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1. Judicial District Department

County Judge

District Ct. Case No.

2. Attorney filing this docketing statement:

Attorney Telephone

Firm
Address

Client(s)

If this is a joint statement by multiple appellants, add the names and addresses of other counsel and 
the names of their clients on an additional sheet accompanied by a certification that they concur in the 
filing of this statement.

3. Attorney(s) representing respondents(s):

Client(s)

Address
Firm

TelephoneAttorney

Client(s)

Address
Firm

TelephoneAttorney

(List additional counsel on separate sheet if necessary)

Eighth 15

Clark Joe Hardy

A-16-734351-C

Jonathon R. Patterson 702-966-5200

Hurtik Law and Associates

6767 West Tropicana Ave., Suite #200, Las Vegas, NV 89103

Desert Valley Contracting, Inc. 

In-Lo Properties, Eugene Inose, and Jeffrey Louie

400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, NV 89103

Holley, Driggs, Walch, Fine, Wray, Puzey, & Thompson

(702) 791-0308Brian W. Boshee

N/A



4. Nature of disposition below (check all that apply):
Judgment after bench trial

Other disposition (specify):

ModificationOriginal
Divorce Decree:

Review of agency determination
Grant/Denial of declaratory relief
Grant/Denial of injunction
Grant/Denial of NRCP 60(b) relief
Default judgment
Summary judgment
Judgment after jury verdict

Other (specify):
Failure to prosecute
Failure to state a claim
Lack of jurisdiction

Dismissal:

5. Does this appeal raise issues concerning any of the following?

Child Custody
Venue
Termination of parental rights

6. Pending and prior proceedings in this court.  List the case name and docket number  
of all appeals or original proceedings presently or previously pending before this court which 
are related to this appeal:

7. Pending and prior proceedings in other courts.  List the case name, number and  
court of all pending and prior proceedings in other courts which are related to this appeal  
(e.g., bankruptcy, consolidated or bifurcated proceedings) and their dates of disposition:

Prior Pleadings:No. 79751
 DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC. a Nevada corporation, 
Appellant,,
vs.
IN-LO PROPERTIES, a Nevada limited liability company; EUGENE INOSE, an individual; 
JEFFREY LOUIE, an individual; DOES 1 through 10; and ROE ENTITIES 1 through 10,

In the underlying District Court Case A-16-734351-C, there is a pending Motion for 
Supplemental attorney's fees. 



8. Nature of the action.  Briefly describe the nature of the action and the result below:

9. Issues on appeal.  State concisely the principal issue(s) in this appeal (attach separate  
sheets as necessary):

10. Pending proceedings in this court raising the same or similar issues.  If you are  
aware of any proceedings presently pending before this court which raises the same or  
similar issues raised in this appeal, list the case name and docket numbers and identify the 
same or similar issue raised:  

 The subject matter of this case concerns issues surrounding contractual repairs at 587 
Saint Croix, Henderson, NV 89012. Plaintiff DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC. was 
contracted to serve as General Contractor overseeing the repairs to be performed at 587 
Saint Croix, Henderson, NV 89012 with Defendant INOSE. The above referenced contract 
states, among other things, that all work beyond any insurance claims would be paid by 
defendant within Ten (10) days. The contract further states that if the Defendant INOSE 
terminates the contract he is liable for all fees, costs, and profit the Plaintiff would have 
earned had the contract not been repudiated. Plaintiff contracted with several 
sub-contractors to perform the repairs at 587 Saint Croix, Henderson, NV 89012 Defendant 
INOSE breached the contract multiple times by failing to pay for upgrades and by failing to 
pay fees, costs, and profit after repudiating the contract.

The issues on Appeal will center on damages, whether the District Courts ruling following 
remand, including the determination that Desert Valley Contracting breached their 
Contractual obligations first, therefore precluding recover. 

None. 



11. Constitutional issues.  If this appeal challenges the constitutionality of a statute, and  
the state, any state agency, or any officer or employee thereof is not a party to this appeal,  
have you notified the clerk of this court and the attorney general in accordance with NRAP 44 
and NRS 30.130?

