
 

 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA  
 

TAHICAN, LLC, 
 
Petitioner, 
 
          vs. 
 
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR 
THE COUNTY OF CLARK; AND THE 
HONORABLE KATHLEEN E. DELANEY, 
                               
Respondents, 
 
and 
 
MAX JOLY, PATRICIA JOLY, JEAN 
FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, LE MACARON, 
LLC and BYDOO, LLC,  
 
Real Parties in Interest. 

 

Case No. 84352 

 

Dist. Court Case No:  
A-16-734832-C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST MAX JOLY AND PATRICIA JOLY’S 

APPENDIX – VOLUME II 
 

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7762 

Email: jjennings@jfnvlaw.com 
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 11572 
Email: afulton@jfnvlaw.com 
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 14967 
Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com 

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 
2580 Sorrel Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Telephone (702) 979-3565 
Facsimile (702) 362-2060 

Attorneys for Real Parties in Interest Max Joly and Patricia Joly 
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May 04 2022 06:57 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court
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ALPHABETICAL INDEX OF REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST MAX JOLY 
AND PATRICIA JOLY’S APPENDIX – VOLUME II 

 

No. Date Document Vol. Bates No. 

9 12/28/2015 Agreement Between Jean 
Francois Rigollet and Boris 
Jakubczack 

I RP123 

5 06/01/2015 Amendment to LLC 
Operating Agreement Le 
Macaron, LLC 

I RP040 

11 03/01/2016 Amendment to LLC 
Operating Agreement 
Tahican, LLC 

II RP145 

1 09/03/2021 Declaration of Max Joly I RP001-RP004 

3 02/11/2015 E-Mail Correspondence I RP032-RP039 

6 09/25/2015 LLC Membership Purchase 
Agreement 

I RP068-RP070 

16 03/08/2022 Notice of Entry of Order 
Denying the Entity 
Defendants/Counter-
Claimants’ Motion for 
Reconsideration 

II RP206-RP217 

15 12/14/2021 Notice of Entry of Order 
Granting in Part and 
Denying in Part Plaintiff 
Max Joly’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment and 
Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 
Max Joly and Counter-

II RP171-RP205 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

Defendant Patricia Joly’s 
Motion for Summary 
Judgment Against Counter-
Claimants’ Counter-Claims 

14 03/08/2022 Notice of Entry of Order 
Granting in Part and 
Denying in Part Tahican, 
LLC’s Motion to Expunge 
Lis Pendens Pursuant to 
NRS 14.015 

II RP156-RP170 

13 12/11/2018 Notice of Entry of 
November 27, 2018 Order  

II RP149-RP155 

7 04/04/2011 Operating Agreement of 
Bydoo 

I RP071-RP095 

2 07/09/2014 Operating Agreement of Le 
Macaron 

I RP005-RP031 

4 07/09/2014 Operating Agreement of Le 
Macaron 

I RP041-RP067 

8 04/01/2011 Operating Agreement of 
Tahican 

I RP096-RP122 

12 02/01/2021 Purchase and Transfer 
Agreements 

II RP146-RP148 

10 01/12/2016 Quitclaim Deeds I RP124-RP144 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX OF REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST MAX 
JOLY AND PATRICIA JOLY’S APPENDIX– VOLUME II 

 

No. Date Document Vol. Bates No. 

7 04/04/2011 Operating Agreement of 
Bydoo 

I RP071-RP095 

8 04/01/2011 Operating Agreement of 
Tahican 

I RP096-RP122 

2 07/09/2014 Operating Agreement of Le 
Macaron 

I RP005-RP031 

4 07/09/2014 Operating Agreement of Le 
Macaron 

I RP041-RP067 

3 02/11/2015 E-Mail Correspondence I RP032-RP039 

5 06/01/2015 Amendment to LLC 
Operating Agreement Le 
Macaron, LLC 

I RP040 

6 09/25/2015 LLC Membership Purchase 
Agreement 

I RP068-RP070 

9 12/28/2015 Agreement Between Jean 
Francois Rigollet and Boris 
Jakubczack 

I RP123 

10 01/12/2016 Quitclaim Deeds I RP124-RP144 

11 03/01/2016 Amendment to LLC 
Operating Agreement 
Tahican, LLC 

II RP145 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

13 12/11/2018 Notice of Entry of 
November 27, 2018 Order  

II RP149-RP155 

12 02/01/2021 Purchase and Transfer 
Agreements 

II RP146-RP148 

1 09/03/2021 Declaration of Max Joly I RP001-RP004 

15 12/14/2021 Notice of Entry of Order 
Granting in Part and 
Denying in Part Plaintiff 
Max Joly’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment and 
Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 
Max Joly and Counter-
Defendant Patricia Joly’s 
Motion for Summary 
Judgment Against Counter-
Claimants’ Counter-Claims 

II RP171-RP205 

16 03/08/2022 Notice of Entry of Order 
Denying the Entity 
Defendants/Counter-
Claimants’ Motion for 
Reconsideration 

II RP206-RP217 

14 03/08/2022 Notice of Entry of Order 
Granting in Part and 
Denying in Part Tahican, 
LLC’s Motion to Expunge 
Lis Pendens Pursuant to 
NRS 14.015 

II RP156-RP170 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

DATED: May 4th, 2022   JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 

By: ______/s/ Logan G. Willson, Esq._____ 
JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ.  
Nevada Bar No. 7762 
Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com 
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.  
Nevada Bar No. 11572 
Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com 
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14967 
Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com 
2580 Sorrel Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joy

mailto:jjennings@jfnvlaw.com
mailto:afulton@jfnvlaw.com
mailto:logan@jfnvlaw.com


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury, that I am over the age of 

eighteen (18) years, and I am not a party to, nor interested in, this action. On May 4, 

2022, I caused to be served a true and correct copy of the foregoing REAL 

PARTIES IN INTEREST MAX JOLY AND PATRICIA JOLY’S APPENDIX 

– VOLUME II upon the following by the method indicated: 

☒ BY U.S. MAIL:  by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed 
envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail 
at Las Vegas, Nevada addressed as set forth below: 

Judge Kathleen Delaney 
Department 25 
Eighth Judicial District Court 
Clark County, Nevada 
Regional Justice Center 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155 

☒ BY ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION:  submitted to the above-entitled 
Court for electronic filing and service upon the Court’s Service List for 
the above-referenced case. 

 R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 006791 
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 
1333 N. Buffalo Dr., Ste. 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
Email: creade@crdslaw.com 
Attorneys for Petitioner Tahican LLC 

 
 
             /s/ Misty Janati_________ 

An Employee of JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 

mailto:creade@crdslaw.com
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P. STERLING KERR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 3978

GEORGE E. ROBINSON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9667

LAW OFFICES OF P. STERLING KERR

2450 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 120

Henderson, Nevada 89074

Telephone No. (702) 451-2055

Facsimile No. (702) 451-2077

sterling@sterlingkerrlaw.com

george@sterlingkerrlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MAX JOLY, an individual

Plaintiff,

vs.

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an individual; 
LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and 
ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,

Defendants.

_______________________________________

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an individual; 
LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and 
ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10

Counterclaimant,

vs.

MAX JOLY, an individual,

Counter-defendant

Case No.: A-16-734832-C

Dept. No.: 25

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order was entered by the Court on the 27th day of 

/ / /

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

Electronically Filed
12/11/2018 10:33 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK K K K K K K K OF THE COUOUOUOURTRTRTRTRTRTRTRTRTRT
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November 2018 in the instant action.  A copy of said Order is attached hereto. 

DATED this 10th day of December, 2018 

    LAW OFFICES OF P. STERLING KERR 

              By: /s/ George E. Robinson           

                P. STERLING KERR, ESQ. 

        Nevada Bar No. 3978 

 GEORGE E. ROBINSON, ESQ. 

 Nevada Bar No. 9667 

2450 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 120 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Attorneys for Defendant/Counterclaimant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 The undersigned hereby certifies on December 10, 2018, a true and correct 

copy of NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER was served to the following at their last known 

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

  

 __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). 

 

Adam R. Fulton, Esq. 

Jared B. Jennings, Esq. 

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 

2580 Sorrel Street 

Las Vegas, NV 89145 

Attorneys for Plaintiff/Counter-defendant 

 

 
       /s/  Jennifer Hogan  
      An employee of the LAW OFFICES OF 

P. STERLING KERR 
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Case Number: A-16-734832-C

Electronically Filed
11/27/2018 2:42 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK K K K K K K OF THE COUOUOURTRTRTRTRTRTRTRTRT
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NEO 
R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 006791
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Telephone: (702) 794-4411
Fax: (702) 794-4421
creade@crdslaw.com
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants
Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo LLC

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

MAX JOLY, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 
vs. 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company; DOES 1 through 10; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS 1 through 10, 

Defendants. 
___________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.: A-16-734832-C 
Dept. No.: 25 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 

Counterclaimants, 

vs. 

MAX JOLY, an Individual, 

            Counterdefendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

Electronically Filed
3/8/2022 2:58 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING 
IN PART TAHICAN, LLC’S MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS PURSUANT 
TO NRS 14.015 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Tahican,  

LLC’S Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015 was entered on March 7, 2022. 

A true and correct copy of which is attached hereto.  

DATED this 8th day of March 2022. 

