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PATRICK C. CLARY, (CHARTERED
Patrick C Clary

Nevada Bar No. 00053

City Center West, Suite 410
7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard
Lag Vegas, Nevada 89128
Telephone: 702.382.0812

FAX : 702.382~-7277

Attorneys for So-called Nominal
Defendant Kokoweef, Inc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary
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CLESK OF oo

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVZDA

TED R. BURKE; MICHEHAEL R. and
LAURETTA L. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOLDO;
PAUL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ; JACKIE
& FRED KRAVETZ; STEVE FRANKS;
PAULA MARIA BARNARD; PETE T.
LISA A. FREEMAN; LEON GOLDEN;
C.A. MURFF; GERDA FERN BILLBE;
BOB and ROBYN TRESKA;

MICHAEL RANDOLPH; and FREDERICK
WILLIS,

and

Plaintiffs,
vs.

LARRY L. HAHN, individually, and
as President and Treasurer of
Kokoweef, 1Inc., and former
President and Treasurer of
Explorations Incorporated of
Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF SURPLUS,
INC., a Nevada corpcration;
PATRICK C. CLARY, an individual;
DCES 1 through 100, inclusive:

Defendants,
and
KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada
corporation; EXPLORATIONS
INCORPCRATED CF NEVADA, a

dissclved corporation,

Nominal Defendants.

CASE NO. A558629
DEPT NO. XI

MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED
TO PLRINTIFFS AND RESPONSE
iTO REQUEST TO PLBINTIFF[S]

- FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

AND EX PARTE MOTION FOR ORDER
SHORTENING TIME FOR HEARING
THEREON IN DEPARTMENT XI
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DATE OF HEARING: 2f ZF/[(O
TIME OF HEARING: 00 cimo
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go-called Nominal Defendant wokoweef, Inc. and Defendant Patrick
. Clary (“the Movant”) herehy move the Court, pursuant te Rule 37 (a)

of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, for an Order compelling the
plaintiffs and their counsel to serve Ob the Defendants’ counsel the
Plaintiffg’ Answers LO Interrogatories Propounded LO Plaintiffa and
a Response to Request LO plaintiffs for ledJCC$DH cf Do;uments and

to produce the documents described therein (“the Motion to Compel”) .
The aforesaid Defendants 2lsc move the Court for an Crder

Shortening Time for the hearing thereon to the date of the status

conference on discovery presently scheduled fox may 27, 2010 at 2:00

a.m. in Dept. XI, where discovery matters are being heard herein in

accordance with the recommendation of the Supreme Court of Nevada

(*the Motion for O0ST”).
The Motion to Compel and the Motion for C8T are made and based
on all the pleadings and documents on file herein, the Memorandum of

Polnts and Authorities in support hczmoh, and the.ALrldath of Patrick

C. Clary attached hereto as Fxhibit A and incorporated herein by this
reference.

DATED: May 21, 2010.
DATRICK C. GLARY, CHARTERED

W@@“

Patrick C. Clary

Attorneys for So-called Nominal
Nefendant Kokowsef, Inc. and
Pefendant Patrick C. Clary
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QRDER SHORTENING TIME

Good cause appearing, it is hereby

ORDERED that the time for the hearing on the above and foregoing

Motion to Compel Answers to Interrogatories Propounded to Plaintiffs

and Response to Request to Plaintiff[s] for Production of Documents

4
be, and it hereby is, shortened to the 'l;} day of EJigfﬁ . 2010,

at the hour of q L QQHM

——r

)
DATED this é:t7 day of May, 2010.

MEMORANDUM OF POANTS AND AUTHORITIES

Rule 37 of the Nevada les of Civil Procedure provides in

pertinent part as follows:

{a) Motion for order \tompelling disclosure' or discovery. A
party, upon reasonable nothge to cother parties and all persons
affected thereby, may apply for an order compelling disclosure
or discovery as follows:

{2) Motion.

(B If . . . a party fails to answer an interrogatory
submitted under Rule 33, or if a party, in response to a reguest
for inspection submitted under Rule 34, fails to respond that
inspection will be permitted as reguested or fails to permit
inspections as requested, the discovering party may move for an
order compelling an answer, . . ., or an order compelling
inspection in accordance with the request. The motion must
include a certification that the wmovant has in good faith
conferred or attempted to confer with the person or party
failing to make the discovery in an effort to secure the
information or material without court action.

Attached hereto as Exhibit A is the Affidavit of Patrick C. Clary

{“the Clary Affidavit”), which explains the facts and circumstances
that have occurred in this case necessitating the Motion to Compel and

the Court’s granting it.
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The Clary affidavit also contains the cercification regquired by

rule 24 (a) as set forth above and also CumDTlQS with the further

requirements set forch in Rule 2.34(d) of the Eighth Judicial District

court Rules (“the Local Rules”) . Furthermore, the Clary ARffidavit also

complies with the regquirements of Rule 2.26 of the Local Rules with

regspect to the Motion for O8T. It is in rhe interest of both Jjustice

and judicial economy that the hearing on the vMotion to Compel be set

for the same time and date as the upcoming status conference on

discovery and that it be sel before Her Honor Judge Gonzales in Dept.

X1, rather than before the Discovery Commissioner, because digcovery

matters are now belnd heard in Dept. XI in accordance with the

recommendation of the Supreme court of Nevada.

The PlaintizZfsz’ counsel ‘s objections (in Exhibits 3 and 4 to the

ary b rffidavit) to the discovery sought by the Defendant herein are
without merit and, in contrast with , the Plaintiffs’ counsel’s

extensive discovery actions are hypocritical.

For the forsgolng reasons the Motion for OST cghould be granted

ae set forth hereinabove and, after the hearing to be provided for in

such Order Shortening Time, the Motion TO Compel should be granted.

DATED: May 21, 2010.
Respectfully'gubmitted,

PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED

e e

Fatrick ¢. Cia

Attorneys for So-cal iled Nominal
Defendant Kokoweel, 1nc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary
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I, PATRICK C. CLARY, having bheen first duly sworn, upon my oath,

depose and state as follows:

1. T am the sole officer, director and stockholder of Patrick C.

Ciary, Chartered, a Nevada professional corporation, which is counsel

for so-called Wominal Defendant Kokoweef, Inc., a Nevada corporation

(“Kokoweef”) and for Defendant Patrick C. Clary.

5 T make this Affidavit in support of Kokoweef’s Motion to

o

ru

Ilaintiffs and

Compel Answers to Interrogatories Propounded <To

Lesponse to Reguest Lo Plaintiff[s] for Production of Documents, to
iy !

which this Affidavit is attached as Tyhibit A. This Affidavit should

be accepted by the Court as the Certificate reguired under Rule. 374{a)
o the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure and also is intendsad to comply

with the further reguirements of rule 2.34(d) of the Eighth Judiczal

District Court Rules.