N/A

No
Yes

If not, explain:

12. Other issues.  Does this appeal involve any of the following issues?

Reversal of well-settled Nevada precedent (identify the case(s))
An issue arising under the United States and/or Nevada Constitutions 
A substantial issue of first impression
An issue of public policy
An issue where en banc consideration is necessary to maintain uniformity of this 
court's decisions
A ballot question
If so, explain: N/A



15. Judicial Disqualification.  Do you intend to file a motion to disqualify or have a 
justice recuse him/herself from participation in this appeal?  If so, which Justice?  

Was it a bench or jury trial?

14. Trial.  If this action proceeded to trial, how many days did the trial last?

13. Assignment to the Court of Appeals or retention in the Supreme Court. Briefly 
set forth whether the matter is presumptively retained by the Supreme Court or assigned to 
the Court of Appeals under NRAP 17, and cite the subparagraph(s) of the Rule under which 
the matter falls. If appellant believes that the Supreme Court should retain the case despite 
its presumptive assignment to the Court of Appeals, identify the specific issue(s) or circum-
stance(s) that warrant retaining the case, and include an explanation of their importance or 
significance:

Appellant does not intend to file a Motion to Disqualify. 

Bench

8

NRAP 17(b)(6) precludes jurisdiction because this matter is a contract matter in excess of 
$75,000.00 dollars. 



TIMELINESS OF NOTICE OF APPEAL

16. Date of entry of written judgment or order appealed from

If no written judgment or order was filed in the district court, explain the basis for  
seeking appellate review:

17. Date written notice of entry of judgment or order was served
Was service by:

Delivery
Mail/electronic/fax

18. If the time for filing the notice of appeal was tolled by a post-judgment motion
(NRCP 50(b), 52(b), or 59) 
  
 (a) Specify the type of motion, the date and method of service of the motion, and 
      the date of filing.

NRCP 50(b)

NRCP 52(b)

NRCP 59

Date of filing

Date of filing

Date of filing

NOTE: Motions made pursuant to NRCP 60 or motions for rehearing or reconsideration may toll the
             time for filing a notice of appeal.  See AA Primo Builders v. Washington, 126 Nev. ____, 245  
 P.3d 1190 (2010).

 (b) Date of entry of written order resolving tolling motion

 (c) Date written notice of entry of order resolving tolling motion was served
Was service by:

Delivery
Mail

07/06/2021

N/A



19. Date notice of appeal filed
If more than one party has appealed from the judgment or order, list the date each 
notice of appeal was filed and identify by name the party filing the notice of appeal:

20. Specify statute or rule governing the time limit for filing the notice of appeal, 
e.g., NRAP 4(a) or other

SUBSTANTIVE APPEALABILITY

21. Specify the statute or other authority granting this court jurisdiction to review 
the judgment or order appealed from:
(a)

NRAP 3A(b)(1)
NRAP 3A(b)(2)
NRAP 3A(b)(3)
Other (specify)

NRS 38.205
NRS 233B.150
NRS 703.376

(b) Explain how each authority provides a basis for appeal from the judgment or order:

08/05/2021

N.A. 

A final Judgment entered in an action or proceeding commenced in the court in which the 
judgment is rendered.



22. List all parties involved in the action or consolidated actions in the district court: 
      (a) Parties:

      (b) If all parties in the district court are not parties to this appeal, explain in detail why 
 those parties are not involved in this appeal, e.g., formally dismissed, not served, or 
 other:

23. Give a brief description (3 to 5 words) of each party's separate claims, 
counterclaims, cross-claims, or third-party claims and the date of formal 
disposition of each claim.

24. Did the judgment or order appealed from adjudicate ALL the claims alleged 
below and the rights and liabilities of ALL the parties to the action or consolidated 
actions below?

Yes
No

25. If you answered "No" to question 24, complete the following:
(a) Specify the claims remaining pending below:

Desert Valley Contracting Inc. A Nevada Corporation, Appellant

Eugene Inose, an individual, In-Lo Properties, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, Respondents.

