claims or any part of them that were or could have been brought in the prior cases.
20077717
2007114
2207111
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24
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26
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11
28
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1 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the remaining
2 |l issues in Defendants’ motion are DENIED as MOOT.
3
4 Dated this 14th day of December, 2020
) () <
5 Py S ok
- .
6
7 C79 527 3602 8FF2
Kerry Earley
8 | Respectfully submitted by: Apisitct Gododudgecontent:
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE
9
10 || /s/ Teletha Zupan /s/ Michae] Mushkin
DANIEL MARKS, ESQ. MICHAEL R. MUSHKIN, ESQ.
I1 || Nevada State Bar No. 002003 Nevada State Bar No. 002421
TELETHA ZUPAN, ESQ. 6070 S. Eastern Ave., Ste. 270
12 |} Nevada State Bar No. 012660 Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
. | 610 South Ninth Street Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barker and
13| Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 G65 Ventures, LLC
14 Attorneys for Defendants, Shafik Hirji,
Shafik Brown, Furniture Boutique, LLC,
15 || and Boulevard Furniture, INC.
16 || Approved as to form and content: Approved as to form and content:
THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ. LTD.
17
18
CHARLES BARNABI, ESQ., HAROLD P. GEWERTER, ESQ.
19 || Nevada State Bar No. 014477 Nevada State Bar No. 000499
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Ste. 104 1212 Casino Center Blvd.
20 || Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 Las Vegas, Nevada 89104
Attorney for Plaintiff. Michael Ahders Attorney for Defendants, Navneet Sharda
21 and Trata, Inc.
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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? DISTRICT COURT
3 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
4
5
6 Steven Barket, Plaintiff{(s) CASE NO: A-17-756274-C
7 Vs. DEPT. NO. Department 4
8 Shafik Hirji, Defendant(s)
9
10 - AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
= This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District
12 || Court. The foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order was served via the
court’s electronic eFile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled
13 || case as listed below:
1441 Service Date: 12/14/2020
13 Karen Foley kfoley@mccnvlaw.com
e Michael Mushkin michael@mccenviaw.com
i; Harold Gewerter harold@gewerterlaw.com
19 || Daniel Marks Office@danielmarks.net
20 || Danie Marks Office(@danielmarks.net
21 |} Daniel Marks office@danielmarks.net
2211 Jan Richey jan@mcdonaldlawyers.com
> Teletha Zupan tzupan(@danielmarks.net
ij Charles ("CJ") Bamabi Jr. cj@medonaldlawyers.com
; Sarah Laver-Overby sarah.lo@olympialawpc.com
27 || Charles ("CJ") Barnabi Jr. cj@barnabilaw.com
28
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/25/2021 12:04 PM

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.: v

Plaintiffs,

VS.

SHAFIK HIRIJI, 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 HIRIJI, an individual; SHAFIK
BROWN, an individual; and FURNITURE
BOUTIQUE, LLC, a Nevada Limited
Liability Company;

Counter-Claimants,
VS.

STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

Counter-Defendant.

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

Electronically Filed
05/25/2021 12:04 PM
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MICHAEL AHDERS, an individual,
Plaintiff,

VS.

BOULEVARD FURNITURE, INC., a
Nevada corporation; SHAFIK HIRIJI,
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, collect, 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”. /d. at 403. A court

2
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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.

/117
/177
/117
/177
/117
/177
/117
/177
/117
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ Countermotion

to Strike Counterdefendants’ Untimely Joinder is DENIED as moot.

A-17-756274-C

Respectfully submitted by:
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/s/ Teletha Zupan, Esq.

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, 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.

Approved as to form and content:
MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE

MICHAEL R. MUSHKIN, ESQ.

Nevada State Bar No. 002421

6070 S. Eastern Ave., Ste. 270

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and
G65 Ventures, LLC
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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 | 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
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CSERV

Steven Barket, Plaintiff(s)
Vs.

Shafik Hirji, Defendant(s)

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-17-756274-C

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
Karen Ross
Karen Foley
Michael Mushkin
Harold Gewerter
Daniel Marks
Danie Marks
Daniel Marks
Jan Richey
Cindee Park

Teletha Zupan

kelly@khrlawgroup.com
karenross@khrlawgroup.com
kfoley@mccnvlaw.com
michael@mccnvlaw.com
harold@gewerterlaw.com
Office@danielmarks.net
Office@danielmarks.net
office@danielmarks.net
jan@mcdonaldlawyers.com
cindee@khrlawgroup.com

tzupan@danielmarks.net
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Charles ("CJ") Barnabi Jr.
Sarah Lauer-Overby
Kimberly Yoder

Lindsay Haycock

R. Reade

Steven Barket

Elizabeth Arthur

Angelique Gilbreath

cj@mcdonaldlawyers.com
sarah.lo@olympialawpc.com
kyoder@mccnvlaw.com
lindsay@khrlawgroup.com
creade(@crdslaw.com
sbarket@me.com
earthur@crdslaw.com

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

NOE

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
office(@danielmarks.net

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.: v

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.

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

JAOOZ
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STEVEN BARKET, an individual,

Counter-Defendant.

MICHAEL AHDERS., an individual,
Plaintiff,
VS.