3. On Epril 2, 2010, 1 caused to be served on counsel for the

Plaintiffs herein (a) Interro atories Propounded to Plalntl f=, and
i r

(b) 2 Request to Plaintiffis] for Production of Documents, coples of
which are attached heretc at Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively.

4. On May 7, 2010, I received from Plaintifis counsel (&)

e

Plaintiffs’ First Responses to Defendant Patrick C. Clary’'s [sic]

rrogatories and (Db) Plaintzffs’ First Responses To
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Defendant Patrick C. Clary’s [sic] First set of Request for Documents,

Exhibit & - Page 1



copies of which are attachsd here 1
5. Rlso on May 7, 201C, 1 franpsmitted a letter to Pleintiffs
counsel, a copy of which is sttached hercto as BExhibit 5. No reply was

ever recelved Irom Plaintiffs counsel to the azid lettfer.

£. Because T had heard nothing from Plaintiffs’ counsel regarding

=
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n my aforesaid letter (Exhibit 5 he

}.,.n

the request set forth

May 19, 2010 I placed a +alephone call to Jennifelr
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one of Plaintiffs’ counsel hereln, for the purpose O
discovery dispute conference required by sald Rule 37{a)

2.34(d), but my telephone call was not returned.

Lo

7. On May 20, 2010, I placed another call to Ms. Taylor and was

+old by the person answering the telephone that Ms. Taylor was on a

-

conference call and would call me back in 25-30 minutes. Approximately

within that period of ime T received,the call from Ms. Taylor, who .

ne she needed to wcomplete, and,

141‘

0,

to1d me that she had & deadl
we scheduled a telephone conversation for 11:00 a.m. today.

therefore,

pproximately 11:00 a.m. Ms.

Sl

8. On this dete, May 21, 2010, at

more than one hour we

Taylor telephoned me as scheduled, and for

conducted the discovery dispute conference. The discussion was gulte

neated at times, and at one point Ms. Taylor called me a liar. I

persevered, however, =nd was able to complete the discovery dispute

conference.
¢, In the spirit of “compromise,” Ms. Taylor sald, apparently
waiving the objection she had interposed to the effect that The

Q

Interrogatories had to be served separately on each and every one of

Txhibit A - Page Z



=, she agreed to provide ANSWEers, +o the sxtent that her

rn answer them [ IDTLEIIOCctOIiu”S Nos. 1 Z2, 34
! 7 TR
»

5 &, 10, 11, 12, and 13; however, she

— 4=

believed that those Interrogatori

~

newers theretol

T

' those Interrogatories and the

shz would “renumber’

10. She also said that she would provider the Answers TO L& by one

week from today, which is May 28, 2010.

11. Bowever, she refused to provide Answers to Interrogatcries

Nos. 7-9 and 14-26, because che asserted that they were “overly

broad,” and she also refused to provide ANSWEIS ta 27-322, becauss, she

said., according to her “pranumbering” calculation, they would be in
r = et L

excezs of 40 Interr
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21t that all of the

Hh

12. I reiterated to Ms. Taylor That

rd and easy to answer and that I

Interrcogatories were straightforwa
ronsidered her objections to be without merit.

13, Notwithstanding the foregoing concessions by Ms. Tavlor, she
- r

refused to agree to produce any cf the documents reguested to be

produced, stating that she would stand by her ckijections set forth in

mxhikbit 4 hereto.

14 . Accordingly, I am seeking an arder from the Court, compselling

that Answers be provided to all of the Interrogatories utillizing the

.

xisting numbering system set forth and also compelling the production

.
=
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Law Offices of

PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED

7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suile 410

Las Vegas, Mevada 89128
Tel: 702382 0813 - Fax: T02.382-7277
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DPATRICKE C. CLAEY, CHARTERRED
Patrick C. Clary

Nevada Bar No. 00053

City Center West, Suite 503
7201 West Lake Mead Beoulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 88128
Telephone: 702.382.0813

FAX: 702 .382-7277

Attorneys for So-called Nominal
Defendant Kokoweef, Inc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary

DISTRICT COURT
CLZRK COUNTY, NEVZDA

-olo-

TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R. and
TAURETTA L. KEHOE; JOHN EERTOLDO;
PAUL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ; JACKIE
& FRED KRAVETZ; STEVE FRANKS ;
PAULA MARTA BARNARD; PETE T. and
1.ISZ A. FREEMAN; LEON GOLDEN;

C.n. MURFF; GERDA FERN EILLBE;

BOB .and ROBYN TRESKA; MICHAEL
RZANDOLPH; and FREDERICK WILLIS,

Plaintizis,
VE .
IARRY H. HAHN, individually, anc

as President and Treasurer of
Kokoweef, Inc., and former

CASE NO.
DEPT NO.

A

558629

o
PN

INTERROGATORIES PRO-
COUNDED TO

PLZINTIFFS

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
President and Treasurer of )
Explorations Incorporated of )
Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF SURPLUS, )
INC., a Nevada corporation; }
PRTRICK C.CLARY, an individual; )
DOES 1 through 100, inclugive; )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

}

)

)

)

)

)

Defendants,

and
KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada
corporation; EXPLORATIONS
TNCORPORATED OF NEVADA, a

dissolved corporation,

Nominal Defendants.
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PATRICK C. CLARY, €

7201 West Lake Mead Bouievard, Suitc 410

Las Vegas, Mevada 89128
Tel: H¥2.382.0813 - Fax: 702.382-7277
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So-czlled Nominal nafendant Kokoweel, Inc. (“Kokoweef”) and
frick ¢, Clary, pursuantc to Rule 33 of the Nevada Rulesg
of Civil Procedure, hereby‘propoumd.to the Plaintiffes and esach of them

separately the following Tnterrogatories:

1. Please state your name and all other names which you have used

or by which you have heern Knowi.
2 Please gtate your regidence addresses and all other addregses

as which you have regided since yOu hecame & atoekholder of either

Kokoweel or Explorations Incorporated of Nevada, a Nevada corporation

(vExplorations”) oOF woth of them together with the dates of such

regidencies.
3. Please state the date on which you bescame & stockholder of

sither Kokoweel OT Explorations OY both of them. If vou became &3

stockholder of both of them state the date for esach of them.

4. When and how did you first learn aboutheithex Explorationsg o
kokoweef or both of them?

5. Wersa you,contacted by anyone representing'either Explorations

or Kokoweef to buy ctock in either of them? 1f so, stats the name of

the persgon Or DErSOons who contacted you, the date, place and method

of contact and rhe circumshances of the contact.
&. Have you &Vvel met Defendant Larry Hahn, and, 1f so, who

introduced you to him? If =0, state the date, lowation and method of

the meeting.
7. Wwhat 1if anything at anytime did Mr. Hahn tell you regarding

Explorations Or Kokoweef and your purchasge of stock in either or both

of them?

