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Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Terry A. Moore, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7831
Christian T. Balducci, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 12688
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
tmoore@maclaw.com
cbalducci@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Respondents

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

ROBERT G. REYNOLDS, AN
INDIVIDUAL; AND DIAMANTI FINE
JEWELERS, LLC, A NEVADA
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY,

Appellants,

vs.

RAFFI TUFENKJIAN, AN
INDIVIDUAL; AND LUXURY
HOLDINGS LV, LLC, A NEVADA
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY.

Respondents.

Case No.: 78187

MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE AS
REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST
FOR THIS APPEAL AND DISMISS

Appeal from the Eighth Judicial District
Court, The Honorable Mark Denton
Presiding.

Respondents, by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of

Marquis Aurbach Coffing, hereby file their Motion to Substitute as Real Parties in

Interest for this Appeal and Dismiss.

Electronically Filed
Jul 25 2019 11:26 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 78187   Document 2019-31433
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

On March 28, 2019, Respondents Raffi Tufenkjian (“Raffi”) and Luxury

Holdings LV, LLC (“Luxury Holdings”) executed against personal property

owned by Appellants Robert Reynolds (“Reynolds”) and Diamanti Fine Jewelers,

LLC (“Diamanti”) in satisfaction of a portion of their Judgment. Raffi and

Luxury Holdings’ execution included purchasing Reynolds and Diamanti’s claims

(otherwise referred to as choses in action) in this appeal. Having successfully won

at the chose in action auction, Raffi and Luxury Holdings are now the real parties

in interest for the Appellants in this forum and now move to dismiss this appeal.

As Nevada law does not limit a judgment creditor’s right to execute on personal

property while an appeal is pending, the substitution of Raffi and Luxury Holdings

in this appeal and its dismissal is appropriate.

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

This case involved a dispute concerning Luxury Holdings sales of the

Diamanti fine jewelry business located in Tivoli Village, Las Vegas, Nevada, to

Reynolds and his wholly owned entity, Diamanti. On November 14, 2018, the

District Court entered its findings of fact and conclusion of law, entering summary
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judgment in favor of Raffi and Luxury Holdings against all claims of Reynolds and

Diamanti. See FFCL, Exhibit 1. Because there were no counterclaims, this order

essentially ended the case. The District Court later entered an order amending its

initial findings of fact in a very minor fashion. See Order Granting Motion to

Alter/Amend in Part, Exhibit 2. On February 14, 2019, the District Court entered

judgment and awarded Luxury Holdings all of its attorney fees and costs incurred

based upon the underlying contract ($57,941.92) and awarded Raffi his costs

(which are joint with Luxury Holdings) in the total amount of $7,941.92. See

Order Granting Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs and Judgment, Exhibit 3.

Reynolds and Diamanti appealed. In their case appeal statement, Reynolds and

Diamanti do not identify the award of attorney fees and costs as being in error.

Rather, they attempt to attack the underlying summary judgment order.

B. ATTEMPTS TO SATISFY THE JUDGMENT

Shortly after the automatic stay period ended, Luxury Holdings and Raffi

began executing on their judgment. Part of the execution process included

executing upon the jewelry at the Diamanti jewelry store. Most of that jewelry was

on consignment, and thus, few items of value remained after consignment

inventory was returned to the consignors.

. . . .
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Another part of the execution process included executing upon the causes

and action and claims of the judgment debtors, Reynolds and Diamanti. See Writ

of Execution, Exhibit 4. The Sheriff’s Sale of Reynolds and Diamanti’s choses in

action went forward on July 11, 2019. Raffi and Luxury Holdings credit bid

$100.00 for the choses in action of Reynolds and Diamanti. Raffi and Luxury

Holdings were the winning bidders (and the only bidders, for that matter). See

Notice of Sheriff’s Certificate of Sale, Exhibit 5. Upon completion of the sale,

Raffi and Diamanti became, and are, owners of Reynolds and Diamanti’s claims

on this appeal. Id.

III. LAW AND ARGUMENT

Raffi and Luxury Holdings respectfully request this Court grant this Motion

to Substitute as the Real Parties in Interest for this Appeal and Dismiss this Appeal.