Jeffrey Louie, an Individual was dismissed on 07/28/2019

-Desert Valley Contracting, Inc.-alleges Breach of Contract, Convant of Good Faith  
and Fair Dealing, Unjust Enrichmetn, and Interference with Contract. 
-Eugene Inose and In-Lo Properties allege Breach of Contract, Covenant of Good Faith 
and Fair Dealing, Unjust Enrichment and Intentional Interference with Economic 
Advantage. All claims were disposed of on July 6, 2021. 

N/A



(b) Specify the parties remaining below:

(c) Did the district court certify the judgment or order appealed from as a final judgment 
pursuant to NRCP 54(b)?

Yes
No

(d) Did the district court make an express determination, pursuant to NRCP 54(b), that 
there is no just reason for delay and an express direction for the entry of judgment?

No
Yes

26. If you answered "No" to any part of question 25, explain the basis for seeking 
appellate review (e.g., order is independently appealable under NRAP 3A(b)):

27. Attach file-stamped copies of the following documents: 
l The latest-filed complaint, counterclaims, cross-claims, and third-party claims 
l Any tolling motion(s) and order(s) resolving tolling motion(s) 
l Orders of NRCP 41(a) dismissals formally resolving each claim, counterclaims, cross- 
      claims and/or third-party claims asserted in the action or consolidated action below, 
      even if not at issue on appeal 
l Any other order challenged on appeal 
l Notices of entry for each attached order

3A(b)(1) A final judgment entered in an action or proceeding commenced in the Court in 
which the Judgment is rendered. 



VERIFICATION

I declare under penalty of perjury that I have read this docketing statement, that 
the information provided in this docketing statement is true and complete to the 
best of my knowledge, information and belief, and that I have attached all required
documents to this docketing statement.

Name of appellant

State and county where signed

Name of counsel of record

Signature of counsel of recordDate

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on the day of , , I served a copy of this
completed docketing statement upon all counsel of record:

By mailing it by first class mail with sufficient postage prepaid to the following 
address(es): (NOTE: If all names and addresses cannot fit below, please list names 
below and attach a separate sheet with the addresses.)

By personally serving it upon him/her; or

,day ofDated this

Signature

Desert Valley Contracting, Inc. 

Jonathon Patterson

Jonathon R. Patterson, Esq. 

August 19, 2021

19th AUGUST 2021

Holly Driggs
Brian Boschee Esq. 
400 S 4th St, Las Vegas, NV 89101

Hon. William Turner 
Settlement Judge
59 Oakmarsh Drive
Henderson, NV 89074

2021August 8/19/2021

/s/:
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BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7612 
E-mail: bboschee@nevadafirm.com 
JESSICA M. LUJAN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14913 
E-mail: jlujan@nevadafirm.com  
HOLLEY DRIGGS  
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702/791-0308 
Facsimile: 702/791-1912 
 
Attorneys for Defendant IN-LO Properties and  
Defendant/Counterclaimant Eugene Inose  
 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC. a 
Nevada corporation, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
IN-LO PROPERTIES, a Nevada limited liability 
company; EUGENE INOSE, an individual; 
JEFFREY LOUIE, an individual; DOES 1 
through 10; and ROE ENTITIES 1 through 10, 
 
  Defendants. 
  
EUGENE INOSE, an individual; 
 
  Counterclaimant.  
 v. 
 
DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC., a 
Nevada corporation; DOES I through X, 
inclusive, and ROE CORPORATIONS I through 
X, inclusive, 
 
  Counterdefendants. 

Case No.: A-16-734351-C 
Dept. No.: XV 
 
 
 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF AMENDED 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOLLOWING 
REMAND 
 
 
 

 
PLEASE take notice that the Amended Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law in the 

above-entitled matter was filed and entered by the Clerk of the above-entitled Court on the 1st day  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / /  

Case Number: A-16-734351-C

Electronically Filed
7/6/2021 2:52 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 

- 2 - 
 

of July, 2021, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

 Dated this 6th day of July, 2021. 
 