CORY READE DOWS & SHAFER 

By: /s/ R. Christopher Reade, Esq.
R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 006791
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103
Tel: (702) 794-4411
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants
Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo
LLC

RP157



 

  3 

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 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am a representative of CORY READE 

DOWS & SHAFER that on this 8th day of March 2022, I caused the foregoing NOTICE OF 

ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART TAHICAN, 

LLC’S MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS PURUSANT TO NRS 14.015  be served 

as follows: 

 
■   NEFCR System upon the following All Parties in accordance with NEFCR 9 and 13 

JARED JENNINGS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 007762 
JENNINGS & FULTON 
2580 Sorrel  Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Attorneys for 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant 
 

Jean Francois Rigollet 
2003 Smoketree Village 
Henderson, Nevada 89012 
Defendant Pro Se  
 

 
□  By fax or other electronic transmission in accordance with NRCP 5(D) upon the 
following Parties, for which proof of successful transmission is attached hereto. 
 
□  Certified United States Mail upon the following parties or their Counsel: 
 

  

 
� By direct email upon the following Parties, for whom I did not receive, within a 

reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

 
� By fax or other electronic transmission in accordance with NRCP 5(D) upon the 

following Parties, for which proof of successful transmission is attached hereto. 
 

___/s/ Elizabeth Arthur      
     A Representative of Cory Reade Dows & Shafer 
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ORD 
R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 006791 
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
Tel: (702) 794-4411 
Fax: (702) 794-4421 
E-Mail:  creade@crdslaw.com  
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants  
Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo LLC 
 
 
 DISTRICT COURT 
 
 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
MAX JOLY, an individual,  
 
                                    Plaintiff, 
vs. 
 
JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company; DOES 1 through 10; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS 1 through 10, 
 
                                      Defendants. 
 
___________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.: A-16-734832-C 
Dept. No.: 25 
 

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND 
DENYING IN PART TAHICAN, LLC’S 
MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS 
PURSUANT TO NRS 14.015 
 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 
 
                                    Counterclaimants, 
 
vs. 
 
MAX JOLY, an Individual; PATRICIA 
JOLY, an Individual, 
 
                                   Counterdefendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Date of Hearing: February 15, 2022 
Time of Hearing: 10:30 a.m. 

  

Electronically Filed
03/07/2022 1:40 PM

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
3/7/2022 1:41 PM
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ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART TAHICAN, LLC’S  
MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS PURSUANT TO NRS 14.015 

 
Date of Hearing: February 15, 2022 

Time of Hearing: 10:30 a.m. 

Defendant/Counterclaimant Tahican, LLC’s Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to 

NRS 14.015, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022. Defendants and 

Counterclaimants Tahican, LLC appearing by and through their counsel, R. Christopher Reade, 

Esq., and P. Rowland Graff, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows & Shafer.  Logan G. 

Willson, Esq., of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd. appearing on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly.  Defendant Jean Francois Rigollet, 

appearing in proper person.  Court Interpreter Theresa Tordjman appearing and being sworn in for 

interpretation purposes. Upon the Court's consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, 

arguments of counsel and the parties, and good cause appearing, 

THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that on April 4, 2017, Mr. Joly filed a Notice of 

Pendency of Action and Lis Pendens on real property known as 2003 Smoketree Village Circle, 

Henderson, Nevada 89012. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 21, 2022, Tahican, LLC filed its  

Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 24, 2022, Tahican, LLC filed its First 

Supplement to Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 3, 2022, Max and Patricia Joly filed 

their Opposition to Second Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens. 

 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 9, 2022, Tahican LLC'S filed its  

Reply in Support of its Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that this is not a motion for reconsideration and the 

motion will be decide on its merits. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the statute allowing a lis pendens has a notice 

purpose, and it can be filed at the time that an action commences to put potential purchasers on 

notice of an encumbrance.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that in its purest sense, it's very possible that a lis 

pendens can exist when the owner of the property is not a party. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that whether Tahican was a party to the litigation does 

not affect the validity of the lis pendens.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the only issue that effects its validity, is the 

purpose of the lis pendens. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if the purpose of the lis pendens is simply to secure 

payment, then it would be improper. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if the lis pendens is, in fact, tied to the fraudulent 

transfer claim and/or the slander of title claim, it is whether the Court erred in leaving the lis 

pendens, or whether the Court be erring to continue leaving it in place, and that turns on whether 

there's a valid legal basis for the lis pendens to be there. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that one of the remaining claims is a fraud claim that 

can tie to this property.   

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Court believe that the lis pendens has 

appropriate status based on the current claims in the case. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that because the outcome of the case could affect the 

ultimate ownership of the property, a lis pendens is proper to put people on constructive notice. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the fact that the lis pendens could also be used 

subsequently in some fashion to secure a judgment is not necessarily determinative. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the lis pendens properly attached to the property 

based on current claim or claims in the case and that it is not solely for the purpose of collection 

after a judgment. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if Tahican wishes to seek writ relief, then the Court 

believes granting a stay at this time, at this level, is appropriate. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that this entire case is not stayed.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the decision to expunge the lis pendens is stayed.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that to the extent there was a countermotion for fees 

and costs as a sanction, it is Denied. 

THEREFORE, IT IS HERBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the 

Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015 is granted in part and denied in part.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Motion to 

Expunge Lis Pendens is denied because the Court believes that the lis pendens has appropriate 

status based on the fraudulent transfer claim, the fraud claim, or the slander of title claim in this 

case.   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the motion for stay 

to seek relief though a Writ of Mandamus is granted related to the decision to expunge the lis 

pendens. 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the countermotion 

for fees and costs is denied. 

 

 

 

             

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted by: 
      CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 
 
By:  /s/ R. Christopher Reade                                                                            
       R. Christopher Reade, Esq. 

 Nevada Bar No.: 006791 
 1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
 (702) 794-4411 
 Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC,  
 Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC 
 

Reviewed as to Form and Content: 
     JENNINGS & FULTON 
 
 

By:   /s/ Logan Willson, Esq.                                                                     
       Logan Willson, Esq. 
   Nevada Bar No 14967 
  2580 Sorrel Street 
  Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
  Telephone (702) 979-3565 
  Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
  JEAN-FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 
 
By:   /s/ Jean Francois Rigollet        
  JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET  
  2003 Smoketree Village  
  Henderson, Nevada 89012  
  rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr  
  Defendant In Proper Person 

RP163



From: Logan Willson
To: Rowland Graff; Chris Reade; Jean François RIGOLLET
Cc: Adam Fulton; Jared Jennings
Subject: FW: Orders from 2/15 Hearing
Date: Monday, February 28, 2022 9:09:05 AM
Attachments: 2022.02.25 Order Denying Entity Defendants Motion for Reconsideration (rg redlined).docx

2022.02.25 Order Denying Rigollet"s Motion for Reconsideration (rg redlined).docx
2022.02.25 Order Denying Rigollet"s Motion to Deem RFA"s Admitted (rg redlined).docx
2022.02.25 - Order on Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens (rg redline).docx

Rowland,
 
I approve your redline to the Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens order. You can affix my e-signature and
submit. I also approve your redline to the other 3 orders and will submit once we get Mr. Rigollet’s
confirmation.
 
Mr. Rigollet,
 
I received your confirmation of the 3 orders separate from Rowland’s e-mail below. If you approve
Rowland’s modifications to the 3 orders in the attached, please confirm and I will affix all e-
signatures and submit to the court.
 
Thank you,
Logan
 

From: Rowland Graff <rgraff@CRDSLAW.com> 
Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2022 5:12 PM
To: Logan Willson <logan@jfnvlaw.com>; Chris Reade <creade@crdslaw.com>; Jean François
RIGOLLET <rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr>
Cc: Jared Jennings <jjennings@jfnvlaw.com>; Adam Fulton <afulton@jfnvlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Orders from 2/15 Hearing
 
Logan,
 
I accepted all of your changes to the Lis Pendens order except your change that the
court’s ruling is based on the prior decision. The court specifically found that she was
hearing this motion on its merits and not based on the prior decision.
 
As for the other orders, the administrative order requires that the courts signature
block just be a blank line. Other than that, the orders are fine.
 
Rowland Graff, Esq.
 

 
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
(702) 794-4411

RP164
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ORDR

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 7762

Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 11572

Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 14967

Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.

2580 Sorrel Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Telephone (702) 979-3565

Facsimile (702) 362-2060

Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joly

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

		

MAX JOLY, an individual



	             Plaintiff,

	vs.



JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



		Defendants.

		

Case No.: A-16-734832-C



Dept. No.: XXV









ORDER DENYING THE ENTITY DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION





		

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



                     Counter-Claimants,

 vs.



MAX JOLY, an individual; PATRICIA JOLY, an individual,

 

                    Counter-Defendants.



		







Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC’s Motion for Reconsideration, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022,  Logan G. Willson, Esq. of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd., appearing on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly, Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person, P. Rowland Graff, Esq. and R. Christopher Reade, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows and Shafer, appearing on behalf of Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC, and upon the Court’s consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, arguments of counsel and Mr. Rigollet, and good cause appearing,

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC’s Motion for Reconsideration of the December 14, 2021 Notice of Entry of Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiff Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Denied.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that 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 (1997).



IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion for Reconsideration is not an issue of one rule superseding another, it boils down to Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet and his role with the entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants in this litigation.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the record is clear that the entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants did receive service of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Court’s decision is based on entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion for Reconsideration of the December 14, 2021 Notice of Entry of Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiff Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims and not on the issue of service. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that no substantially different evidence was presented. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that nothing in the record indicates that the Court’s decision was clearly erroneous.

	IT IS SO ORDERED.