With the exception of certain matters, the district court is divested of jurisdiction

and jurisdiction vests in Supreme Court upon the timely filing of a notice of

appeal. Smith v. Emery, 109 Nev. 737, 856 P.2d 1386 (1993). Here, the pending

appeal divests the District Court of jurisdiction to address Raffi and Luxury

Holdings’ rights to be substituted as real parties in interest for the appeal and rights

to dismissal of the appeal. Raffi and Luxury Holdings are the rightful owners of

the Appellants’ claims. Further, once Raffi and Luxury Holdings are substituted in
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place of the Appellants, there will be no aggrieved party, thereby requiring

dismissal pursuant to NRAP 3A.1 Finally, there is no limitation in Nevada law

concerning execution against claims on appeal and no basis to deny Raffi and

Luxury Holdings this requested relief.

A. RAFFI AND LUXURY HOLDINGS MUST BE SUBSTITUTED
AS THE REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST FOR THIS APPEAL

At this time, Raffi and Luxury Holdings are the real parties in interest to this

appeal. Upon motion, parties may be substituted on appeal. See NRAP 43. Here,

the Appellant’s claims in this appeal have been transferred to Raffi and Luxury

Holdings. See Notice of Certificate of Sheriff’s Sale, Exhibit 5. The Appellants

were given adequate notice of the sale, the opportunity to do something about the

sale, and the opportunity to bid at a Sheriff’s Sale. They took no action in response

to the sale and its attendant notices.

Raffi and Luxury Holdings are now the rightful owners of these claims on

appeal. And, they wish for this appeal to be dismissed.

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

1 Alternatively, Raffi and Luxury Holdings could stipulate to dismiss the appeal
with themselves upon the granting of substitution.
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B. APPELLANTS’ CLAIMS SHOULD ALL BE DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE

An appeal may be dismissed on the motion of the appellant upon such terms

as may be agreed upon by the parties or fixed by the court. See NRAP 42(b).

Once substituted as the real parties in interest for this appeal, Raffi and Luxury

Holdings have the right to voluntarily dismiss this appeal. As the owners of the

Appellants’ claims on appeal, Raffi and Luxury Holdings no longer wish to pursue

the appeal and respectfully request the Court dismiss the appeal with prejudice.

Moreover, once Raffi and Luxury Holdings are appropriately substituted as

the real party in interest for this appeal, there will no longer be an aggrieved party

requesting review from this court. See NRAP 3A(a); Albert D. Massi, LTD. V.

Bellmyre, 111 Nev. 1520, 908 P.2d 705 (1995) (noting that only an aggrieved part

may appeal). Once Raffi and Luxury Holdings are substituted as the real parties in

interest for this appeal, no aggrieved party will be left to carry on this appeal.

Again, dismissal is appropriate.

C. NEVADA LAW CONTAINS NO LIMITATION ON THE RIGHT
TO EXECUTE, SUBSTITUTE AND DISMISS CLAIMS

1. Statutory Language Unambiguously Allows for Execution
against “Things in Action”

The clear and unambiguous language of the Nevada Statutes supports

allowing the execution against personal property including things in action by a
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judgment creditor. Personal property includes “money, goods, chattels, things in

action and evidence of debt.” See NRS 10.045 (emphasis added). “All goods,

chattels, money and other property, real and personal of the judgment debtor … are

liable to execution.” See NRS 21.080(1).

While it is true that defenses are not subject to execution, defenses are not at

issue here. Only claims are. The Appellants’ claims, therefore, were indisputably

personal property subject to execution.

What NRS 21.080 does not say also supports allowing execution. NRS

21.080 does not allow the seizure or interference with any money, thing in action,

lands or property held in a spendthrift trust or discretionary or support trust. See

NRS 21.080(2). Nothing in NRS 21.080, however, limits execution against

pending “things in action” like those in this appeal. Id. Furthermore, NRS 21.090

lists specific items that are exempt from execution without ever identifying “things

in action” held as personal property by an appellant. See NRS 21.090, et. seq. The

Nevada Legislature, therefore, has taken steps to create specific categories of

personal property that are exempt from execution, none of which include “things in

action.”