HOLLEY DRIGGS 
 
 
/s/Brian W. Boschee  
BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7612 
JESSICA M. LUJAN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14913 
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, an employee of Holley Driggs, hereby certifies that on the 6th day of July, 

2021, a copy of NOTICE OF ENTRY OF AMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT AND 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOLLOWING REMAND was served via electronic service to all 

interested parties, through the Court’s Odyssey E-File & Serve to the addresses below.    

Carrie E. Hurtik, Esq. 
Rachel L. Shelstad, Esq.  
HURTIK LAW & ASSOCIATES 
6767 West Tropicana Ave., #200 
Las Vegas, NV 89103 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Counterdefendant 
 

 

 
 

/s/Madeline VanHeuvelen  
An employee of HOLLEY DRIGGS  
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Nevada Bar No. 7612 
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JESSICA M. LUJAN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14913 
E-mail: jlujan@nevadafirm.com  
HOLLEY DRIGGS  
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702/791-0308 
Facsimile: 702/791-1912 
 
Attorneys for Defendant IN-LO Properties and  
Defendant/Counterclaimant Eugene Inose  
 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC. a 
Nevada corporation, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
IN-LO PROPERTIES, a Nevada limited liability 
company; EUGENE INOSE, an individual; 
JEFFREY LOUIE, an individual; DOES 1 
through 10; and ROE ENTITIES 1 through 10, 
 
  Defendants. 
  
EUGENE INOSE, an individual; 
 
  Counterclaimant.  
 v. 
 
DESERT VALLEY CONTRACTING, INC., a 
Nevada corporation; DOES I through X, 
inclusive, and ROE CORPORATIONS I through 
X, inclusive, 
 
  Counterdefendants. 

Case No.: A-16-734351-C 
Dept. No.: XV 
 
 
 
AMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOLLOWING 
REMAND 
 
Hearing Date: June 2, 2021 
Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m. 
 
 

 
This matter came on for hearing on June 2, 2021, at 10:00 a.m., upon the Nevada Supreme 

Court’s March 3, 2021, Order of Reversal and Remand, the Honorable Joe Hardy Jr. presiding. 

Brian W. Boschee, Esq. and Jessica M. Lujan, Esq., of the law firm Holley Driggs appeared on 

behalf of Defendant IN-LO PROPERTIES (“In-Lo”) and Defendant/Counterclaimant EUGENE 

INOSE (“Inose” and collectively, “Defendants”) and Carrie E. Hurtik, Esq., of the law firm Hurtik 

Law & Associates appeared on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-defendant DESERT VALLEY 

Electronically Filed
07/01/2021 3:44 PM

Case Number: A-16-734351-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
7/1/2021 3:45 PM
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CONTRACTING, INC. (“Desert Valley” or “Plaintiff”). 

The Court, having heard the arguments of counsel and having considered the Nevada 

Supreme Court’s Order of Reversal and Remand, the parties’ supplemental briefs on remand and 

any exhibits attached thereto, the Court’s previous Findings of Fact and Conclusions of law dated 

September 3, 2019, and the other papers and pleadings on file herein, the Court hereby enters the 

following Amended Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law on remand. To the extent any finding 

of fact should properly be designated a conclusion of law, it shall be deemed a conclusion of law. 

To the extent any conclusion of law should properly be designated a finding of fact, it shall be 

deemed a finding of fact. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

a. Relevant Procedural History 

1. This matter came on for bench trial before this Court on April 8–11, 2019, June 19–

21, 2019, and July 24, 2019. 

2. On September 3, 2019, the Court entered its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 

Law, ultimately finding that neither side had proven their damages by a preponderance of the 

evidence, which is an essential element of all the claims/counterclaims asserted. See Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law (“FFCL”), on file herein. Accordingly, the Court awarded neither 

side damages. Id. 