8. When did vyou first meest Plaintiff Ted Burke, and who

t anytime did Mr. Burke tell

o

introduced you to him? Wwhat if anything




Law Offices of
PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED

7201 West Lalke Mead Boulevard, Suite 410

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Tel: 702.382.0813 - TFax: 702.382-7277
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vou regarding Explorations or Kokoweef and vour purchase of ztocic in

either or both of them?

9. Have vou ever meet Defendant Patrick C. Clary, If =so, who
introduced yvou to him, and what if anything at anytime did Mr. Clary
tell you about Expleorations or Kokoweef and your purchase of stock in
either or both of them?

10. 8tate the number of shares of stock which yvou ownn or held in
either Exploratiocns or Kokoweef and whether you paid cash or soms
other congideration. What congideration did you provide for the stock?

11. State the certificate numbers representing all shares of

M

atock of either Explorations Or Kokoweef which yvou own or hold and th
number of shares that appears OI each such certificate.

12. Did vyou ever exchange shares of stock of Exploraticns foxr
shares of stock of Kokoweef? If S0, when did that occur, and sexplain

che circumstances of such exchande. St et

C
13. Did you personally sign a verification of the so-called
Verified Derivative First Amended Complaint filed in the above-

cantioned case on September 22, 2008 (*the Amended Complaint”)?

14. State all facts upon which you rely in support of the
allegations contained in the so-called First Cause of Action of the
amended Complaint.

15. State all facts upon which you rely in support of the

allegations contained in the ao-called Second Cause of Action of the

mmended Complaint.
16. State all facts upon which you rely 1in support of the
zllegations contained in the so-called Third Cause cof Action of the

amended Complaint.

17 state all facts upon which vyou rely in support of the

(WA
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7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suite 410

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Tel: 702 382.0813 « Fax: 702.382-7277
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zllegations contained in the so-called Tourth Cause of Action of the

amended Complaint.

ul
Fy
i

15, State a1l factg upon which you rely in support of

®

allegations contained in the so-called Tifth Cause of Action of th
amended Complaint.

15. &tate all facts upon which vyou rely in support of the
aliegations contained in the so-called 2ixth Cause of Action of the
amended Complaint.

0. cState all facts upon which you rely in support of the
allegations contained in the ao-called Seventh Cause of Action of the
amended Complaint.

51. State all Ffacts upon which you rely 1in support of the
allegations contained in the ao-called BEighth Cause of Acticn of the
amended Complaint.

22, State all facts upon -~ which vou rely in support .of the

szllegations contained in the so-called Ninth Cause of Action of the

amended Complaint.
53, State all facts upon which you rely 1in support of the

allegations contained in the so-called Tenth Causge of Rction of the

Amended Complaint.

24. State all of facts on which vou based your claim that
Defendant Patrick C. Clary committed sscurities fraud.

25 . State all facte which vou beliesve constituted nesgligent
misrepresentation by Defendant Patrick C. Clary.

56. State all representations of which vou complain were mace to

you by Defendant Patrick C. Clary upon which you relied to vour

detriment.

27. Have there been any representaticns made to you by any other
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7201 Wesl Lake Mcad Boulevard, Suite 410

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Tel 102.382.0813 - Fax: 702.382-7277
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2lexander Robertson,

Plaintiff in this acticn or any other person as to any benefit that

you or any other person will receive a result of the successiul

prosecution through a trial to Judgment of this litigation? If so,

state specifically what thoge representations were or are.

2. State specifically what you hope to achieve for your beneflt
by the filing and prosecution of this litigation. If vyou deny that
there ig any such benefit, what then wag and 1s your purpose and

filing and prosecuting this litigation?

26, Have vyou contributed to the cost of the filing and

prosecution of this litigation, and if =0, what was or 18 that

contribution, when was 1t made, and to whom was it made.

30. If vou have made no contribution to rhe Plaintiffs’ cost of

.

thig litigation, who ie financing this litigation, and what are the

terms of that financing arrangemsnt?

31. Have you had any disdQ;%ions with Neal J.;Be%lgxf‘Esquire,

Esguire, or Jemnnifexr Taylor, Esguire? If so,

sat forth whether the discusgion was telephonic or in person, the

dates, location if in person and who wag present or participated on
each occasion.
35, Set forth any facts of which you are aware regarding any

aspect of this litigation that are not contained in the answers to the

foregoing Interrogatories.
DATED: April 2nd, 2010.
PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTER

zm@cea

Patrick C. Clary

Attorneys for So-called Neminal
Defendant Kokoweef, Inc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary

h




Law Offices of

PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARIERED

7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suiie 410

Las Vepas, Nevada 89128
Tel: 702.382.0813 - Fax: 7023827277
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CERTFICATE OF SERVICE BY MATT ING

The above and foregoing Interrogatories Lo Plaintififis were served

: L £ 174 = ! 4~ E et - -
ornn the Plaintiffs by mailing & Copy thereof, first-class postages

prepaid, to thelr attorneys, Loberteon & Vick, LLP, 401 North Buffalo

Drive, Suite 202, Las Vegas, Nevada 89145, and were sgerved on
Defendants Larry Hahn and Hahn's world of Surplus, Inc. by mailing =
copy thereol, first-clags postage prepaid, to their attorney, M Nelson
Segel, Esg., M Nelson Segel, Chartered, €24 gpouth ¢%® Street, Las
Vegas, Nevada £910%1, on April 2, 2019;

SATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED
I

h ] Ei/q'uv -LM\
k ¢. Clary

Patric

By

Attorneys for So-called Nominal
i ipefendant Kokoweef, Inc. and
Y mafendant Patrick C. Clary




EXHIBIT 2



Law Offices of

PATRICK C. CLARY,; CHARTER

LD

7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suite 410

Tel: 702.382.0813 - Fax: 702.382-7277

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
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|'paNpOLPH; and FREDERICK WILLIS,

REPE

DATRICK . CLARY, CHARTERED
Patrick C. Clars

Nevada Bar No. 00053

Ccity Center West, Suite 503
7501 West Lake Mead Boulevard
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Telephone: 702.382.0813

FAX: 702 .382-7277

Zttorneye for So-called Nominal
Defendant Kokoweel, Inc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary

DISTRICT COURT
CLARE COUNTY, NEVADA
-olo~

TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R. and
LAURETTA 1. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOLDO;
PAUL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ; JACKIE
5 TRED KRAVETZ; STEVE FRANKS;
PAULA MARIZ BARNARD; PETE T. and
LISA L. FRERMAN; LEON GOLDEN;

C.A. MURFF; GERDA FERN BILLBE;

BOBE and ROBYN TRESKA; MICHAEL

Plaintiffs,
va.
LAREY H. HAHN, individually, and

as Prezident and Treasurer of
Kokoweef, Inc., and former

CASE NO.
DEPT HNO.