							_______________________________

							DISTRICT COURT JUDGE









Respectfully Submitted by:				Approved as to Form & Content:

DATED: February ___, 2022				DATED: February ___, 2022

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET



___________________				_________________________

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET

Nevada Bar No. 7762 					2003 Smoketree Village

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 				Henderson, Nevada 89012

Nevada Bar No. 11572				rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.			Defendant/Counter-Claimant

Nevada Bar No 14967

Attorneys for Max Joly

and Patricia Joly		



Approved as to Form & Content:



DATED: February ___, 2022



CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER



__________________

R. Christopher Reade, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 006791

P. Rowland Graff, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 015050

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

(702) 794-4411

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC, 

Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC
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JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 7762

Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 11572

Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 14967

Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.

2580 Sorrel Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Telephone (702) 979-3565

Facsimile (702) 362-2060

Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joly

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

		

MAX JOLY, an individual



	             Plaintiff,

	vs.



JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



		Defendants.

		

Case No.: A-16-734832-C



Dept. No.: XXV









ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION





		

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



                     Counter-Claimants,

 vs.



MAX JOLY, an individual; PATRICIA JOLY, an individual,

 

                    Counter-Defendants.



		







Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Motion for Reconsideration, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022,  Logan G. Willson, Esq. of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd., appearing on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly, Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person, P. Rowland Graff, Esq. and R. Christopher Reade, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows and Shafer, appearing on behalf of Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC, and upon the Court’s consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, arguments of counsel and Mr. Rigollet, and good cause appearing,

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Motion for Reconsideration of the December 14, 2021 Notice of Entry of Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiff Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Denied.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that 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 (1997).



IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that no substantially different evidence was presented. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that nothing in the record indicates that the Court’s decision was clearly erroneous.

	IT IS SO ORDERED.

							_______________________________

							DISTRICT COURT JUDGE



Respectfully Submitted by:				Approved as to Form & Content:

DATED: February ___, 2022				DATED: February ___, 2022

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET



___________________				_________________________

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET

Nevada Bar No. 7762 					2003 Smoketree Village

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 				Henderson, Nevada 89012

Nevada Bar No. 11572				rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.			Defendant/Counter-Claimant

Nevada Bar No 14967

Attorneys for Max Joly

and Patricia Joly		



Approved as to Form & Content:



DATED: February ___, 2022



CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER



__________________

R. Christopher Reade, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 006791

P. Rowland Graff, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 015050

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

(702) 794-4411

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC, 

Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC
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ORDR

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 7762

Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 11572

Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 14967

Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.

2580 Sorrel Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Telephone (702) 979-3565

Facsimile (702) 362-2060

Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joly

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

		

MAX JOLY, an individual



	             Plaintiff,

	vs.



JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



		Defendants.

		

Case No.: A-16-734832-C



Dept. No.: XXV









ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANT JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET’S MOTION TO HAVE ADMISSIONS DEEMED ADMITTED PURSUANT TO ART. 36 NRCP





		

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,



                     Counter-Claimants,

 vs.



MAX JOLY, an individual; PATRICIA JOLY, an individual,

 

                    Counter-Defendants.



		







Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Motion to Have Admissions Deemed Admitted Pursuant to Art. 36 NRCP, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022,  Logan G. Willson, Esq. of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd., appearing on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly, Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person, P. Rowland Graff, Esq. and R. Christopher Reade, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows and Shafer, appearing on behalf of Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC, and upon the Court’s consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, arguments of counsel and Mr. Rigollet, and good cause appearing,

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Motion to Have Admissions Deemed Admitted Pursuant to Art. 36 NRCP is Denied.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that NRCP 36 is not a strict compliance rule and Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Requests for Admissions were responded to one (1) day late due to a clerical error.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet’s Motion to Have Admissions Deemed Admitted Pursuant to Art. 36 bears no resemblance to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly’s prior motions regarding Defendants/Counter-Claimants responses to Mr. Joly’s Requests for Admissions.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that NRCP 36 allows courts in appropriate circumstances to rule on admissions to advance a case. 

	IT IS SO ORDERED.

							_______________________________

							DISTRICT COURT JUDGE



Respectfully Submitted by:				Approved as to Form & Content:

DATED: February ___, 2022				DATED: February ___, 2022

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET



___________________				_________________________

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 			JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET

Nevada Bar No. 7762 					2003 Smoketree Village

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 				Henderson, Nevada 89012

Nevada Bar No. 11572				rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.			Defendant/Counter-Claimant

Nevada Bar No 14967

Attorneys for Max Joly

and Patricia Joly		



Approved as to Form & Content:



DATED: February ___, 2022



CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER



__________________

R. Christopher Reade, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 006791

P. Rowland Graff, Esq.

Nevada Bar No.: 015050

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

(702) 794-4411

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC, 

Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC
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CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER

1333 N. Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

 (702) 794-4411  Fax (702) 794-4421



ORD

R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006791

CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

Tel: (702) 794-4411

Fax: (702) 794-4421

E-Mail:  creade@crdslaw.com	

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants 

Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo LLC





	DISTRICT COURT



	CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA



		MAX JOLY, an individual, 



                                    Plaintiff,

vs.



JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; DOES 1 through 10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 1 through 10,



                                      Defendants.



___________________________________
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		Case No.: A-16-734832-C

Dept. No.: 25



[bookmark: _Hlk93669495]ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART TAHICAN, LLC’S MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS PURSUANT TO NRS 14.015





		JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company; TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company,



                                    Counterclaimants,



vs.



MAX JOLY, an Individual; PATRICIA JOLY, an Individual,



                                   Counterdefendants.
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)

		Date of Hearing: February 15, 2022

Time of Hearing: 10:30 a.m.










ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART TAHICAN, LLC’S 
MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS PURSUANT TO NRS 14.015



Date of Hearing: February 15, 2022

Time of Hearing: 10:30 a.m.

Defendant/Counterclaimant Tahican, LLC’s Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022. Defendants and Counterclaimants Tahican, LLC appearing by and through their counsel, R. Christopher Reade, Esq., and P. Rowland Graff, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows & Shafer.  Logan G. Willson, Esq., of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd. appearing on behalf of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly.  Defendant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person.  Court Interpreter Theresa Tordjman appearing and being sworn in for interpretation purposes. Upon the Court's consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, arguments of counsel and the parties, and good cause appearing,

THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that on April 4, 2017, Mr. Joly filed a Notice of Pendency of Action and Lis Pendens on real property known as 2003 Smoketree Village Circle, Henderson, Nevada 89012.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 21, 2022, Tahican, LLC filed its  Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 24, 2022, Tahican, LLC filed its First Supplement to Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 3, 2022, Max and Patricia Joly filed their Opposition to Second Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens.

 THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 9, 2022, Tahican LLC'S filed its  Reply in Support of its Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that this is not a motion for reconsideration and the motion will be decide on its merits.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the statute allowing a lis pendens has a notice purpose, and it can be filed at the time that an action commences to put potential purchasers on notice of an encumbrance. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that in its purest sense, it's very possible that a lis pendens can exist when the owner of the property is not a party.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that whether Tahican was a party to the litigation does not affect the validity of the lis pendens. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the only issue that effects its validity, is the purpose of the lis pendens.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if the purpose of the lis pendens is simply to secure payment, then it would be improper.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if the lis pendens is, in fact, tied to the fraudulent transfer claim and/or the slander of title claim, it is whether the Court erred in leaving the lis pendens in place based on the prior denial of Defendants Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens, or whether the Court be erring to continue leaving it in place, and that turns on whether there's a valid legal basis for the lis pendens to be there.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that one of the remaining claims is a fraud claim that can tie to this property.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Court believe that the lis pendens has appropriate status based on the current claims in the case.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that because the outcome of the case could affect the ultimate ownership of the property, a lis pendens is proper to put people on constructive notice.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the fact that the lis pendens could also be used subsequently in some fashion to secure a judgment is not necessarily determinative.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the lis pendens properly attached to the property based on current claim or claims in the case and that it is not solely for the purpose of collection after a judgment.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that if Tahican wishes to seek writ relief, then the Court believes granting a stay at this time, at this level, is appropriate.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that this entire case is not stayed. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the decision to expunge the lis pendens is stayed. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that to the extent there was a countermotion for fees and costs as a sanction, it is Denied.

THEREFORE, IT IS HERBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens Pursuant to NRS 14.015 is granted in part and denied in part. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens is denied because the Court believes that the lis pendens has appropriate status based on the fraudulent transfer claim, the fraud claim, or the slander of title claim in this case.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the motion for stay to seek relief though a Writ of Mandamus is granted related to the decision to expunge the lis pendens.

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the countermotion for fees and costs is denied.







												

















Submitted by:

    	 CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER



By:	 /s/ R. Christopher Reade				                                                                       

      	R. Christopher Reade, Esq.

	Nevada Bar No.: 006791

	1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210

	Las Vegas, Nevada 89128

	(702) 794-4411

	Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC, 

	Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC



Reviewed as to Form and Content:

     JENNINGS & FULTON





By:	  /s/						                                                                

      	Logan Willson, Esq.