Most analogous to this situation is RMA Ventures California v. SunAmerica

Life Ins. Co., 576 F.3d 1070 (10th Cir. 2009). Just like in this case, the trial court
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in RMA Ventures California entered summary judgment against the plaintiff’s

claims for misrepresentation and breach of contract, and later, awarded the

defendants attorney fees and costs. Like here, the defendants then executed upon

the plaintiff’s chose in action and then moved to dismiss the appeal for lack of

standing. After considering all applicable authorities, the 10th Circuit granted the

motion to dismiss, and dismissed the plaintiff’s appeal.

While the RMA Ventures court expressed concern about the practice, its

concerns were obviated by the fact that the plaintiff failed to appeal the trial court’s

order denying a motion to quash or stay execution; thus resulting in waiver. The

Appellants efforts in this case have been less diligent. They never posted a

supersedeas bond, filed a motion to stay but never saw to it to have a hearing (but

regardless, never offered a meaningful bond and did not serve any exhibits),, never

claimed an objection to the execution of the chose in action, and did not show up at

the chose in action auction. Although Reynolds, pro se,2 claimed an exemption to

the garnishment of the jewelry at the Diamanti jewelry store, Diamanti never filed

such a claim and the District Court later sustained Raffi and Luxury Holdings

2 It was odd that Reynolds chose to appear in the district court pro se when he is
represented. See Case Appeal Statement ¶¶ 6 – 7, Exhibit 8 (“Appellant is
represented by retained counsel in the district court … Appellant is represented by
retained counsel on appeal.”).
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objection to the claim of exemption. See Objection to Claim of Exemption,

Exhibit 6; and see Order Sustaining Objection, Exhibit 7. At this juncture, any

effort to challenge the order sustaining the objection is untimely.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should grant the instant motion,

substitute Raffi and Luxury Holdings as appellants for this appeal, only, and

dismiss the appeal.

Dated this 25th day of July, 2019.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

By /s/ Christian T. Balducci
Terry A. Moore, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7831
Christian T. Balducci, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 12688
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Attorneys for Respondents
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE AS REAL

PARTIES IN INTEREST AND DISMISS was filed electronically with the

Nevada Supreme Court on the 25th day of July, 2019. Electronic Service of the

foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the Master Service List as

follows:

Bradley M. Marx, Esq.
brad@marxfirm.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

/s/ Cheryl Becnel
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing
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Case Number: A-17-753532-B
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Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
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3/28/2019 12:20 PM







Vivian Canela

STEVEN D. GRIERSON
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Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Terry A. Moore, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7831
Christian T. Balducci, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 12688
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
tmoore@maclaw.com
cbalducci@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ROBERT G. REYNOLDS, an individual,
DIAMANTI FINE JEWELERS, LLC, a Nevada
limited liability company,

Plaintiff,

vs.

RAFFI TUFENKJIAN, an individual, and
LUXURY HOLDINGS LV, LLC, a Nevada
Limited Liability Company, DOES 1-10, and
ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10 inclusive,

Defendant.

Case No.: A-17-753532-B
Dept. No.: XIII

NOTICE OF FILING CERTIFICATE OF SALE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY

Please take notice that a Certificate of Sale of Personal Property was filed in the above-

captioned matter on the 18th day of July, 2019, a copy of which is attached hereto.

Dated this 18th day of July, 2019.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

By /s/ Christian T. Balducci
Terry A. Moore, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7831
Christian T. Balducci, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 12688
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Attorney(s) for Defendants

Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
7/18/2019 3:36 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing NOTICE OF FILING CERTIFICATE OF SALE

OF PERSONAL PROPERTY was submitted electronically for filing and/or service with the

Eighth Judicial District Court on the 18th day of July, 2019. Electronic service of the foregoing

document shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows:1

Bradley M. Marx, Esq.
MARX LAW FIRM, LLC

601 S. Rancho Dr., Ste. B14
Las Vegas, NV 89106
Attorney for Plaintiffs

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to:

N/A

/s/ Cheryl Becnel
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing

1 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System
consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D).
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Marquis Aurbach Coffing 
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7831 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12688 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 
Telephone: (702) 382-0711 
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816 
tmoore@maclaw.com 
cbalducci@maclaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

ROBERT G. REYNOLDS, an individual, 
DIAMANTI FINE JEWELERS, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company, 
 
    Plaintiffs 
 
 vs. 
 