AGERE29
XI .

REQUEST TO PLAINTIFF FQR
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTSE™ ~

Explorations Incorporated of
Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF SURPLUS,
INC., & Nevada corporation;
PATRICK C.CLARY, an individual;
DOES 1 through 100, inclusive;

Defendants,
and

KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada

corporation; BEXPLORATIONS
INCORPORATED OF NEVADA, a
dissolved corporation,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
President and Treasurer of }
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Nominal Defendants. )
)
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I.as Vegas, Nevada 89128
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o-czlled Nominal Defendant Kokowsel, Inc. and Defendant . Patricl

0

¢. Clary, pursuant Lo Fule 24 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure,
hereby reguest that the Plaintiffs and each of them produce and
deliver to the aforesaid counael, at their address seat forth herein,
within 30 days of the date hereof, all documents and things which
support the allegations contained in First, Second, Third, Fourth,
Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eicghth, Ninth, and Tenth so-cailed Causes of
Action contained in the ao-called Verified Derivative First Amended
Complaint filed in the above-captioned case on September 22, 2008.
DATED: April 2nd, 2010.
DATRICE C. CLARY, CHARTERED

. =3
BY
Patrick C. Clary

attorneys for So-called Nominal _
Defendant Kokowee, Inc. and \
Defendant Patrick C. Clary

2
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PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED

7201 West Take Mead Boule

d, Suite 410

L.as Vegas, Nevada 82128
Tel; 702.382.0813 - Fax. 702.382-7277
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CERTIFICATE OF SEEVICEH BY MAITING

|

The =hove and foregoing Reguest to Plaintiffs for Production of

Documents was served on the

v

pleintiffs by mailing a copy thereorl,

o

first-class postage prepaid, to their attorneys, Robertson & Vick,
LLP, 401 North Buffalo Drive, Surte 202, Las Vegas, Nevada 89145, and
was served on Defendants Larry Hahn and Eahn's Worlid of Surplus, Inc.
by mailing a <opy theresof, first-class postage prepaid, to their
attorney, M Nelson Segel, =sd., M Nelsgon Segel, Chartered, 624 South
git grreat, Lag Vegas, Nevada 89101, on April 2z, 2010.

PATRICK C. CLARY, CHARTERED

@WCV@{T

Patrick C. Clary

attorneys for So-called Nominal
pDafendant Kokoweef, Inc. and
Defendant Patrick C. Clary
ST

Soh
o
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TOBERTSON

[#3)

8

wvicy, LLe 28

ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, IV
State Bar No. 8642

JENMNIFER L. TAY LOR

Qiate Bar No. 5798

ROBERTSON & VICK, LLFP
401 N. Buffalo Drive, Suite 202
T a5 Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702} 247-4661
Facsimile! (7023 247-6227

Atterneys for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

TED R. BURKE, MICHAEL R. and
LAURETTA L. KEHOE; I OFEN BERTOLDO;
PAUL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ;
JACKIE end FRED ERAVETZ; STEVE
FRANKS; PAULA MARIA BARNARD:
TEON GOLDEN; C.A. MURFF; GERDA
FERN BILLBE; BOB and ROBYN TRESKA;
RANDOLPH, and FREDERICK

Plaintiifs,
V8.

LARRY H. HAHN, individually, and as
President and Treasurer of Kokoweef, Ing., and
formey President and Treasurer of Explorations
Tncorporated of Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF
SURPLUS, INC., a Nevada corporalilon; DOES
1-¥%, inclusive; DOE OFFICERS, DIRECTORS

and PARTICIPANTS I-XX,

Defendants,.

and

KOKOWEEF, INC, a Nevada corporation;
EXPLORATIONS NCORPORATED OF
NEVADA, a dissolved corporation;

Wominal Defendants,

iR@@EHﬁB
MAY &% 2010

BY:

) CASE NO. A558629
y Dept. X1

PLAINTIEFS® FIRST RESP ONSESTO
DEFENDANT PATRICK C. CLARY’S
y FIRSY SET OF INTERROGATORIES

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
J
)
)
)
)
)
)
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CENERAL OBIBCTIONS

The responses herein are made ol the basis of information and writings presently

available to and located by the above-named Responding Parties upon reasonable investigation of

i#s records and memory. There may be other and firther information affecting the responses of

which Responding Parties, despite their reasonable investigation and inguiry, are presently

umaware. Respending Pariies are continuing the development of facts and legal igsues which are

presented in fhis matter and inquired into by Propounding Parties’ discovery. Responding Parties

reserves the right to modify or to entarge their responses herein with such pertinent additional

information as may subsequently be discovered. Furthermore, these responses are made by

Responding Pariies without prejudice to their nsing or relying on at trial any subseguertly-

discovered informatiorn, or information omitted from these responses as a result of good-faith

oversight, error oF mistake.

The responses herein are made solely for the purposs of this action. Each response 18

subject 1o all objections as 10 competence, relevance, mnateriality, propriety and admissibility, and

to any and all other objections on any g crounds which would reqmre t 1S sxclusmn from evidence

of any statement Terein of any inspection or manner asked of, or any statemants contained herein

which were made by witpesses present and testifying in court, all of which objections and

grounds are expressly reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial.

No incidental or implied admissions are intended by the responRses herein. The fact that

the Responding Parties responded or obj ected to any discovery request, of part thereof, shall not

be deemed an admission that Responding Parties accept O admit the existence of facts set forth

or assumed by such discovery, OF #at such response or objection contains admissible evidence.

The fact that Responding Parties have answered part OF ali of any discovery request 1s not

intended to, and shall not be construed to be a waiver by Responding Parties of any part of any

objection to any discovery request.

To the extent any discovery request, or part thereof, calls for information, legal analysis

or reasoning, Writings, communications, or anything else protected form disclosure by the work-

product doctrine, or the attorney-client privilege, or any other privilege, Regponding Parties
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hereby object to each and every such discov

ery request, anc part there I, and will not supply or

render information, or anything else protected from discovery by virtue of such doctrine or

privileges.
Responding Parties objects to any discovery request, or part thersof, which purporls o

require responding Parties to conduct an investigation beyond its recaords and recollection as

hurdensome and oppressive.