3. Thereafter, on February 6, 2020, the Court granted Defendants an award of 

attorneys’ fees and costs under NRCP 68 pursuant to an offer of judgment Defendants made to 

Plaintiff in May 2017, whereby Defendants would allow judgment to be entered against them in 

exchange for $50,000 paid to Plaintiff. As Plaintiff failed to obtain an award of damages in excess 

of the $50,000 offer of judgment, an award of attorneys’ fees and costs in favor of Defendants was 

appropriate. See Order Regarding Defendant’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs (“Order 

Granting Fees”), on file herein. 

4. Following entry of the Court’s FFCL, Plaintiff timely appealed to the Nevada 

Supreme Court. See Notice of Appeal, on file herein. 

5. On March 3, 2021, the Nevada Supreme Court entered its Order of Reversal and 
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Remand (the “Remand Order”). In its Remand Order, the Nevada Supreme Court held that the 

District Court erred when it construed a scrivener’s error in the subject Construction Agreement 

as an ambiguity and thus construed the provision against the drafter, Plaintiff Desert Valley. See 

Remand Order at 4. 

6. The Construction Agreement provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

Should Client terminate the Contractor after work has begun, but not 
completed in full, the Client shall be responsible for any and all fees 
and costs associated with the work performed, plus the profit that 
the client would have made on the job had Client not repudiated the 
contract. 

Construction Agreement, Trial Ex. 560 (emphasis added). 

7. The Nevada Supreme Court held that the words “the client” is a scrivener’s error 

and not an ambiguity, and should therefore be reformed to reference the contractor, Desert Valley. 

See Remand Order at 4. However, because the Nevada Supreme Court could not “say whether the 

district court’s error was harmless here, we reverse the judgment and remand for further 

proceedings.” Id. at 5. 

8. “In particular,” the Nevada Supreme Court continued, “the [district] court did not 

determine who breached first or if the breaches were mutual, thereby precluding relief.” Id. (citing 

Cain v. Price, 134 Nev. 193, 196, 415 P.3d 25, 29 (2018) (“one party’s material breach of its 

promise discharges the non-breaching party’s duty”); Westinghouse Elec. Corp. v. Garrett Corp., 

601 F.2d 155, 158 (4th Cir. 1979) (observing that under general contract law, “in proper 

circumstances a court may refuse to allow recovery by either party to an agreement because of 

their mutual fault”)). 

9. Thus, the Nevada Supreme Court instructed this Court to “address whether, in light 

of the evidence presented, the contract, once reformed to omit the scrivener’s error, entitled Desert 

Valley to its expected profit and overhead in the event of termination by Inose.” Id. 

10. The Remand Order did not reverse any other findings of fact in the FFCL besides 

the scrivener’s error in the Construction Agreement, thereby leaving all other findings of fact in 

the FFCL intact. See Remand Order. 

11. On April 21, 2021, the Court entered a minute order directing the parties to submit 
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supplemental briefs discussing the issues on remand, which the parties submitted to the Court on 

May 21, 2021. See Plaintiff’s Briefing as to Supreme Court Ruling; Defendant’s Supplemental 

Brief on Remand, both dated May 21, 2021, on file herein. 

12. The parties appeared before the Court on June 2, 2021, at 10:00 a.m. and presented 

oral argument in support of their respective positions on remand. 

b. Amendments to September 3, 2019, FFCL Following Remand 

13. Because the Nevada Supreme Court reversed only one of the Court’s prior findings 

of fact, the Court hereby incorporates by reference and readopts the findings of fact as stated in 

the FFCL dated September 3, 2019, with the exception of ¶¶ 1–3 at page 18 (discussing the 

“ambiguity” in the Construction Agreement), and hereby substitutes those paragraphs’ findings as 

follows: 

a. Consistent with the Remand Order, the Court finds that the provision of the 

Construction Agreement which provides that, upon termination by the client, 

Desert Valley would be entitled to its costs “plus the profit that the client would 

have made on the job had Client not repudiated the contract” contains a scrivener’s 

error, and is hereby reformed to entitle Desert Valley to the profit it would have 

made in the event the client repudiated, notwithstanding any other facts or 

circumstances which might preclude recovery by Desert Valley. See Remand Order 

at 4–5. 

c. Additional Findings of Fact Following Remand 

Based on the Court’s prior FFCL, the parties’ supplemental briefs on remand, the 

arguments set forth by counsel at the June 2, 2021, hearing on this matter, and the instructions of 

the Nevada Supreme Court in its Remand Order, the Court hereby makes additional findings of 

fact as follows: 

14. The Court finds that both sides committed material breaches of the Construction 

Agreement. 

