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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada granted in part Ferrari Financial Services,
Inc.’s motion for alternative service and authorized service of Gueorgui Gantchev by email. The court
denied the request for service by publication as moot and granted a motion extending the deadline to
file proof of service through February 9, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for authorization to serve defendant by email or,
alternatively, by publication, and moved for an extension of time to
effect service. The district court granted alternative service by email,
denied the request for service by publication as moot, and granted the
extension motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied its discretion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
4(m) and Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 4.4 to determine whether
alternative service was impracticable, comported with due process,
and whether good cause supported an extension of time.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district-court order

TOPICS

service of process civil procedure breach of contract commercial litigation
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civil procedure contracts commercial litigation



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff demonstrated that the ordinary methods of service were impracticable under Nevada
Rule of Civil Procedure 4.4.

2. Whether service of the summons and complaint by email to the two identified addresses was reasonably
calculated to provide defendant notice and an opportunity to respond.

3. Whether plaintiff showed good cause for extending the time to serve defendant under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 4(m).

4. Whether service by publication should be authorized as an alternative to email service.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff demonstrated that service under the ordinary Nevada service methods was impracticable
because repeated personal-service attempts and additional efforts to locate defendant had failed.

2. Service by email to lvcars2445@gmail.com and gueorgig@gmail.com was authorized because it was
reasonably calculated to give Gantchev notice of the action and an opportunity to respond.

3. Plaintiff showed good cause for extending the time to serve Gantchev, and the court extended the
deadline to February 9, 2026.

4. The request for service by publication was denied as moot because the court authorized service by
email; plaintiff could renew the request if email service failed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the Constitution does not require any particular means of service of process.” (at 1-2)

“An alternative method of service comports with due process so long as it is “reasonably calculated, under
all the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford them an
opportunity to present their objections.”” (at 3)

“Plaintiff may attempt to serve Gantchev by email to addresses lvcars2445@gmail.com and
gueorgig@gmail.com.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action arises from Gantchev's alleged failure to make required contractual payments. Plaintiff made several
attempts to personally serve Gantchev at his last-known work and home locations, conducted skip traces and a
public-records search, and attempted to communicate with him by email. Gantchev responded from one of the
proposed email addresses, and plaintiff's counsel received no kickback or other indication that emails to either
address were undeliverable.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ferrari Financial Services, Inc. filed a contract action against Gueorgui Gantchev and attempted personal service
at his last-known work and home locations. After conducting skip traces and a public-records search, plaintiff



sought alternative service and additional time to serve. The court granted service by email and extended the
service deadline to February 9, 2026.
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