Tn answering these discovery Tesponses, Propounding Parties has been furnizhed with

such information as is presently available to R2esponding Parties, which may include hearsay

and other forms of information, which may or may not be admissible into evidence. Responding

Parties reserve all obj ections relating to admissible evidence. Responding Parties reserve the

right to introduce at trial evidence which is not presently known 1o Propounding Parties and/or

discovery subsequent 10 the dafe of these answers and 1eServe the right to amend these answers

without motion at any time.

¥ should be noted that Responding Parties have not fully completed their ipvestigation of
#he facts related to the case, have not fully completed their G.lSuBvay in this action, and have not

fully completed its prﬂpaxatmn for trial. Further, it should be notcd that pursuant to the Order

Giranting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel, Responding Parties have only recently received discs

containing in eXCess of 15,000 pages of documents retated 1o Kokoweels shareholder records,

which were scarned at Responding Parties’ expense at the offices of Kokoweef between April 16

and April 21,2010, Alt fiie answers contained herein are hased solely upon such information and

documents which are presently available, and spaciﬁcally Inown, to responding Parties. The

following respcnses are, therefore, given without prejudice to Re sponding Parties’ right to

produce evidence of any subsequently-discoverad fact or facts which the responding Parties may
later recall or discover.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Please state your name and all other names which you have used or by which you have

agn KNOWI.

i
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RESPONSE T INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Objection. These Intsrrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually, Without waiving fhis
Objection, Plaintiffs jointly respond as foliows:

Discovery is coptinuing. Plaintiffs jointty reserve the right to supplement this response
up 1o and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Please state your residence addresses and all other addresses at which you have resided

since you became a stockholder of ither Kokoweef of Explorations Incorporated of Nevada, a

Wevada corporation (“Bxplorations™) or both of them together with the dates of such residences.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Objection. These Tnterrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in viclation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 2, it is a compound interrogatory, which actoally

consists of Interrogatories No. 5 and 3. Further, Plainiiffs object {0 this Interrogatory because the

information sought is unreasonably cumulative, duplicative and obtainable through another

sourres, specifically, Propounding Parties’ own business records, Without waiving these
Objections, Plaintiffs jointly regpond as follows:
iscovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplerent this respense

up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NQ. 3:

Please state the date on which you wecame a stockholder of either Kokowesf or

Explorations or both of thern. If you became & stockholder of both of them, state the date for

each of them.

RESPONSE TO INTEEROGATORY NG, 3:

Objection. These Tnterrogatories were served on ail Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

WRCP 33, and, thercfore the Interro gatories must be served individualily. Additionally, while this

Tnterrogatory 18 enumerated as Interrogatory No. 3, it is 2 compound interrogatory, which actually
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comsists of Imerrogatories No. 4 fhrongh 6. Forther, Plaintifis object o thig Intefrogalory

because the information sought js unrsasonably cumulaﬁve, duplicative snd obiainable through
another souree, gpecifically, Propounding Parties’ own business records.  Without waiving these
Objections, Plaintiffs jointly regpond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintifls joinily reserve e right to supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.
INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

When and how did you first iparn about either Fuplorations or Koloweef or both c:f
them?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4

Objection. These Interrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

WRCP 33, and, thersfore the Tnierrogatories must be gerved individuaily. Addifionally, while this

Triterrogatory i8 emmmerated as Tnterrogatory No. 4, it ic g compound interrogatory which actually

consists of Interrogatories Wo. 7 and 8 Additionally, 15 Tnterrogatory is vague, ambiguous and

indefinite o apprise Responding Pariies of what is actually being sought. Without waiving these
Ohbjections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:
Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up o and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NGO, 5:

Were you contacted by anyons repregenting either Explorations or Kokowesf to buy stock

in either of them? 1f so, state the name of the person or persons who cantacied vou, the date,

place and method of contact and the circumstances of the contact.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG, 5t

Objection. These Inferrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 23, and, therefore the Tsterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

IntesTogatory 18 epumerated as Interrogatory No. 5, it is a compound nterrogatory which actually

consists of Tnterrogatories No. 10and 11 4 dditionally, this Interrogatory is vague, ambiguous
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esponding Parties of et 1s actually being soughi. Without warving

S
ma indefinite to apprise Re

thege Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:
Discovery is continuing. Plainiiffs, jointly, reserve fhe right fo supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Have you ever et Defendant Larry Hahn, and, if so, who introduced you 10 him? If so,

grate the date, location .nd method of the meefing.

RESPONSE TO TNTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Objection. These Interro gatories were served on all Plaintiffs joinily in violation of
WRCP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Interrogatory 18 ennmerated as Interrogatory No. 6,itis a cq;z;poun& interrogatory which actually

consists of [nierrogatories o. 12 and 13. Without walving ﬂ‘iSSS {Objections, Plaintiffs jointly

respond as foliows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
up to end including the time of trial.
INTERROGATORY NO. 7t

What if anything at any time did Mr, Hahn tell you regarding Bxplorations or Kokoweef
£l e uI

and your purchese of stock in either or both of them?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY MG, 7t

Objection. These Interrogatorics Were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Inferrogatories must be sarved individually, Additionally, while this

Interrogatory is erumerated as Interrogatory No. 7,itis a compound interrogatory which actually

consists of Interrogatories MNo. 14 - 17. Additionally, this interro gatory is vagne and ambiguous
a5 to fime and context, and so indefinite as to fail to apprise Responding Parties of what is
actually being sought. Further, this Interrogaiory ig overly hroad and unduly burdensome

hecanse it seeks 2 blanket narrative of evenls at “anv time”. Without walving these Object]
3 g jections,

Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:
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Discovery is continuing. Plainiiffs, jointly, reserve the right to supplement this responss

up to and including the time of trial.
INTERROGATORY NO, 8
When did you first meet Plaintiff Ted Burke, and who introduced you to him? What if

anything at any e did Wir. Burke tell you regarding Explorations or Kokoweef and your

purchase of stock in cither or both of them?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. §:

Objection. These Interrogatories were cervad on all Plaintiffs jointly in viclation of
NROCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 8, it i a compound interrogatory which actually

consists of Interrogatories Np. 18 through 20. Additionally, this interrogatory is vague and
smbiguous as to tme and context, and so indefinite as 10 £ail to apprise Responding Parties of

what is actually being sought. Further, this Interrogatory is gverly broad and unduly burdensome
Lecause it seeks a blanket narrative of events at “any sime”. This Interrogatory is also overly
broad to the extent that is sesks information, without Limitation, which may be subject to the
attorney-client privilege and the attorney work-product doetrine, and is ‘vagu? and ambiguous

hecause it assumes facts which have not been provided by Responding Parties. Without waiving

these objections Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right 1o supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.
TNTERROGATORY NG O

Have you ever met Defendant Patrick C. Clary, Tf so, who introduced you o him, and

what if anything at any fime did Mr. Clary tell you about Explorations ot Kokoweef and your

purchase of stock in either or both of them?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Objection. These Interrogatories were gerved on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Tnterrogatory is epumerated as Interrogatory No. 9, it is a compound interrogatory which actually
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consists of Interrogatories No. 2 Iﬁzmmmtﬁétﬂnf is vague and
ambiguous as to time and context, and 50 indefinite as to fail to apprise Responding Parties of
what is actually being songht. Further, this Interrogatory 1s overly broad and unduty
burdensome because it seeks 2 blanket narrative of events at “any time”. Without waiving these
Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right 1o supplement this response

1p to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Siate the number of shares of stock which you owiL OF hold in either Explorations or

7 okoweef and whether you paid cash or some other consideration. What consideration did yvou

provide for the stock?