15. The Court further finds that the first material breach of the Construction Agreement 

was committed by Desert Valley, when it stopped work on Defendants’ construction project and 
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instructed the subcontractors to also stop performing work on the project. 

16. The Court further finds that, even with the reformation of the Construction 

Agreement as set forth in the Remand Order, the parties failed to present sufficient evidence setting 

forth their respective damages by a preponderance of the evidence. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Because the Nevada Supreme Court reversed only one of the Court’s prior findings 

of fact, the Court hereby incorporates by reference and readopts the conclusions of law as stated 

in the FFCL dated September 3, 2019, with the exception of ¶¶ 1–3 at page 18 (discussing the 

“ambiguity” in the Construction Agreement), and hereby adopts additional conclusions of law 

consistent with the Remand Order, as follows. 

2. “When parties exchange promises to perform, one party’s material breach of its 

promise discharges the non-breaching party’s duty to perform.” Cain v. Price, 134 Nev. 193, 196, 

415 P.3d 25, 29 (2018) (citing Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 237 (Am. Law Inst. 1981)). 

3. Further, under general contact law, “courts have held that in some instances where 

both parties are at fault (or in default) neither may recover. . . Whether this doctrine is described 

as failure of consideration, failure to satisfy a condition precedent, or mutual breach of contract, it 

is clear that in proper circumstances a court may refuse to allow recovery by either party to an 

agreement because of their mutual fault, which in contract terms might be more properly described 

as mutual default.” Westinghouse Elec. Corp. v. Garrett Corp., 601 F.2d 155, 158 (4th Cir. 1979) 

(internal citations omitted). 

4. Thus, the Court finds that the single error upon which the Nevada Supreme Court 

reversed this Court’s Judgment was harmless, and does not alter the Court’s final determination 

that neither side is entitled to an award of damages for the following reasons: 

a. The parties’ mutual breaches of the Construction Agreement preclude recovery by 

either side, despite the now-reformed scrivener’s error in the Construction 

Agreement; 

b. In the alternative, the Court holds that Desert Valley is precluded from recovering 

on its contract claims despite the now-reformed scrivener’s error in the 
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Construction Agreement, as Desert Valley was the first party to materially breach 

the Construction Agreement. 

c.  Also in the alternative, the Court holds that Desert Valley has failed to prove its 

damages by a preponderance of the evidence despite the now-reformed scrivener’s 

error in the Construction Agreement, such that even if Desert Valley had not 

materially breached the Construction Agreement, it still would not be entitled to 

damages on any of its claims. 

5. As neither side is entitled to recovery based on their failure to establish damages by 

a preponderance of the evidence, neither party is the prevailing party in this action. 

6. Because Desert Valley still has not obtained an award of damages in excess of 

Defendants’ May 2017 offer of judgment following the Nevada Supreme Court’s reversal and 

remand, the Court’s February 6, 2020, award of fees and costs in favor of Defendants is still 

appropriate under NRCP 68 and shall continue to be in full legal force and effect. Moreover, the 

Order Granting Fees was not the subject of Desert Valley’s appeal, and the Nevada Supreme Court 

did not reverse or otherwise disturb the Order Granting Fees in its Remand Order. 

7. Finally, the Court holds that a new bench trial is not necessary to fully address the 

issues stated in the Remand Order, as both Plaintiff and Defendants had a full and fair opportunity 

to present documents and witnesses at trial. Moreover, both sides agreed that the issues could be 

resolved without need of additional documentary evidence and witness testimony, and as neither 

side requested leave to introduce new evidence in support of their respective positions. 