 		Nevada Bar No 14967

		2580 Sorrel Street

		Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

		Telephone (702) 979-3565

		Attorneys for Plaintiff



		JEAN-FRANCOIS RIGOLLET



By:	  /s/								

		JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 

		2003 Smoketree Village 

		Henderson, Nevada 89012 

		rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr 

		Defendant In Proper Person
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Fax: (702) 794-4421
rgraff@crdslaw.com
Licensed in Utah, Nevada, and Michigan
 
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: Logan Willson <logan@jfnvlaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2022 5:06 PM
To: Chris Reade <creade@crdslaw.com>; Jean François RIGOLLET <rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr>
Cc: Rowland Graff <rgraff@CRDSLAW.com>; Jared Jennings <jjennings@jfnvlaw.com>; Adam Fulton
<afulton@jfnvlaw.com>
Subject: Orders from 2/15 Hearing
 
All,
 
Please see attached. Minor revisions to the Motion to Expunge Order. Let me know if you
recommend any modifications to the other 3. If you approve, please confirm and I’ll include e-
signatures and submit.
 
Thank you,
Logan
 
Logan G. Willson, Esq.
Jennings & Fulton, LTD
Phone:  (702) 979-3565
Fax:        (702) 362-2060
www.jenningsfulton.com
 
This e-mail contains proprietary information of Jennings & Fulton, LTD. All information contained is
confidential, including any e-mails preceding and/or following this statement. Any use, distribution,
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copying, or disclosure by persons other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please destroy this e-mail and notify the sender immediately.
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Elizabeth Arthur

From: Rigollet Jf <rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr>
Sent: Monday, February 28, 2022 10:36 AM
To: Rowland Graff
Cc: Chris Reade; Elizabeth Arthur
Subject: Re: RE : Orders from 2/15 Hearing

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Yes, You may esign my name on the this order. 

Jean Francois RIGOLLET 
+689‐87‐36‐19‐72 
rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr 
 
Le 28 févr. 2022 à 07:28, Rowland Graff <rgraff@crdslaw.com> a écrit : 

Mr. Rigolet, 
  
Do we have your permission to sign this order with the changes that Mr. Wilson made? 
Thank you. 
  
Rowland Graff, Esq. 
  
<image001.jpg>  

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
(702) 794-4411 
Fax: (702) 794-4421 
rgraff@crdslaw.com 
Licensed in Utah, Nevada, and Michigan 
  
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 
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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. 
  

<2022.02.25 ‐ Order on Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens (rg redline).docx> 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-16-734832-CMax Joly, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Jean Rigollet, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 25

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: 3/7/2022

"Adam R. Fulton, Esq." . afulton@jfnvlaw.com

"Jared B. Jennings, Esq." . jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Vicki Bierstedt . vickib@jfnvlaw.com

Adam Fulton afulton@jfnvlaw.com

Jared Jennings jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Tod Dubow tdubow@jfnvlaw.com

Norma Richter nrichter@jfnvlaw.com

Logan Willson Logan@jfnvlaw.com

R. Reade creade@crdslaw.com

Andrew David adavid@crdslaw.com

Jean RIGOLLET rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr
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Afagh Ghayour aghayour@jfnvlaw.com

Rowland Graff rgraff@crdslaw.com

Elizabeth Arthur earthur@crdslaw.com

Misty Janati misty@jfnvlaw.com

Lori Harrison lharrison@crdslaw.com
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NEO 
R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 006791 
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
Telephone: (702) 794-4411 
Fax: (702) 794-4421 
creade@crdslaw.com 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants  
Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo LLC 
 
 
 DISTRICT COURT 
 
 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 

MAX JOLY, an individual, 
 
                                    Plaintiff, 
vs. 
 
JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company; DOES 1 through 10; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS 1 through 10, 
 
                                      Defendants. 
___________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.: A-16-734832-C 
Dept. No.: 25 
 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  
 

 
 

 
 
 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an 
Individual; LE MACARON LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; BYDOO, LLC, 
a Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
TAHICAN LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company, 
 
                                    Counterclaimants, 
 
vs. 
 
MAX JOLY, an Individual, 
 
                                   Counterdefendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

 

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

Electronically Filed
12/14/2021 11:32 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

RP171



 

  2

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

 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN 
PART PLAINTIFF MAX JOLY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT AND 

PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-DEFENDANT MAX JOLY AND COUNTER-DEFENDANT 
PATRICIA JOLY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AGAINST COUNTER-

CLAIMANTS’ COUNTER-CLAIMS 
 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiff 

Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and 

Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgement Against Counter-Claimants’ 

Counter-Claims entered on December 13, 2021. A true and correct copy of which is attached 

hereto.  
  
 
DATED this 14th day of December 2021.         

    
       CORY READE DOWS & SHAFER 
 

        By: /s/ R. Christopher Reade, Esq.                                    
         R. CHRISTOPHER READE, ESQ. 
        Nevada Bar No. 006791 
        1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
        Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 
        Tel: (702) 794-4411 
       Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants  

Le Macaron LLC, Tahican LLC and Bydoo 
LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am a representative of CORY READE 

DOWS & SHAFER that on this 14th day of December 2021, I caused the foregoing NOTICE 

OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFF 

MAX JOLY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT AND PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-

DEFENDANT MAX JOLY AND COUNTER-DEFENDANT PATRICIA JOLY’S 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AGAINST COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ 

COUNTER-CLAIMS be served as follows: 

 
   NEFCR System upon the following All Parties in accordance with NEFCR 9 and 13 

JARED JENNINGS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 007762 
JENNINGS & FULTON 
2580 Sorrel  Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Attorneys for 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant 
 

Jean Francois Rigollet 
2003 Smoketree Village 
Henderson, Nevada 89012 
Defendant Pro Se  
 

 
  y fa  or other electronic transmission in accordance with NRCP 5(D) upon the 

following Parties, for which proof of successful transmission is attached hereto. 
 

  Certified United States Mail upon the following parties or their Counsel: 
 

  

 
� y direct email upon the following Parties, for whom I did not receive, within a 

reasonable time after the transmission, any electronic message or other indication 
that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

 
� y fa  or other electronic transmission in accordance with NRCP 5(D) upon the 

following Parties, for which proof of successful transmission is attached hereto. 
 

/s/ Elizabeth Arthur      
     A Representative of Cory Reade Dows & Shafer 

RP173



-1-

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

JE
N

N
IN

G
S 

& 
FU

LT
O

N
, L

TD
.

25
80

 S
or

re
l S

tre
et

LA
S 

VE
G

AS
, N

E
VA

D
A 

89
14

6
TE

LE
PH

O
N

E 
 7

02
97

9
35

65
♦

FA
X 

70
2

36
2

20
60

ORDR
JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7762
Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 11572
Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 14967
Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com
JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.
2580 Sorrel Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Telephone (702) 979-3565
Facsimile (702) 362-2060
Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joly

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MAX JOLY, an individual

Plaintiff,
vs.

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an  
individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10;
and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,

Defendants.

Case No.: A-16-734832-C

Dept. No.: XXV

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND 
DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFF MAX 

JOLY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT AND

PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-DEFENDANT 
MAX JOLY AND COUNTER-

DEFENDANT PATRICIA JOLY’S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

AGAINST COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ 
COUNTER-CLAIMS

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an  
individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 
Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada 
Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10;
and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10,

Electronically Filed
12/13/2021 5:43 PM

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/13/2021 5:43 PM
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                     Counterclaimant, 
 vs. 
 
MAX JOLY, an individual; PATRICIA 
JOLY, an individual, 
  
                    Counter-defendants. 
 

 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for 

Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims, having come on regularly 

for hearing on October 12, 2021, October 19, 2021, and November 23, 2021, Logan G. 

Willson, Esq. of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd., appearing on behalf of 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly, 

Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person with his 

French interpreter Isabelle Freeman present, P. Rowland Graff, Esq., of the law firm of Cory 

Reade Dows and Shafer, appearing on behalf of Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, 

LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC, and upon the Court’s consideration of the pleadings, 

supplemental pleadings, and papers on file herein, arguments of counsel, and good cause 

appearing, the Court hereby makes the following: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On September 3, 2021, Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly (“Mr. Joly”) 

filed his Motion for Summary Judgment. 

2. On September 3, 2021, Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-

Defendant Patricia Joly’s (the “Joly’s”) filed their Motion for Summary Judgment Against 

Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims. 
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3. On September 15, 2021, Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet 

(“Mr. Rigollet”) filed his Opposition to Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment. 

4. On September 15, 2021, Mr. Rigollet filed his Opposition to the Joly’s Motion 

for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims. 

5. On September 17, 2021, Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, 

Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC (“Entity Defendants”) filed their Joinder to Mr. Rigollet’s 

Opposition to Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment. 

6. On September 17, 2021, the Entity Defendants filed their Joinder to Mr. 

Rigollet’s Opposition to the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-

Claimants’ Counter-Claims. 

7. At the October 12, 2021 hearing, Mr. Rigollet’s French interpreter Isabelle 

Freeman was unavailable, and the hearing was continued until October 19, 2021.  

8. At the October 19, 2021 hearing, the Court requested supplemental briefing 

regarding Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions to Mr. Rigollet and the 

Entity Defendants and a clarification of the references of the documents provided by the 

Joly’s. 

9. On October 28, 2021, Mr. Joly filed his Supplemental Briefing to his Motion 

for Summary Judgment. 

10. On October 28, 2021, the Joly’s filed their Supplemental Briefing to their 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims. 

11. On November 4, 2021, Mr. Rigollet filed his Supplemental Opposition to Mr. 

Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment. 

12. On November 4, 2021, Mr. Rigollet filed his Supplemental Opposition to the 

Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims. 
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13. On November 4, 2021, the Entity Defendants filed their Supplemental 

Opposition to Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment.  