RESPONSE TG INTERROGATORY NO. ib:

Objection. These Interrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs joimtly in violation of
NRCP 33, and, therefore the TnterTogatories must be arved individually. Additionally, while this

Interrogatory 1s enumerated as Interrogatory No. 10, it is 2 compound mterrogatory which

actually consists of Interrogatories No. 23 through 26. Further, Plaintiffs object to this

Interrogatory becanse the information sought is imreasonably cumulative, duplicative and
obteinable through another source, specifically, Propounding Parties’ own business records. This

Inferrogatory is also overly broad to the extent that is seeks informatior: for whick facts which

have not been provided by Responding Parties. Without Wdiving these Objections, Plaintiffs

jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial. Objection.

INTERROGATORY NO.11:

INTERRMA LA e s

utate the certificate numbers representing all shares of stock of either Explorations or

Kokoweef which you own o1 hold and the number of shares that appears on each such cerfificate.
"
i




e T T T e T R

11 PESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG. 11t

Objection. These Interrogatories Were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

WRCP 33, and, thersfore the Tnterrogatories must he served individually. Additionally, while this

P R X

Interrogatory 18 enumerated as Interrogatory o, 11, it is a compound interrogatory which

Interrogatories No. 26 through 27. Further, Plajntiffs object to this

eh

actually consists of

Interrogatory because the information songht 1s unreasonably cumulative, duplicative and

obtainzble through another soWCe, specifically, Propounding Parties” own business records. This

[=-EEES L S

Interrogatory is also overly broad, vague and mmbignous becavse it assUmEs that Propounding

o || Parties have taken certain actions in regard to the provision of stock certificates to Responding
10 || Parties. Without waiving these Objeciians, Plaintiffs jointly respond a5 follows:

1X Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
17 || up to and including the time of trial.

13 | INTERROGATORY NG, 12:

14 Did you ever exchange chares of stock of Explorations for shares of stock of Kokowsel?

15 || If so, when did that oceur, and explain the cireumstances of such exchange.

¢ | RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12

17 Objection. These Tnterrogatories wWere served on all Plaintiffs joinfly in vielation of
18 | NRCP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. This interrogatory is
19 || compound. 4 dditionally, while this Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 12, as a

21| result of the preceding compotmd {mterrogatories, it constifutes Interrogatory No. 29. Fusther,

21 || Plaintiffs object to this Tnterrogatory because the information sought 18 unreasonably cumulative,

22 |i duplicative and obtainable through another sOUIees, specifically, Propounding Parties’ own

23 || business records. W ithout waiving these Obj ections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

24 Discovery is continuing Plainfiffs, jointly, reserve the right to supplement this responsé
25 || up to and including the time of trial.

26 | /1

27
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INTEEROGATORY NG, 13t

Did vou personally sign a verification of ihe so-called Verifisd Dyerivative First Amended

Complaint filed in the above-captioned cse O Septernber 22, 2008 (“the Amended

Complaint”)?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Objection. These Interrogatories were gerved on all Plaintifls jointly in violation of

NROP 33, and, therefore ihe Toterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Tnterropatory is erumerated as nterrogatory No. 13, as a result of the preceding compound

interrogatories, this constinites Interrogatory No. 30, Without waiving this Objection, Plaintifls

jotmtly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up to and including the time of trial.
NTERROGATORY NQ. 14:

INTERROGATORY 2. 22

Siate all facts upon which you rely in support of {he allegations comtained in the so-catled

First Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG, 14:

Objection. These Tniterrogatories were seyved on all Plaintiffs ] ointly in violation of
NRCP 33, and, therefors e Tnterrogatories mmust be served individually. Additionally, while this
Tnterrogatory is enmmerated as Interrogatory No. 14, as a result of the praceding compound
interrogatories, this Interrogatory constimtes Interrogatory No. 31. Further, this Interrogatory is
overly broad and upduly burdensome because it seeks a blanket narrative account of the case
through its Tequests for “all facts”. This Interro atory is also vague and ambiguous as to the ferm
woncalled”. Without waiving these Ob] ections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right o suppiement this regponse

up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NGO, 15:

State all facts upon which you rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-calied

Second Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

_...lG._
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RESPONSE T T TOINTERROG ATORY NO. 15:

Objection. These Inferro catories Were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of
NRCP 33, and, thersfore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Tnterrogatory i enumezated as Interrogatory No. 15, as a result of the preceding compound
interrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory No. 27 Fyrther, this Interrogatory is overly broad

and unduly burdensome because it seelrs a blanket narrative accoumnt ok Fthe case through its

requests for “all facts”. This Interrogatory is also vague and ambiguous as 10 the term “s0-

called”. Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as foliows:
Discovery is confinuing. Plajntiffs jointly reserve the right to suppflﬂmﬂn’c this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

State all facts upon which you rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-calied

Third Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.
RESPONSE TO ENTERROGAT@RY NQ. 16

Objection. These Interrogatories wers served.on all Plaintifs Jomﬂy in vxmatmn of
i

NRCP 13, and, therefore the Tnierrogatories must be served individually. A,ddmonally whlle this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory Weo. 16, ag a result of the preceding compound
interrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory Mo, 33. Further, this Interrogatory is overly broad
and unduly burdensome because it geels a blanket narrative account of the-case through its
requests for “all facts™. This Interrogatory is also vague and ambiguous as to the term “so-
called”. Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is contimung. Plaintiffs, jointly, reserve the right to supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial

INTERROGATORY NO. 17

Giate all facts upon which you rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-called

Fourth Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

il
I

- 11 -
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RESPONSE T LNTERROG_%T@RY NG, 17t

Objection. These Interrogatories were sarved on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of
WRCP 33, and, thersfore the Tnterrogatories must be served individnally. Additionally, while this

Tnterrogatory is emurmerated as Interrogatory No. 17, this constitute Intem‘o ogtory No. 34. Further,

this Interrogatory is overly broad and unduly burdensome because it s':-eifs a blanlcei narratvs

account of the case through its requests for “all facts”. This Interrogatory is also vague and

ambiguous as 1o the femm wq called®, Without watving these Objections, Plaintiffs jomntly

regpond as follows:
Discovery is continuing. Dlaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up 1o and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

State all facts upon which you rely in support of the allegations contained In the so-called |

Fifth Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

‘Objection. These Interro gatories were. sm'v=d on all Plaintifis Jomt!vm *vlolatlon of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. iddmonal‘y while this

Interrogatory is enmimerated as Interrogatory o. 18, as a result of the preceding compotrd

interrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory No. 35, Purther, this Interrogatory is overly broad

and unduly burdensome because it seelks a blaniet narrative account of the case through its

requests for “ali facts”. This Interrogatory 18 also vague and ambiguous as 10 the term “s0-
ealled”, Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs joinily respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right tc supplement this regponse
up to and including the time of trial.