RAFFI TUFENKJIAN, an individual, and 
LUXURY HOLDINGS LV, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company, GREAT WASH 
PARK, LLC, a Nevada limited liability company, 
DOES 1-10, and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10 
inclusive, 
 
    Defendants 
 

 
 
Case No.: A-17-753532-B 
Dept. No.: XIII 
 
 
 
 
 
HEARING REQUESTED – NRS 21.112(6) 

 

OBJECTION TO CLAIM OF EXEMPTION FROM EXECUTION 

Pursuant to NRS 21.112(3), Defendants Raffi Tufenkjian and Luxury Holdings LV, LLC, 

through the law office of Marquis Aurbach Coffing, hereby objects to the Claim of Exemption 

filed in this case by Plaintiff Robert Reynolds, and moves the Court for a hearing
1
 to be held 

                                                 
1
 PLEASE NOTE THAT at the hearing, the party or non-party who filed the Claim of Exemption will 

have the burden to prove to the Court that he or she is entitled to the claimed exemptions. NRS 21.112(6).  
Such proof may include, without limitation, a letter from the government, an annual statement from a 
pension fund, receipts for payment, copies of checks, records from financial institutions or any other 
document which demonstrates that the money in the party's or non-party's account is exempt.  A proposed 
order to be used by the court to grant or deny an exemption, which the party or non-party who filed the 
Claim of Exemption should take to the hearing, is available at the Civil Law Self-Help Center, 200 Lewis 
Ave., Las Vegas, Nevada, or on its website at www.civillawselfhelpcenter.org   

Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
5/3/2019 4:25 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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within seven judicial days pursuant to NRS 21,112 (6), to determine whether Plaintiff Robert 

Reynolds is entitled to the exemptions claimed therein.  

Dated this 3rd day of May, 2019. 

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

By  /s/ Christian T. Balducci  
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7831 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12688 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145 
Attorneys for DefendantsDefendants 

 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This was a fraud lawsuit filed by Diamanti Fine Jewelers, LLC (“Diamanti”) and its 

owner, Robert Reynolds (“Reynolds”) against Luxury Holdings LV (“Luxury Holdings”) and 

its owner, Raffi Tufenkjian (“Raffi”).  The lawsuit stemmed from Luxury Holdings’ sale of the 

Diamanti fine jewelry store in Tivoli Village to Diamanti.  Diamanti and Reynolds lost this 

lawsuit when the Court entered summary judgment, and became responsible for Raffi and 

Luxury Holdings attorney fees and costs when this Court entered its order on the attorney fee and 

cost motion. 

This pleading is an objection to Reynolds claim of exemption.  Basically, Reynolds 

(acting pro per although he has an attorney) is claiming that all of the jewelry that was seized at 

the Diamanti jewelry store were his personal possessions, and not the possessions of Diamanti 

(the limited liability company that closed the subject transaction). 

                                                                                                                                                             
PLEASE NOTE THAT pursuant to NRS 21.112(8), you may withdraw your Claim of Exemption prior to 
the hearing and direct that the property be released to the judgment creditor if you choose to do so. 
Similarly, the judgment creditor may withdraw the objection and direct that the property be released to 
you. You may be able to have your property released more quickly if you contact the judgment creditor or 
the attorneys of the judgment creditor and provide written proof that the property is exempt. 
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II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 December 3, 2018:  The Court granted Defendants’ motion for pre-judgment 

attachment.  In so doing, the Court seized the disposition of 68 pieces of jewelry at the Diamanti 

jewelry store.  Defendants promptly posted a $60,000 bond.  No one ever came before the Court 

and claimed that they owned some of the items subject to the pre-judgment writ. 

 November 15, 2018:  The Court entered summary judgment in favor of 

Defendants, and against all of Plaintiffs’ claims. 

 February 14, 2019: The Court granted Defendants’ motion for attorney fees and 

costs, which ultimately awarded $57,941.92 to Luxury Holdings based upon the provisions of the 

contract in question (Raffi received a cost award, only, as the prevailing party under NRS 18 et 

seq.). 

 March 25, 2019:  The Clerk issued a writ of execution for the jewelry within the 

Diamanti jewelry store that was originally identified and attached as part of the pre-judgment 

writ of attachment (plus two other figurines). 

 March 28, 2019:  The Clerk issued a writ of execution for Plaintiffs chose in 

action. 

