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Doneyl Taylor v. Eric Clark

No. 56,784-CA (La. Ct. App. June 24, 2026) - No. 56,784-CA - Decided June 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The Louisiana Second Circuit affirmed a judgment awarding Doneyl Taylor $20,274.48, representing
one-half of Raising Up Family Services LLC’s profits during the first year of operation under an oral
profit-sharing agreement with Eric Clark. The court held that Clark’s statements in the pretrial order
constituted judicial confessions establishing the existence and one-year term of the agreement, and that
the trial court did not manifestly err in relying on a forensic accountant’s profit calculation or abuse its
discretion in granting a new trial. Judge Stone dissented, arguing that Taylor failed to prove the

specific period necessary to quantify the claimed special damages.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant appealed a judgment awarding plaintiff $20,274.48,
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence established the existence and one-year term of an oral agreement to share RUFS

profits.

2. Whether an agreement to share profits only could be enforced even though it did not establish an

agreement to share losses.
3. Whether the district court's calculation of RUFS's first-year profits was manifestly erroneous.

4. Whether the district court abused its discretion by granting Taylor a new trial and accepting a
supplemental forensic accounting.

HOLDINGS

1. The record and Clark’s judicial confessions established an agreement under which the parties funded
RUFS and shared its profits for one year; the district court's finding concerning the starting period was

not manifestly erroneous.

2. An agreement may be enforced when it establishes participation in profits only; the absence of an
express agreement to share losses does not prevent enforcement of the parties' agreed profit-sharing
arrangement.

3. The district court did not commit manifest error by accepting the forensic accountant's calculation of

RUFS's first-year net income and awarding Taylor one-half, or $20,274.48.

4. The district court acted within its discretion in granting a new trial because the signed involuntary-
dismissal judgment materially conflicted with the court's clarified oral ruling recognizing a one-year

claim, and the supplemental accounting was necessary to adjudicate that claim.
KEY QUOTATIONS
“This evidence coalesced around a reasonable finding.” (7)
“The fact that it may not have been a conventional partnership is no obstacle to enforcing the agreement.” (8)

“A new trial is usually appropriate when the court’s judgment differs in substance from the court’s oral

reasons for judgment, and the litigant seeks to modify the judgment to conform to the reasons.” (11)

“With the finding that Taylor was entitled to one-half of the profits for the first year of operation, the court

was entitled to accept the new report.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clark and Taylor entered an oral agreement concerning the formation and operation of Raising Up Family
Services LL.C, a business providing mental-health and counseling services to Louisiana Medicaid recipients.

Each was to provide $10,000 in startup capital, and the parties were to share profits equally for one year; Taylor's



initial contribution was later repaid. A forensic accountant reviewed RUFS's records and calculated net income
of $40,548.97 for the first twelve months, resulting in a one-half share of $20,274.48 for Taylor.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor filed a petition for an accounting and declaratory judgment in April 2016. In 2020, the parties entered a
consent judgment declaring them fifty-fifty owners or partners of RUFS while reserving the length of the
relationship for litigation. After the first trial, the district court initially signed an unequivocal involuntary-
dismissal judgment, although its oral reasons recognized a possible one-year agreement. The court granted
Taylor a new trial, and after a second trial awarded Taylor $20,274.48 based on a forensic accountant's
calculation of first-year net profits. Clark appealed; the Second Circuit treated the appeal as devolutive because

no suspensive-appeal bond was filed and affirmed.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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