IT IS SO ORDERED.  

 

 

        
 
 
/ / / 
 
/ / / 
 
/ / / 
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Respectfully submitted by: 
 
HOLLEY DRIGGS  
 
/s/ Brian W. Boschee            ____________ 
BRIAN W. BOSCHEE, ESQ. (NBN 7612) 
JESSICA M. LUJAN, ESQ. (NBN 14913) 
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendant IN-LO Properties 
and Defendant/Counterclaimant Eugene Inose  

Approved as to form and content by: 
 
HURTIK LAW & ASSOCIATES 
 
 
 /s/Jonathon Patterson                 
CARRIE E. HURTIK, ESQ. (NBN 7028) 
JONATHON PATTERSON, ESQ. (NBN 
9644) 
6767 West Tropicana Ave. #200 
Las Vegas, NV 89103 
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Counter-defendant, 
Desert Valley Contracting, Inc. 
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Madeline VanHeuvelen

From: Brian Boschee

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 4:43 PM

To: Madeline VanHeuvelen

Subject: Fwd: Order Regarding Remand

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jonathan Patterson <jpatterson@hurtiklaw.com> 
Date: June 30, 2021 at 4:38:21 PM PDT 
To: Brian Boschee <bboschee@nevadafirm.com> 
Subject: RE: Order Regarding Remand 

  
Yes, sorry. You can affix my e-signature. 
  
Thank You, 
  
Jonathon Patterson, Esq.                                                                                                                 
HURTIK LAW & ASSOCIATES 
6767 West Tropicana Ave., Suite #200 
Las Vegas, NV 89103 
(702) 966-5200 Telephone 
(702) 966-5206 Facsimile 
jpatterson@hurtiklaw.com 
www.hurtiklaw.com 
  
PRIVACY NOTICE - This E-Mail message and any documents accompanying this transmission may contain 
privileged and/or confidential information and is intended solely for the addressee(s) named above.  If you are 
not the intended addressee/recipient, you are hereby notified that any use of, disclosure, copying, distribution, 
or reliance on the contents of this E-Mail information is strictly prohibited and may result in legal action 
against you.  Please reply to the sender advising of the error in transmission and immediately delete/destroy the 
message and any accompanying documents, or immediately call (702) 966-5200 to arrange for return via U.S. 
postal delivery at our expense. Thank you. 
  

From: Brian Boschee <bboschee@nevadafirm.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 4:37 PM 
To: Jonathan Patterson <jpatterson@hurtiklaw.com> 
Cc: Carrie Hurtik <churtik@hurtiklaw.com>; Madeline VanHeuvelen <mvanheuvelen@nevadafirm.com>; 
Jessica M. Lujan <jlujan@nevadafirm.com> 
Subject: RE: Order Regarding Remand 
  
Great.  Can we insert your e-signature?  Assuming so, Maddie, please get this submitted. Thanks! 
  
Brian W. Boschee 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-16-734351-CDesert Valley Contracting Inc, 
Plaintiff(s)

vs.

IN-LO Properties LLC, 
Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 15

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Judgment 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: 7/1/2021

Nancy Ramirez nramirez@hurtiklaw.com

Brian W. Boschee . bboschee@nevadafirm.com

Carrie Hurtik . churtik@hurtiklaw.com

Dawn Dudas . ddudas@nevadafirm.com

John Patterson . jpatterson@hurtiklaw.com

John Perlstein . john@jp-law.net

Matt Walker . mwalker@hurtiklaw.com

Nancy Ramirez . nramirez@hurtiklaw.com

Oneydy Morales . omorales@hurtiklaw.com

William N. Miller . wmiller@nevadafirm.com
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Carrie Hurtik churtik@hurtiklaw.com

Sandra Sell ssell@nevadafirm.com

Jonathon Patterson jpatterson@hurtiklaw.com

Madeline VanHeuvelen mvanheuvelen@nevadafirm.com
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