14. In Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment, Mr. Joly sought a determination 

from the Court that there are no genuine issues of material fact that Mr. Rigollet and the 

Entity Defendants failed to timely respond to Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for 

Admissions that should be deemed admitted as a matter of law and are dispositive of the 

present matter, that Bydoo, LLC (“Bydoo”) breached the LLC Membership Purchase 

Agreement (“Purchase Agreement”) because no payment was ever made to Mr. Joly, that 

declaratory relief should be granted in favor of Mr. Joly for Bydoo’s breach of the Purchase 

Agreement, that Bydoo breached the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing by 

entering into the Purchase Agreement with no intent to pay Mr. Joly, that Defendants were 

unjustly enriched by retaining Mr. Joly’s contribution into Le Macaron, LLC (“Le Macaron”) 

and the amounts owed under the Purchase Agreement. 

15. Mr. Joly further sought a determination from the Court that there are no 

genuine issues of material fact that Defendants made intentional and fraudulent 

misrepresentations regarding payment under the Purchase Agreement and by divesting 

Bydoo, that Mr. Rigollet is the alter ego of each Defendant, that Defendants converted Mr. 

Joly’s investment in Le Macaron and funds to be paid pursuant to the Purchase Agreement, 

and that Defendants fraudulently transferred the Bydoo properties in anticipation and during 

the pendency of this matter.  

16. Mr. Rigollet opposed Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment asserting that 

genuine issues of material fact exist regarding the transfer of shares of ownership in Le 

Macaron between the Joly’s. The Entity Defendants joined Mr. Rigollet’s Opposition.  
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17. In the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ 

Counter-Claims, the Joly’s sought a determination from the Court that there are no genuine 

issues of material fact that Mr. Rigollet and the Entity Defendants failed to timely respond 

to Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions that should be deemed admitted 

as a matter of law and are dispositive of the present matter, that Mr. Joly never made any 

intentional or false misrepresentations to Mr. Rigollet or the Entity Defendants, that the 

Joly’s did not breach the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, that Counter-

Claimants cannot establish as a matter of law that the Joly’s breached any fiduciary duty, 

that Counter-Claimants are not entitled to rescind agreements that they drafted solely because 

they refuse to pay Mr. Joly, that the lis pendens was a result of Counter-Claimants fraudulent 

transfer to divest Bydoo and not a slander of title, and that declaratory relief should be granted 

in favor of the Joly’s for Bydoo’s breach of the Purchase Agreement. 

18. Mr. Rigollet opposed the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against 

Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims asserting that genuine issues of material fact exist 

regarding the transfer of shares of ownership in Le Macaron between the Joly’s. The Entity 

Defendants joined Mr. Rigollet’s Opposition.  

19. The parties filed supplemental briefing regarding Mr. Joly’s December 28, 

2020 Requests for Admissions served on the Defendants/Counter-Claimants.  

20. The Court found that the Court denied a prior Motion for Summary Judgment 

based on which operating agreement of Le Macaron was effective. The Motions for 

Summary Judgment at issue focus more on the Purchase Agreement and Mr. Joly’s 

December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions served on the Defendants/Counter-Claimants. 

Therefore, the Court finds that it can make its ruling without being inconsistent with the 

Court’s prior decisions outlined in the April 30, 2019 Order Denying Defendants Motion for 
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Partial Summary Judgment Without Prejudice and the November 29, 2019 Notice of Entry 

of Order Denying Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  

21. The Court further found that there are no genuine issues of material fact that 

the Purchase Agreement is operative and Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for 

Admissions to Defendants are deemed admitted as a matter of law. 

22. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment is 

Granted in Part and Denied in Part.  

23. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was 

not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

24. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s First Cause of Action for Breach of 

Contract, Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief, Third Cause of Action for 

Contractual Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, Fourth Cause of Action 

for Unjust Enrichment, Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation, Seventh 

Cause of Action for Piercing the Corporate Veil, Eighth Cause of Action for Conversion, and 

Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Transfer are Granted. 

25. The Court further found that not all of Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 

Requests for Admissions to Defendants are admitted, but the ones admitted are sufficient for 

the Court’s determination. 

26. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for 

Admissions No. 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14 to Tahican and Bydoo are not deemed admitted as 

they requested a legal conclusion. 

27. The Court further found that Requests for Admission No. 23 to Bydoo is not 

deemed admitted as it requested a legal conclusion. 
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28. The Court further found that all other Requests for Admissions to Bydoo and 

Tahican are deemed admitted.  

29. The Court further found that given the remainder of the Requests for 

Admissions to Mr. Rigollet and Le Macaron, the Court Grants summary judgment in favor 

of Mr. Joly on his First Cause of Action for Breach of Contract against Defendants. 

30. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

requested a determination from the Court that Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement 

based on no payment being made to Mr. Joly. The Court finds that the elements of Mr. Joly’s 

Breach of Contract claim are all met.  

31. The Court further found that the execution of the September 29, 2015 

Purchase Agreement is undisputed.  

32. The Court further found that the Purchase Agreement was initiated by Mr. 

Joly’s sale of his shares in Le Macaron to Bydoo, and that Bydoo materially breached the 

Purchase Agreement by failing to pay Mr. Joly payments agreed to under the Purchase 

Agreement.  

33. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s pre-judgment damages for failure to 

pay under the Purchase Agreement total Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars 

($360,000.00). 

34. The Court further found that Mr. Rigollet does not contest that he or Bydoo 

failed to make payment, but contests the operating agreement of Le Macaron and which is 

the effective operating agreement. 

35. The Court further found that factual admissions make it clear that Bydoo and 

Mr. Joly were the members of Le Macaron.  
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36. The Court further found that there is no genuine issue of material fact that 

Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement by not paying Mr. Joly. 

37. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Second Cause of Action for 

Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to Mr. Joly’s other causes of 

action Granted by this Order.  

38. The Court further found that Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement 

because it entered into the Purchase Agreement with the intent not to pay Mr. Joly.  

39. The Court further found that Bydoo breached the implied covenant of good 

faith and fair dealing in this way and that the elements of Mr. Joly’s Contractual Breach of 

the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing are all met and the Court Grants summary 

judgment in favor of Mr. Joly on his Third Cause of Action for Contractual Breach of the 

Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing against Defendants. 

40. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Fourth Cause of Action for Unjust 

Enrichment is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to Mr. Joly’s other causes of action 

Granted by this Order. 

41. The Court further found that the elements of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of Action 

for Fraudulent Misrepresentation are met as to all Defendants regarding payment under 

Purchase Agreement and by divesting Bydoo and the Court Grants summary judgment in 

favor of Mr. Joly on his Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation against 

Defendants. 

42. The Court further found that the first element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation is met regarding a false representation that is made 

with either knowledge or belief that it is false or without a sufficient foundation, Mr. Rigollet 

informed Mr. Joly that Mr. Rigollet invested the same amount as Mr. Joly even though he 
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did not do so and informed Mr. Joly that properties owned by Bydoo would serve as collateral 

under the Purchase Agreement.  

43. The Court further found that the second element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding an intent to induce Mr. Joly’s reliance is 

met because Mr. Rigollet’s intentional misrepresentation induced Mr. Joly to invest Four 

Hundred Fifty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($450,000.00) into Le Macaron and later sell his 

interest for Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00).  

44. The Court further found that the final element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding damages resulting from Mr. Joly’s 

reliance is met because Mr. Joly has not been paid as Mr. Rigollet divested Bydoo of its 

assets by transferring the properties to Tahican after not paying Mr. Joly.  

45. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was 

not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

46. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Seventh Cause of Action for Alter 

Ego regarding piercing the corporate veil is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material 

fact as Mr. Rigollet does not contest this issue in his Opposition. 

47. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Eighth Cause of Action for 

Conversion is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Defendants converted 

Mr. Joly’s investment in Le Macaron and funds to be paid pursuant to the Purchase 

Agreement as the funds from the Bydoo properties sold by Tahican went into litigation, 

rather than to Mr. Joly as required by the Purchase Agreement.  

48. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent 

Transfer is Granted as Defendants fraudulently transferred Bydoo’s properties in anticipation 

of and during pendency of this litigation.  
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49. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud will 

proceed to trial unless otherwise dismissed by the Plaintiff.  

50. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Granted in Part and Denied in Part. 

51. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fourth Cause 

of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied because there are genuine issues of 

material fact as to which operating agreement of Le Macaron stands. 

52. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants First Cause of 

Action for Intentional Misrepresentation – Max Joly Only, Second Cause of Action for 

Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, Third Cause of Action for 

Breach of Fiduciary Duty, Fifth Cause of Action for Slander of Title, and Sixth Cause of 

Action Declaratory Relief is Granted.  

53. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding Mr. Rigollet’s First Cause of Action 

for Intentional Misrepresentation, Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied 

Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, and Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary 

Duty is Granted.  

54. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s First Cause of Action for Intentional Misrepresentation is Granted as there is no 

genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not make any false representation by Mr. 
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Rigollet’s own admission that Mr. Rigollet does not claim that Mr. Joly made any false 

representations at the time of the founding of Le Macaron.  

55. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and 

Fair Dealing is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not 

breach the covenant because Defendants/Counter-Claimants failed to establish any facts 

concerning Mr. Joly’s breach due to the admissions. 

56. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty is Granted as Mr. Joly did not 

know about the alleged fraud and criminal activities of the Le Macaron franchisor until at 

least the opening of the second Le Macaron store, located at the Venetian Hotel & Casino.  

57. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fourth Cause 

of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied because there are genuine issues of 

material fact as to which operating agreement of Le Macaron stands. 

58. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fifth Cause of 

Action for Slander of Title is dismissed as moot from Defendants/Counter-Claimants 

fraudulent transfer of the Bydoo properties. 

59. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Sixth Cause of 

Action for Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to the Entity 
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Defendants’ other causes of action and not viable based on the facts and circumstances of 

this case.  

60. The Court further found that to the extent Mr. Joly seeks payment under the 

Purchase Agreement totaling Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00), 

including pre-and-post judgment interest, will be ordered as a result of the present Order 

against all Defendants/Counter-Claimants.  

61. The Court further found that the issue of whether or not funds from the sale 

of the Bydoo properties should be paid to Mr. Joly cannot be resolved as a result of the 

present Order because the issue of which operating agreement is still effective is still 

undecided. 

62. Based on the Findings of Fact as set forth above, the Court hereby makes the 

following: 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

63. Summary judgment is appropriate if the moving party can show that there 

exists no genuine issue of material fact and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  

NRCP 56(c); Waldman v. Maini, 195 P.3d 850, 860 (2008); Wood v. Safeway, Inc., 121 Nev. 

724, 729, 121 P.3d 1026, 1029 (2005).  A genuine issue of material facts exists only “where 

the evidence is such that a reasonable could return a verdict for the nonmoving party.”  Valley 

Bank of Nevada v. Marble, 105 Nev. 366, 367, 775 P.2d 1278, 1279 (1989) citing Anderson 

v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242 (1986). 

64. Summary judgment is a tool that enables the courts to maximize efficiency 

by permitting cases in which there are no triable issues of fact to be decided without going 

to trial.  Sahara Gaming Corporation v. Culinary Workers Union Local 226, 115 Nev. 212, 

214 (1999).  The opposing party is not entitled to have the motion for summary judgment 
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denied on the hope that at trial she will be able to discredit the movant’s evidence and may 

not build a case on the “gossamer threads of whimsy, speculation, and conjecture.”  Hickman 

v. Meadow Wood Reno, 96 Nev. 782 (1980); Henry Products, Inc. v. Tarmu, 114 Nev. 1017 

(1998); Collins v. Union Federal Savings & Loan Association, 99 Nev. 284 (1983). Rather, 

the non-moving party must set forth “specific facts demonstrating the existence of a genuine 

issue for trial.”  Boland v. Nevada Rock and Sand Co., 111 Nev. 608, 610, 894 P.2d 988, 990 

(1995). These genuine fact issues must more than merely exist, they must actually preclude 

summary judgment against the party opposing the motion. Far Out Productions v. Oskar, 

247 F.3d 986 (9th Cir. 2001). Mere conclusive statements along with general allegations do 

not create an issue of material fact.  Michaels v. Sudeck, 107 Nev. 332, 334 (1991). 

65. Pursuant to NRCP 36 (a)(3), “A matter is admitted unless, within 30 days 

after being served, the party to whom the request is directed serve on the requesting party a 

written answer or objection addressed to the matter and signed by the party or its attorney.” 

The sanction for failure to serve timely answers or objections to requests for admissions is 

that all matters in the request are deemed admitted. Wagner v. Carex Investigations & Sec. 

Inc., 93 Nev. 627, 630 (1977) citing NRCP 36(a). It is settled in this jurisdiction that such 

admissions may properly serve as the basis for summary judgment against the party who has 

failed to serve a timely response. Id. citing Graham v. Carson-Tahoe Hosp., 91 Nev. 609, 

540 P.2d 105 (1975).  

66. The Court found that the Court denied a prior Motion for Summary Judgment 

based on which operating agreement of Le Macaron was effective. The Motions for 

Summary Judgment at issue focus more on the Purchase Agreement and Mr. Joly’s 

December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions served on the Defendants/Counter-Claimants. 

Therefore, the Court finds that it can make its ruling without being inconsistent with the 
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Court’s prior decisions outlined in the April 30, 2019 Order Denying Defendants Motion for 

Partial Summary Judgment Without Prejudice and the November 29, 2019 Notice of Entry 

of Order Denying Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  

67. The Court further found that there are no genuine issues of material fact that 

the Purchase Agreement is operative and Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for 

Admissions to Defendants are deemed admitted as a matter of law. 

68. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment is 

Granted in Part and Denied in Part.  

69. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was 

not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

70. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s First Cause of Action for Breach of 

Contract, Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief, Third Cause of Action for 

Contractual Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, Fourth Cause of Action 

for Unjust Enrichment, Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation, Seventh 

Cause of Action for Piercing the Corporate Veil, Eighth Cause of Action for Conversion, and 

Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Transfer are Granted. 

71. The Court further found that not all of Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 

Requests for Admissions to Defendants are admitted, but the ones admitted are sufficient for 

the Court’s determination. 

72. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for 

Admissions No. 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14 to Tahican and Bydoo are not deemed admitted as 

they requested a legal conclusion. 

73. The Court further found that Requests for Admission No. 23 to Bydoo is not 

deemed admitted as it requested a legal conclusion. 
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74. The Court further found that all other Requests for Admissions to Bydoo and 

Tahican are deemed admitted.  

75. The Court further found that given the remainder of the Requests for 

Admissions to Mr. Rigollet and Le Macaron, the Court Grants summary judgment in favor 

of Mr. Joly on his First Cause of Action for Breach of Contract against Defendants. 

76. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

requested a determination from the Court that Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement 

based on no payment being made to Mr. Joly. The Court finds that the elements of Mr. Joly’s 

Breach of Contract claim are all met.  

77. The Court further found that the execution of the September 29, 2015 

Purchase Agreement is undisputed.  

78. The Court further found that the Purchase Agreement was initiated by Mr. 

Joly’s sale of his shares in Le Macaron to Bydoo, and that Bydoo materially breached the 

Purchase Agreement by failing to pay Mr. Joly payments agreed to under the Purchase 

Agreement.  

79. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s pre-judgment damages for failure to 

pay under the Purchase Agreement total Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars 

($360,000.00). 

80. The Court further found that Mr. Rigollet does not contest that he or Bydoo 

failed to make payment, but contests the operating agreement of Le Macaron and which is 

the effective operating agreement. 

81. The Court further found that factual admissions make it clear that Bydoo and 

Mr. Joly were the members of Le Macaron.  
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82. The Court further found that there is no genuine issue of material fact that 

Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement by not paying Mr. Joly. 

83. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Second Cause of Action for 

Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to Mr. Joly’s other causes of 

action Granted by this Order.  

84. The Court further found that Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement 

because it entered into the Purchase Agreement with the intent not to pay Mr. Joly.  

85. The Court further found that Bydoo breached the implied covenant of good 

faith and fair dealing in this way and that the elements of Mr. Joly’s Contractual Breach of 

the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing are all met and the Court Grants summary 

judgment in favor of Mr. Joly on his Third Cause of Action for Contractual Breach of the 

Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing against Defendants. 

86. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Fourth Cause of Action for Unjust 

Enrichment is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to Mr. Joly’s other causes of action 

Granted by this Order. 

87. The Court further found that there is no genuine issue of material fact that the 

elements of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation are met as to 

all Defendants regarding payment under Purchase Agreement and by divesting Bydoo and 

the Court Grants summary judgment in favor of Mr. Joly on his Fifth Cause of Action for 

Fraudulent Misrepresentation against Defendants. 

88. The Court further found that the first element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation is met regarding a false representation that is made 

with either knowledge or belief that it is false or without a sufficient foundation, Mr. Rigollet 

informed Mr. Joly that Mr. Rigollet invested the same amount as Mr. Joly even though he 
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did not do so and informed Mr. Joly that properties owned by Bydoo would serve as collateral 

under the Purchase Agreement.  

89. The Court further found that the second element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding an intent to induce Mr. Joly’s reliance is 

met because Mr. Rigollet’s intentional misrepresentation induced Mr. Joly to invest Four 

Hundred Fifty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($450,000.00) into Le Macaron and later sell his 

interest for Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00).  

90. The Court further found that the final element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of 

Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding damages resulting from Mr. Joly’s 

reliance is met because Mr. Joly has not been paid as Mr. Rigollet divested Bydoo of its 

assets by transferring the properties to Tahican after not paying Mr. Joly.  

91. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was 

not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

92. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Seventh Cause of Action for Alter 

Ego regarding piercing the corporate veil is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material 

fact as Mr. Rigollet does not contest this issue in his Opposition. 

93. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Eighth Cause of Action for 

Conversion is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Defendants converted 

Mr. Joly’s investment in Le Macaron and funds to be paid pursuant to the Purchase 

Agreement as the funds from the Bydoo properties sold by Tahican went into litigation, 

rather than to Mr. Joly as required by the Purchase Agreement.  

94. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent 

Transfer is Granted as Defendants fraudulently transferred Bydoo’s properties in anticipation 

of and during pendency of this litigation.  
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95. The Court further found that Mr. Joly’s Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud will 

proceed to trial unless otherwise dismissed by the Plaintiff.  

96. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Granted in Part and Denied in Part. 

97. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fourth Cause 

of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied because there are genuine issues of 

material fact as to which operating agreement of Le Macaron stands. 

98. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants First Cause of 

Action for Intentional Misrepresentation – Max Joly Only, Second Cause of Action for 

Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, Third Cause of Action for 

Breach of Fiduciary Duty, Fifth Cause of Action for Slander of Title, and Sixth Cause of 

Action Declaratory Relief is Granted.  

99. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding Mr. Rigollet’s First Cause of Action 

for Intentional Misrepresentation, Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied 

Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, and Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary 

Duty is Granted.  

100. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s First Cause of Action for Intentional Misrepresentation is Granted as there is no 

genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not make any false representation by Mr. 
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Rigollet’s own admission that Mr. Rigollet does not claim that Mr. Joly made any false 

representations at the time of the founding of Le Macaron.  

101. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and 

Fair Dealing is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not 

breach the covenant because Defendants/Counter-Claimants failed to establish any facts 

concerning Mr. Joly’s breach due to the admissions.    

102. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants and Mr. 

Rigollet’s Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty is Granted as Mr. Joly did not 

know about the alleged fraud and criminal activities of the Le Macaron franchisor until at 

least the opening of the second Le Macaron store, located at the Venetian Hotel & Casino.  

103. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fourth Cause 

of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied because there are genuine issues of 

material fact as to which operating agreement of Le Macaron stands. 

104. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Fifth Cause of 

Action for Slander of Title is dismissed as moot from Defendants/Counter-Claimants 

fraudulent transfer of the Bydoo properties. 

105. The Court further found that the Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the Entity Defendants Sixth Cause of 

Action for Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to the Entity 

RP192



 

 -20- 

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 

 

JE
N

N
IN

G
S 

& 
FU

LT
O

N
, L

TD
. 

25
80

 S
or

re
l S

tre
et

 
LA

S 
VE

G
AS

, N
E

VA
D

A 
89

14
6 

TE
LE

PH
O

N
E 

 7
02

 9
79

 3
56

5 
 ♦

  F
AX

 7
02

 3
62

 2
06

0 
 

Defendants’ other causes of action and not viable based on the facts and circumstances of 

this case.  

106. The Court further found that to the extent Mr. Joly seeks payment under the 

Purchase Agreement totaling Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00), 

including pre-and-post judgment interest, will be ordered as a result of the present Order 

against all Defendants/Counter-Claimants.  

107. The Court further found that the issue of whether or not funds from the sale 

of the Bydoo properties should be paid to Mr. Joly cannot be resolved as a result of the 

present Order because the issue of which operating agreement is still effective is still 

undecided. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Court having made its above and foregoing Finding of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law, 

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

denied a prior Motion for Summary Judgment based on which operating agreement of Le 

Macaron was effective. The Motions for Summary Judgment at issue focus more on the 

Purchase Agreement and Mr. Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions served on 

the Defendants/Counter-Claimants. Therefore, the Court can make its ruling without being 

inconsistent with the Court’s prior decisions outlined in the April 30, 2019 Order Denying 

Defendants Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Without Prejudice and the November 29, 

2019 Notice of Entry of Order Denying Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that there are no 

genuine issues of material fact that the Purchase Agreement is operative and Mr. Joly’s 

December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions to Defendants are deemed admitted as a matter 

of law. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment is Granted in Part and Denied in Part.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for 

Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment is Granted as to Mr. Joly’s First Cause of Action for Breach 

of Contract, Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief, Third Cause of Action for 

Contractual Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, Fourth Cause of Action 

for Unjust Enrichment, Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation, Seventh 

Cause of Action for Piercing the Corporate Veil, Eighth Cause of Action for Conversion, and 

Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Transfer. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that not all of Mr. 

Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions to Defendants are admitted, but the ones 

admitted are sufficient for the Court’s determination. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions No. 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14 to Tahican and 

Bydoo are not deemed admitted as they requested a legal conclusion. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Requests for 

Admission No. 23 to Bydoo is not deemed admitted as it requested a legal conclusion. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that all other 

Requests for Admissions to Bydoo and Tahican are deemed admitted.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that given the 

remainder of the Requests for Admissions to Mr. Rigollet and Le Macaron, the Court Grants 
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summary judgment in favor of Mr. Joly on his First Cause of Action for Breach of Contract 

against Defendants. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Bydoo 

breached the Purchase Agreement based on no payment being made to Mr. Joly and that the 

elements of Mr. Joly’s Breach of Contract claim are all met.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the execution 

of the September 29, 2015 Purchase Agreement is undisputed.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Purchase 

Agreement was initiated by Mr. Joly’s sale of his shares in Le Macaron to Bydoo, and that 

Bydoo materially breached the Purchase Agreement by failing to pay Mr. Joly payments 

agreed to under the Purchase Agreement.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

pre-judgment damages for failure to pay under the Purchase Agreement total Three Hundred 

Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00). 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Rigollet 

does not contest that he or Bydoo failed to make payment, but contests the operating 

agreement of Le Macaron and which is the effective operating agreement. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that factual 

admissions make it clear that Bydoo and Mr. Joly were the members of Le Macaron.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that there is no 

genuine issue of material fact that Bydoo breached the Purchase Agreement by not paying 

Mr. Joly. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to 

Mr. Joly’s other causes of action Granted by this Order.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Bydoo 

breached the Purchase Agreement because it entered into the Purchase Agreement with the 

intent not to pay Mr. Joly.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Bydoo 

breached the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing in this way and that the elements 

of Mr. Joly’s Contractual Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing are all met 

and the Court Grants summary judgment in favor of Mr. Joly on his Third Cause of Action 

for Contractual Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing against Defendants. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Fourth Cause of Action for Unjust Enrichment is dismissed as it is an alternative pleading to 

Mr. Joly’s other causes of action Granted by this Order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that there is no 

genuine issue of material fact that the elements of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of Action for 

Fraudulent Misrepresentation are met as to all Defendants regarding payment under Purchase 

Agreement and by divesting Bydoo and the Court Grants summary judgment in favor of Mr. 

Joly on his Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation against Defendants. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation is met regarding a false 

representation that is made with either knowledge or belief that it is false or without a 

sufficient foundation, Mr. Rigollet informed Mr. Joly that Mr. Rigollet invested the same 
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amount as Mr. Joly even though he did not do so and informed Mr. Joly that properties owned 

by Bydoo would serve as collateral under the Purchase Agreement.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding an intent to induce Mr. 

Joly’s reliance is met because Mr. Rigollet’s intentional misrepresentation induced Mr. Joly 

to invest Four Hundred Fifty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($450,000.00) into Le Macaron and 

later sell his interest for Three Hundred Sixty Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00).  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the final 

element of Mr. Joly’s Fifth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Misrepresentation regarding 

damages resulting from Mr. Joly’s reliance is met because Mr. Joly has not been paid as Mr. 

Rigollet divested Bydoo of its assets by transferring the properties to Tahican after not paying 

Mr. Joly.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud was not directly addressed in Mr. Joly’s Motion for 

Summary Judgment and is Denied.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Seventh Cause of Action for Alter Ego regarding piercing the corporate veil is Granted as 

there is no genuine issue of material fact as Mr. Rigollet does not contest this issue in his 

Opposition. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Eighth Cause of Action for Conversion is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material 

fact that Defendants converted Mr. Joly’s investment in Le Macaron and funds to be paid 

pursuant to the Purchase Agreement as the funds from the Bydoo properties sold by Tahican 

went into litigation, rather than to Mr. Joly as required by the Purchase Agreement.  
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Ninth Cause of Action for Fraudulent Transfer is Granted as Defendants fraudulently 

transferred Bydoo’s properties in anticipation of and during pendency of this litigation.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Mr. Joly’s 

Sixth Cause of Action for Fraud will proceed to trial unless otherwise dismissed by the 

Plaintiff.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Granted in 

Part and Denied in Part. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants Fourth Cause of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied 

because there are genuine issues of material fact as to which operating agreement of Le 

Macaron stands. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Granted as 

to the Entity Defendants First Cause of Action for Intentional Misrepresentation – Max Joly 

Only, Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair 

Dealing, Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty, Fifth Cause of Action for 

Slander of Title, and Sixth Cause of Action Declaratory Relief.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Granted 

regarding Mr. Rigollet’s First Cause of Action for Intentional Misrepresentation, Second 
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Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, and 

Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants and Mr. Rigollet’s First Cause of Action for Intentional Misrepresentation 

is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not make any false 

representation by Mr. Rigollet’s own admission that Mr. Rigollet does not claim that Mr. 