 April 18, 2019:  The Sheriff went to Diamanti and seized the jewelry.  A number 

of items that were the subject of the pre-judgment writ of attachment were missing.  Mr. 

Balducci and Raffi attended the seizure. 

 April 24, 2019:  Non-party, non-debtor Ninacci, Inc., a California corporation not 

licensed to do business in the state of Nevada, filed an exemption.  In addition, Reynolds filed a 

pro se claim of exemption on a number of things, including many which Defendants have not 

attempted to garnish or execute upon. 

III. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

In the context of this objection, which addresses a claim of exemption which arises from 

execution of jewelry at the Diamanti jewelry store, the only exemption claimed by Reynolds 

which might have any application is his contention that “all jewelry in excess of the amount 

required to satisfy the total levy of this judgement (sic).  Most jewelry is owned by suppliers.” 
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First and foremost, Reynolds lacks standing because the writ of execution in question was 

directed to Diamanti, only.  Second, Diamanti, the possessor and owner, has not filed an 

objection.  Third, the fact that jewelry is supposedly owned by suppliers (a) lacks evidence, (b) 

lacks foundation, and (c) only one supplier has filed a claim for exemption (and, Defendants are 

working with that supplier to have its memorandum items returned to it).  At this point, the time 

period to claim an exemption has passed, and therefore, all of the jewelry which was seized from 

Diamanti’s possession belonged to Diamanti.  See NRS 47.250(7) (presumption that things that 

are possessed by someone belong to them). 

Reynolds filed not even one shred of paper showing that the jewelry is owned by 

someone else, nor does he even have standing to do so because the statutes require that the owner 

of that property show up in Court, not Reynolds (a non-lawyer).  See NRS 21.112(10). 

There is no basis whatsoever for his claim.  And in the event Reynolds is attempting to 

exempt his chose in action (which the Sheriff already executed upon), the exemption fails 

because that is not a statutorily delineated piece of personal property exempt from execution.  

See Newitt v. Dawe, 61 Nev. 472, 133 P.2d 918 (1943) (noting choses in action as personal 

property); Saucier v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 124 Nev. 1506, 238 P.3d 852 (2008) (unpublished 

disposition) (rejecting writ of mandamus from an order denying a motion to quash a writ of 

execution against a chose in action). 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, Defendants request that this Court deny the Claim and sustain 

the Defendants’ Objection in its entirety. 

Dated this 3rd day of May, 2019. 

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

By  /s/ Christian T. Balducci  
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7831 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12688 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the foregoing OBJECTION TO CLAIM OF EXEMPTION 

FROM EXECUTION was submitted electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth 

Judicial District Court on the 3rd day of May, 2019.  Electronic service of the foregoing 

document shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows:
2
 

Bradley M. Marx, Esq. 
900 S. Rancho Dr., Suite B14 

Las Vegas, NV 89106 
 

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy 

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to: 

Robert Reynolds 
410 S. Rampart Blvd., Suite 140 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 
 

Clark County Sheriff’s Civil Process 
301 E. Clark Ave., Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
 
 
 

 /s/ Carrie Roberts    
an employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing 

                                                 
2
 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System 

consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D). 
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Marquis Aurbach Coffing 
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7831 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12688 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 
Telephone: (702) 382-0711 
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816 
tmoore@maclaw.com 
cbalducci@maclaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

ROBERT G. REYNOLDS, an individual, 
DIAMANTE FINE JEWELERS, LLC,  a 
Nevada limited liability company, 
 
    Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
 
RAFFI TUFENKJIAN, an individual, and 
LUXURY HOLDINGS LV, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company, GREAT WASH 
PARK, LLC, a Nevada limited liability company, 
DOES 1-10, and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,  
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
Case No.: A-17-753532-B  
Dept. No.: XIII 
 
 
 
 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

 
Please take notice that an Order Sustaining Objection to Claim of Exemption from 

Execution was entered in the above-captioned matter on the 3rd day of June, 2019, a copy of 

which is attached hereto. 

Dated this 3rd day of June, 2019. 