TERROGATORY NO. 18:

i IN

Siate all facts npon which you rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-called

Gixth Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

1
11

- 12 -
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG, 19t

Objection. These Interro gatories were cerved on all Plaintifls jointly in viclation of
WROP 33, and, therefore the Interrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Interrogatory 1s enumerated as Interrogatory No. 10 as & result of the preceding compound
interrogatories, this Imierrogatory actually constitutes the twenty-eighth Interro gatory and should
be numbered, therefore, as Interrogatory No. 36. Further, this Interrogatory is overly broad and
unduly burdensome because it seeks a blanket narrative accoun? of the case throngh its requests
for “all facts”. This Interrogatory is also vague and ambiguous as {o the term “so-called”.
Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve fha right to supplement this response

up 1o and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO-. 20:

State all facts upon which you rely in support of the allegations contained ini the so-called

Geventh Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.
RESPONSE TU INTERROGATORY NG, 248:

Objection. These Interrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs }omﬂy in violation of

WRCP 33, and, therefore the Interro gatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Interrogatory s erumerated as Inferrogatory Ne. 20, as a result of the .pgacading compound

interrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory No. 37. Further, this Interrogatory is overly broad
and unduly burdensome because it seeks blanket narrative accout of the case through its

requests for “all facts™, This Interrogatory is also vague and ambignous as to the term “so-

called”. Without waiving these Objections, Plam‘clffs jotntly respond a8 follows:
Discovery is continuing. Plainiifs jointly reserve the right o supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY N 21
State all facts upor which you rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-called

Eighth Canse of Action of the Amended Complaini.

i1

- 13 -
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG, 21t

Objection. These Interrogatories Were served on all Plaintiffs jolntly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. sdditionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory Ne. 21, as & result of the preceding compound
interrogatories, this constituies Interrogatory o, 38, Further, this Inferro catory 18 overly broad

and unduty burdensome because 4t seeks a blaplet narrative account of the case through ifs
requests for wqll facts”. This Interrogalory is also vague and amblguous a8 1o the term “so-
salled™, Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs joinily respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

State all facts upon whick you rely in support of the allegations contained in fhe so-catied

| ~nth Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

ONSE T INTERROGATORY NG, 22

Objection. These Interrogatories were served on all Pleintiffs jointly in viclation of

RESPE

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatoriss must be served indiviﬁaliy. A dditionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 22, as a result of the preceding sompound
interrogatories, ihis constitutes Interrogatory Weo. 25. Further, this Interrogatory is overly broad
and unduly burdensome because it secks a blanket narrative acconn{ of the case through its
requests for s4y] facts”. This Interrogatory is also vague and ambignous as to the term “s0-
called”. Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discavery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:
State all facts upon which vou rely in support of the allegations contained in the so-calied

Tenth Cause of Action of the Amended Complaint.

i
i

- 14 -
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RESPONSE TO INTERROC CATOREY NG, 23

Objection. These Interro oatories were gerved on all Piaintiffs jointly in viclation of
NRCP 33, and, sherafore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Interrogatory is enumerated as Inferrogatory e, 23, as a result of the preceding compotmd
inmterrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory No. 40. Further, this Interrogatory ig overly broad

and unduly burdensome because it seeks a blaniet parrative account of the case through its

requests for “all facts”. This Interrogatory 15 also vague and amblguous 28 to the term “s0-
called”. Without waiving these Ohbjections, Plasntifls jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement 1h1s response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NG. 24:
Gtate all of facts on wiich you based vour claim that Tyefendant Patrick C. Clary

commitied securifies frand.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG. 24

Objection. These Interrogatories Were served on 21l Plaintiffs jointly n violationof | -
NRCP 33, and, sherefore the Interro satories must be gerved individually. Additionally while this
= o 3 y ﬂ'ﬂd

Interrogatory 18 enumeraied as Interrogatory No. 24, as a tesult of the preceding compound

interrogatories, this constitutes miexrogatory No. 41, and, thersfore, Propounding Parties have
esrceeded the number of Interrogatories permitted by NRCP 33. Further, this Interrogatory is
overly broad and unduly burdensome because it seeks a bianket narrative accourit of the case
through its raquesté for “ail facts”. This Interrogatory is also objected to the basis that it seeksa
legal conclusion as 10 sporities frand.” Without watving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly
respond as Tollows:

Discovery s continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response
up to and ncluding the time of trial. Objection.
INFERROGATORY NO. 25:

State all facts which you helieve constituted negligent misrepresentation by Defendant

Patrick C. Clary.

- 15 -~
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' 1 TO INTERROGATORY WNO. 25;
Z Objection, These Interrogatories wWere gerved on o] Flaintiffs jointly in violation of
3 || NIRCP 33, and, therefore the Jnierro gafories must e served individually. Additionally, while this
4 Interrogatory is anumerated as Interrogatory No. 25, as a result of the preceding compouﬁd

interrogatories, this coustifutes Interrogatory No. 42. Therefore, Propounding Parties have

Lit

6| cxceeded the number of Interrogatories permitted pursuant 1o WNRCP 33. Forther, this

71 Interrogatory is overly broad and unduly burdensome because it seels a blaniet narrative account

g | of the case through its reguests for w1] facts”, This Interrogatory is also objected to the basis

g || that it seeks a legal conclusion as to “negligent misrepresentation”, Without watving this

10 || Objection, Plaintiffe jointly respond as follows:

11 Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs joinily reserve the right to supplemernt this response
12 || vp to and inoluding the time of wial.

13 INTERROGATORY NQ. 26

14 State all representations of which you complain were made to you by =fendant Patrick
15 | C. Clary upon which vou relied 10 yOUT detriment.