Joly made any false representations at the time of the founding of Le Macaron.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants and Mr. Rigollet’s Second Cause of Action for Breach of the Implied 

Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing is Granted as there is no genuine issue of material 

fact that Mr. Joly did not breach the covenant because Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ failed 

to establish any facts concerning Mr. Joly’s breach due to the admissions. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants and Mr. Rigollet’s Third Cause of Action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty is 

Granted as there is no genuine issue of material fact that Mr. Joly did not know about the 

alleged fraud and criminal activities of the Le Macaron franchisor until at least the opening 

of the second Le Macaron store, located at the Venetian Hotel & Casino.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants Fourth Cause of Action for Rescission of Transfer of Shares is Denied 
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because there are genuine issues of material fact as to which operating agreement of Le 

Macaron stands.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants Fifth Cause of Action for Slander of Title is dismissed as moot from 

Defendants/Counter-Claimants fraudulent transfer of the Bydoo properties.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Joly’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims regarding the 

Entity Defendants Sixth Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief is dismissed as it is an 

alternative pleading to the Entity Defendants’ other causes of action and not viable based on 

the facts and circumstances of this case.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that to the extent 

Mr. Joly seeks payment under the Purchase Agreement totaling Three Hundred Sixty 

Thousand 00/100 Dollars ($360,000.00), including pre-and-post judgment interest, will be 

ordered as a result of the present Order against all Defendants/Counter-Claimants. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the issue of 

whether or not funds from the sale of the Bydoo properties should be paid to Mr. Joly cannot 

be resolved as a result of the present Order because the issue of which operating 

agreement is still effective is still undecided.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

______________________________________________________________________ ______ ___
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Respectfully Submitted by:    Approved as to Form & Content: 

DATED: December 10th, 2021    DATED: December 10th, 2021 

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.   JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 
 

__/s/ Logan G. Willson, Esq.__   _____/s/ Jean Francois Rigollet____ 
JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ.    JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 
Nevada Bar No. 7762      2003 Smoketree Village 
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.     Henderson, Nevada 89012 
Nevada Bar No. 11572    rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr 
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.   Defendant/Counter-Claimant 
Nevada Bar No 14967 
Attorneys for Max Joly 
and Patricia Joly   
 
Approved as to Form & Content: 
 
DATED: December 10th, 2021 
 
CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 
 
__/s/ P. Rowland Graff, Esq.______________ 
R. Christopher Reade, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No.: 006791 
P. Rowland Graff, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No.: 015050 
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
(702) 794-4411 
Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC,  
Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-16-734832-CMax Joly, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Jean Rigollet, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 25

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: 12/13/2021

"Adam R. Fulton, Esq." . afulton@jfnvlaw.com

"Jared B. Jennings, Esq." . jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Vicki Bierstedt . vickib@jfnvlaw.com

Adam Fulton afulton@jfnvlaw.com

Jared Jennings jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Tod Dubow tdubow@jfnvlaw.com

Norma Richter nrichter@jfnvlaw.com

Logan Willson Logan@jfnvlaw.com

R. Reade creade@crdslaw.com

Andrew David adavid@crdslaw.com

Jean RIGOLLET rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr
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Afagh Ghayour aghayour@jfnvlaw.com

Rowland Graff rgraff@crdslaw.com

Elizabeth Arthur earthur@crdslaw.com

Angelique Gilbreath agilbreath@crdslaw.com

Misty Janati misty@jfnvlaw.com
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NEO 
JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ.  
Nevada Bar No. 7762 
Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com 
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 11572 
Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com 
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14967 
Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com 
JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 
2580 Sorrel Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Telephone (702) 979-3565 
Facsimile (702) 362-2060 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Max Joly 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

MAX JOLY, an individual 

              Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   
individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 
1-10, 

 

  Defendants. 

Case No.: A-16-734832-C 

Dept. No.: XXV 

 
 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
DENYING THE ENTITY 

DEFENDANTS/COUNTERCLAIMANTS’ 
MOTION FOR 

        RECONSIDERATION 

 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   
individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 
BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a 
Nevada Limited Liability Company; 

 

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

Electronically Filed
3/8/2022 9:51 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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DOES 1-10; and ROE CORPORATIONS 
1-10,

Counterclaimant, 

 vs. 

MAX JOLY, an individual, 

Counter-defendant. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order Denying The Entity Defendant/

Counter-Claimants’ Motion For Reconsideration, was entered in the above-captioned 

matter on the 7th day of March, 2022.  

A copy of which is attached hereto. 

DATED: March 8, 2022  JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 

By: /s/ Jared B. Jennings, Esq. 
JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7762 
ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.,  
Nevada Bar No. 11572 
LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 14967 
2580 Sorrel Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Max Joly 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to N.R.C.P. 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of JENNINGS & 

FULTON, LTD., and that on the 8th day of March 2022, I caused a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER DENYING THE ENTITY 

DEFENDANT/COUNTER-CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION, to 

be served as follows: 

          by depositing in the United States Mail, first-class postage prepaid, at Las 
Vegas, Nevada, enclosed in a sealed envelope; or  

           by facsimile transmission, pursuant to E.D.C.R. 7.26, as indicated below; or 

  X  _ by electronic service, pursuant to N.E.F.C.R. 9 and Administrative Order 14-
2, as indicated below: 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 
LE MACARON LLC 
BYDOO LLC 
TAHICAN, LLC: 
 
JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 
2003 Smoketree Village 
HENDERSON, Nevada 89012 
Defendants/Counterclaimants       

      
 
      /s/ Misty Janati   

 An Employee of 
 JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 
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ORDR 

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ.  

Nevada Bar No. 7762 

Email:  jjennings@jfnvlaw.com 

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 11572 

Email:  afulton@jfnvlaw.com 

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 14967 

Email: logan@jfnvlaw.com 

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD. 

2580 Sorrel Street 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146 

Telephone (702) 979-3565 

Facsimile (702) 362-2060 

Attorneys for Max Joly and Patricia Joly 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

MAX JOLY, an individual 

 

              Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   

individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 

Nevada Limited Liability Company; 

BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 

Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada 

Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; 

and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10, 

 

  Defendants. 

 
Case No.: A-16-734832-C 

 

Dept. No.: XXV 

 
 
 
 

ORDER DENYING THE ENTITY 

DEFENDANTS/COUNTER-

CLAIMANTS’ MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION 

 

 

JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET, an   

individual; LE MACARON LLC, a 

Nevada Limited Liability Company; 

BYDOO LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability 

Company; TAHICAN, LLC, a Nevada 

Limited Liability Company; DOES 1-10; 

and ROE CORPORATIONS 1-10, 

 

                     Counter-Claimants, 

 vs. 

 

 

Electronically Filed
03/07/2022 1:40 PM

Case Number: A-16-734832-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
3/7/2022 1:40 PM
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MAX JOLY, an individual; PATRICIA 

JOLY, an individual, 

  

                    Counter-Defendants. 

 

 

Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC’s 

Motion for Reconsideration, having come on regularly for hearing on February 15, 2022,  

Logan G. Willson, Esq. of the law firm of Jennings & Fulton, Ltd., appearing on behalf of 

Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly, 

Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet, appearing in proper person, P. Rowland 

Graff, Esq. and R. Christopher Reade, Esq., of the law firm of Cory Reade Dows and Shafer, 

appearing on behalf of Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and 

Tahican, LLC, and upon the Court’s consideration of the pleadings and papers on file herein, 

arguments of counsel and Mr. Rigollet, and good cause appearing, 

ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that 

Defendants/Counter-Claimants Le Macaron, LLC, Bydoo, LLC, and Tahican, LLC’s Motion 

for Reconsideration of the December 14, 2021 Notice of Entry of Order Granting in Part and 

Denying in Part Plaintiff Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant Max Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment 

Against Counter-Claimants’ Counter-Claims is Denied. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that 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 (1997). 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the entity 

Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion for Reconsideration is not an issue of one rule 

superseding another, it boils down to Defendant/Counter-Claimant Jean Francois Rigollet 

and his role with the entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants in this litigation. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the record is 

clear that the entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants did receive service of Plaintiff/Counter-

Defendant Max Joly’s December 28, 2020 Requests for Admissions.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Court’s 

decision is based on entity Defendants/Counter-Claimants’ Motion for Reconsideration of 

the December 14, 2021 Notice of Entry of Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part 

Plaintiff Max Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Max 

Joly and Counter-Defendant Patricia Joly’s Motion for Summary Judgment Against Counter-

Claimants’ Counter-Claims and not on the issue of service.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that no 

substantially different evidence was presented.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that nothing in the 

record indicates that the Court’s decision was clearly erroneous. 

 IT IS SO ORDERED. 

       _______________________________ 
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Respectfully Submitted by:    Approved as to Form & Content: 

DATED: February 28th, 2022   DATED: February 28th, 2022 

JENNINGS & FULTON, LTD.   JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 

 

__/s/ Logan G. Willson, Esq.______   ____/s/ Jean Francois Rigollet___ 

JARED B. JENNINGS, ESQ.    JEAN FRANCOIS RIGOLLET 

Nevada Bar No. 7762      2003 Smoketree Village 

ADAM R. FULTON, ESQ.     Henderson, Nevada 89012 

Nevada Bar No. 11572    rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr 

LOGAN G. WILLSON, ESQ.   Defendant/Counter-Claimant 

Nevada Bar No 14967 

Attorneys for Max Joly 

and Patricia Joly   

 
Approved as to Form & Content: 

 

DATED: February 28, 2022 

 

CORY READE DOWS AND SHAFER 

 

__/s/ P. Rowland Graff, Esq._______ 

R. Christopher Reade, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No.: 006791 

P. Rowland Graff, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No.: 015050 

1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 

(702) 794-4411 

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaimants Bydoo, LLC,  

Tahican, LLC and Le Macaron, LLC 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-16-734832-CMax Joly, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Jean Rigollet, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 25

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: 3/7/2022

"Adam R. Fulton, Esq." . afulton@jfnvlaw.com

"Jared B. Jennings, Esq." . jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Vicki Bierstedt . vickib@jfnvlaw.com

Adam Fulton afulton@jfnvlaw.com

Jared Jennings jjennings@jfnvlaw.com

Tod Dubow tdubow@jfnvlaw.com

Norma Richter nrichter@jfnvlaw.com

Logan Willson Logan@jfnvlaw.com

R. Reade creade@crdslaw.com

Andrew David adavid@crdslaw.com

Jean RIGOLLET rigollet.jfsenior@wanadoo.fr
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Afagh Ghayour aghayour@jfnvlaw.com

Rowland Graff rgraff@crdslaw.com

Elizabeth Arthur earthur@crdslaw.com

Misty Janati misty@jfnvlaw.com

Lori Harrison lharrison@crdslaw.com
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