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

By  /s/ Terry A. Moore   
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7831 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12688 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145 
Attorneys for Defendants 

Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
6/3/2019 1:58 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER was submitted 

electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 3rd day of 

June, 2019.  Electronic service of the foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the 

E-Service List as follows:
1
 

Bradley Marx  brad@marxfirm.com 
 

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy 

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to: 

Robert Reynolds 
410 S. Rampart Blvd., Suite 140 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 
 

Clark County Sheriff’s Civil Process 
301 E. Clark Ave., Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
 
 
 

/s/ Carrie Roberts     
an employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing 

                                                 
1
 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System 

consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D). 



Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
6/3/2019 12:30 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CAS 
Bradley M. Marx 
Nevada Bar No. 12999 
MARX LAW FIRM, PLLC 
601 S. 10th St. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 900-2541 
brad@marxfirm.com 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA  
 

ROBERT G. REYNOLDS, an Individual, and 
DIAMANTI FINE JEWELERS, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
vs.  
 
RAFFI TUFENKJIAN, an individual, and 
LUXURY HOLDINGS LV, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company, DOES 1-10, and 
ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10, inclusive, 
 
                                   Defendants. 
 

 
CASE NO. A-17-753532-B 
DEPT NO. XIII 
 
 
 
ROBERT G. REYNOLDS AND 
DIAMANTI FINE JEWELERS, 
LLC’S CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

Robert G. Reynolds and Diamanti Fine Jewelers, LLC by and through their attorneys of 

record at Marx Law Firm PLLC, submits their case appeal statement pursuant to NRAP 3(f)(3). 

1. The appellants filing this case appear statement are Robert G. Reynolds and Diamanti 

Fine Jewelers, LLC (Appellants). 

2. The order appealed is the Order Granting Summary Judgment dated November 14, 

2018, as amended on January 24, 2019. A Notice of Entry of Final Judgment was 

entered on January 29, 2019 by the Honorable Judge Mark Denton. 

3. Counsel for Appellants are Bradley M. Marx, Esq. of Marx Law Firm, PLLC, 601S. 

Rancho Dr., Suite B14, Las Vegas, NV 89106. 

4. Trial counsel for Respondents Raffi Tufenkjian and Luxury Holdings LV, LLC, is 

Terry Moore, Esq. and Christian T. Balducci, Esq., of MARQUIS AURBACH 

Case Number: A-17-753532-B

Electronically Filed
2/19/2019 2:00 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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COFFING, 10001 Park Run Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89145. Appellant is unaware of 

whether trial counsel will also act as appellant counsel for Respondent. 

5. Counsel for appellant is licensed to practice law in Nevada. Trial counsel for 

respondent is licensed to practice law in Nevada. 

6. Appellant is represented by retained counsel in the district court. 

7. Appellant is represented by retained counsel on appeal. 

8. Appellant was not granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis by the district court. 

9. The date proceedings commenced in the district court was April 5, 2017. 

10. In this action, Appellant alleges that Respondents made certain fraudulent 

misrepresentations in a contract to purchase a jewelry store. Respondent filed a Motion 

for Summary Judgment to be entered against each of Appellant’s claims based on 

contractual disclaimers. Appellants alleged that the contractual disclaimers were not 

dispositive when combined with reasonable reliance on material misrepresentations. 

The district court granted Respondent’s motion for summary judgment over 

Appellant’s opposition. Appellants now appeal the order granting Respondent 

Summary Judgment. 

11. The case has not previously been the subject of an appeal to or original writ proceeding 

in the Supreme Court. 

12. This appeal does not involve child custody or visitation. 

13. This appeal has the possibility of settlement. 
  

DATED this 19th day of February, 2019. 

 MARX LAW FIRM PLLC 
 

By   /s/ Bradley Marx 
 Bradley M. Marx 

Nevada Bar No. 12999 
601 S. 10th St. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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CERITFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I certify that on this 19th day of February, 2019, and pursuant to NRCP 5, I caused to be 

served a true and correct copy of the foregoing ROBERT G. REYNOLDS AND DIAMANTI 

FINE JEWELERS, LLC’S CASE APPEAL STATEMENT, to be served via the Court’s 

electronic filing and service system to all parties on the current service list. 
 
Terry A. Moore, Esq. 
Christian T. Balducci, Esq. 
MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 
1001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89145 
Attorneys for Defendants 

By   /s/ Bradley Marx 

 Bradley Marx 
 
 
 
 