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

BROWN, an individual.

Defendants.
/

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF APRIL 6,2021 ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an April 6, 2021 Order was entered in the above-entitled action on
the 25" day of May, 2021, a copy of which is attached hereto.
DATED this 25" day of May, 2021.

LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/s/ Teletha Zupan, Esq.

DANIEL MARKS, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 002003

TELETHA L. ZUPAN, ESQ.

Nevada State Bar No. 12660

610 South Ninth Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Attorneys for Defendants, Shafik Hirji,
Shafik Brown, and Furniture Boutique, LLC

JAOOZ
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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 25" day
of May, 2021, pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I electronically transmitted a true
and correct copy of the above and foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF APRIL 6, 2021 ORDER by
way of Notice of Electronic Filing provided by the court mandated E-file & Serve system to the
following:

Michael Mushkin, Esq.

MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE

6070 S. Eastern Ave. Ste. 270

Las Vegas, Nevada §9119

Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and G65 Ventures, LLC.

Harold P Gewerter, Esq.

HAROLD P GEWERTER, ESQ. LTD
1212 Casino Center Blvd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89104

Attorney for Navneet Sharda and Trata Inc.

Charles Barnabi, Esq.,

THE BARNABI LAW FIRM, PLLC
375 e. Warm Spring Road, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119
Attorney for Plaintiff, Michael Ahders

/s/ Rayne Hall
An employee of the
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/25/2021 12:04 PM

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.: v

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,
VSs.

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.

Case Number: A-17-756274-C

Electronically Filed

05/25/2021 12:04 PM

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.
/

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 hercby vacates the
hearings referenced abéve 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]Jo 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, collect, 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

2

JAO

02184



10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

may exercise its discretion to revisit and reverse a prior ruling if any one of five circumstances 18
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)
substantialty 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.

1177
Iy
/17
111
Iy
1177
/177
171177
/1177
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants” Countermotion

to Strike Counterdefendants’ Untimely Joinder is DENIED as moot.

A-17-756274-C

Respectfully submitted by:
LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL MARKS

/s/ Teletha Zupan, Esq.

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, 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.

Dated this 25th day of May, 2021

49B F7A 29B5 F82A
Nadia Krall
District Court Judge

Approved as to form and content:
MUSHKIN & COPPEDGE

MICHAEL R. MUSHKIN, ESQ.

Nevada State Bar No. 002421

6070 S. Eastern Ave., Ste. 270

Las Vegas, Nevada §9119

Attorney for Plaintiffs, Steven Barket and
G65 Ventures, LLC
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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.ndf
Minute Order 4-6-21.pdf

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

R. Christopher Reade, Esa.

CORY READE DOWS & SHAFER
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada 88128

(702) 794-4411

Pax: (702) 794-4421

DEBT COLLECTION NOTICE: This communication is or may be an attempt o collect a debt, and

any information used may be used for that purpose. However, if you are in bankruptey or have been
discharged in bankruptcy, this communication is for informational pury
as an attempt to collect a debt or as an act to coﬂecz, assess, or recover all or any portion of the debt

hoses only and is not mtended
from you personally.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message is mtended to be viewed orly by the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is pri

confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited without our prioy pﬂml seion. If the reader of
this message 1s not the intended 1eczpzent or the emplovee or ¢ :
message to the intended recipient, or if you have received this comm qmﬂatml n error, please notify
us immediately by return e-mail and delete the original message and any coples of it from your

for delivering the

computer system.

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: To comply with U.S, Treasury Department and IRS regulations, we ar
ce contamed

required to advise vou that, unless expressly stated otherwise, any U.S. federal tax ads
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 (i) 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@mccnviaw.com>
Subject: FW: Barket v. Hirji, re: April 6, 2021 Order

Dear Mr. Mushkin and Mr. Reade,

JA002187



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 <pichael@mcenvlaw.com>; 'Chris Reade' <creade@ordslaw. com>

Cc: Office <gffice@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 | 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
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CSERV

Steven Barket, Plaintiff(s)
VS.

Shafik Hirji, Defendant(s)

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-17-756274-C

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
Karen Ross
Karen Foley
Michael Mushkin
Harold Gewerter
Daniel Marks
Danie Marks
Daniel Marks
Jan Richey
Cindee Park

Teletha Zupan

kelly@khrlawgroup.com
karenross@khrlawgroup.com
kfoley@mccenvlaw.com
michael@meccenvlaw.com
harold@gewerterlaw.com
Office@danielmarks.net
Office(@danielmarks.net
office@danielmarks.net
jan@mcdonaldlawyers.com
cindee@khrlawgroup.com

tzupan(@danielmarks.net
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Charles ("CJ") Barnabi Jr.
Sarah Lauer-Overby
Kimberly Yoder

Lindsay Haycock

R. Reade

Steven Barket

Elizabeth Arthur

Angelique Gilbreath

cj@mecdonaldlawyers.com
sarah.lo@olympialawpc.com
kyoder@mccnvlaw.com
lindsay(@khrlawgroup.com
creade@crdslaw.com
sbarket@me.com
earthur@crdslaw.com

agilbreath@crdslaw.com

JA002190