16 | RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY N, 26:

Objection. These Tnterrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in viclation of
18 || NRCP 33, and, therafore the Interro oatories must he served mdividually. Additionally, while this

19 | Tnterrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 26, as a result of the preceding compound

2g || imterrogatories, this Interrogatory actually constitutes +he twenty-eighth Interrogatory and should

21 || be numbered, therefore, s Interrogatory W, 43, Therafore, Propounding Parties have excesded

72 It the number of Tnterrogatories permitted pursuarnt 1o NRCP 33. Purther, this Interro gatory is

33 || overly broad and umduly burdensome becanse it seeks a blanket narrative account of the case

24 || through its requests for “all representations™ This interrogatory is also vague and ambignous as

25 1l 1o time and context, and so indefinite as to a1l to apprise Responding Pariles of what is actually

26 || being sought, and is so overbroad as 1o seek information not conternplated to lead to the

P

271l discavery of admissible evidence. Withowt waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond

ROBERTEOR
&Vicr, LLP 28| as follows:
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Discovery is contimung. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to suppiement this response

:} up to and including 1he time of trial.
| INTERROGATORY NO. 27

Have there been any representafions made to you by any other you or any other person
will receive a result of the anceessful prosecution through 2 trial to judgment of this litigation? If
so, state specitfically what those representations Were O 2.

RESPONSE TGO INTERROGATORY NO. 27

Objection. These Interrogatories Were served on all Plaintiffs joirtly in viclation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Tnterrogatory is epumerated as Interrogatory No. 27, as a result of the preceding compound

interrogatories, this constiftes Interrogatory Ng. 44. Therefore, Propounding Parties have

exceeded the number of InterTo gatories permitted pursuant to NRCP 33. Further, this

Interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and essentially unintelligible so as to fail fo apprise

Responding Parties of what 18 actuaily being sought. Sines this Interrogatory 18 unintelligible,

Plaintiffs assert that it may seelr information and reporis of communications proiected by the
attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine, and seeks information not

sntended to Jead to the discovery of admissible information. W, sthout watving these Objections,
Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:
Discovery is contimung. Plaintiffe jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up to and including the time of triel.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

State specifically what you hope 1o achieve for your benefit by the filing and prosecution
of this fitigation. If you deny that there is any such benefit, what then was and is your purpose in
filing and prosecuting this fitigation?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28:
Objection. These Interrogalories Were cerved on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Interro gatories must he served mdividually. Addifionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory No. 28, itisa compound interrogatory which

- 17 -
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gists of Interrogatories No. 4% and 46. Therefore, Dropounding Parties have

JE—
actually comn

| excecded the rumber of Interro gatories permitied pursuant 1© NRCP 533, This Interrogatory is

also overly broad to the extent that is seeks information, without limitation, which may be
subject to the attorney-client privilege and the atforney work-product doctrine, and is vagus,
ambiguous and overly broad becanse it assumes facts wihich have not been provided by
Responding Parties and seeks legal conclusions and opinions. Without waiving these
Objections, Pigintiffs jointly respond as follows:

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffe jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up to and including the tirme of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Have you contributed to the cost of the filing and prosecition of this litigation, and if 8o,
what weas or is that coniribution, when was i made, and fo whom was it made?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY WG, 258

Objection. These Interrogetories Wers served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of
NRCP 33, and, therefore fhe Interrogatories must be sz;-;yed individually. Additionaily, while

fids Tnterrogetory is apumerated 2s nterrogatory No. 28, it is 2 compound interrogatory which
actually consists of Tnterrogatories NO. 47 and 48. Thersfore, Propounding Parties have excesded

the mumber of Interro gatories permitted pursuarit 1o NRCP 33. Further, this Interrogatory does

not seek information likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and requiring
Plaiptiffs to respond to ihis Tnterrogatory will subject fhem to annoyance, emberrassment,
oppression, harassment and an anwarranted invasion into their private financial affairs. This
Interrogatory is also vague and ambiguous as 10 the time and context of information sought.
Without waiving this Objection, Plaintiffs joinfly respond as follows:

Discovery is contipuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to sapplement this response
up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30:
¥ you have made no conéribution to the Plaintiffs’ cost of this litigation, who is financing

this litigation, and what are the terms of that fnancing arrangement?

- 18 -
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RUSPONSE TO TNTERROGATORY NG 34

Objection. These Interrogatories wWere served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of

NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory Mo. 30, itisa compound Interrogaiory which
actually consists of Interrogatories No. 49 and 30. Therefore, Propounding Parties have exceeded
he number of Inferro gafories permitted pursuant to NROP 23, Additionaily, this Interrogatory
seelrs Information which is not caleulated to lead fo the discovery of admissible evidence, and
Tequiring Plaintiffs to respond to this Interrogatory will subject them to annoyance,
embarrassment, oppression, harassment and an unwarranted invasion into their private financial
nffairs, This Interrogatory further seeks nformation which may not be in the possession, 1o the
exctent any responsive irformation exists, of the individu:al Responding Parties, and so, calls for,
\ltimately, inadmissible speculation and hearsay., Without waiving these Objections, Plainfiffs
jointly respond as follows: |

Discovery is continuing. Plainﬁffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NQ, 31:

Have vou had any discuissions with Neal 1. Beller, Bsquire, Alexander Robertson,

Esquire, or J ennifer Taylor, Bsquire? 1 so, set forth whether ihe discussion was telephonic or in
person, the dates, Jocation if in PErsoi and who was present of participated on each occasion.

EESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NG, 31

Objection. These Interrogatories were served on all Plaintiffs jointly in violation of
NRCP 33, and, therefore the Tnterrogatories must be served individually. Additionally, while this
Trierrogatory is armmerated as Interrogatory No. 31, it is & compound interrogetory which
actually consists of Interrogatories No. 51,52 and 53. Therefore, Propounding Partics bave
exceeded fhe number of Tnterrogatories permitied pursnant to NRCP 33, This Interrogatory,
sfurther, calis for information subject to the attorney-client privilege and is overbroad, vagre and

ambiguous as fo tme and context. This Interrogatory is overly broad and unduly burdensome
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becavse it geeks a blanleet nar?atwc deiineation

o “any discussions” Wlftf?l"éinhrls’ £5unsel.

Without waiving this OF] ection, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follﬂws

Discovery is continuing. Plaintiffs jointly reserve the right to supplement this response

up to and including the time of trial.

INTERROGATORY NG, 32:

INTERROGA LI L 2 rsemes

Set forth any facts of which you are awete regarding any aspccf of this litigation that are
not contained in the answers to the foregoing intesrogatories.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY N 32

Ohjection. These Tnferrogatories Were cerved on all Plaintiffs j Dil’lﬂéf in violation of

NRC? 33, and, therefore fhe Tnterrogatories must be served individually. A@ditionallyi while this .

Interrogatory is enumerated as Interrogatory o. 32, as a result of the preceding compound
interrogatories, this constitutes Interrogatory No. 54, Therefore, Propounding Parties have
excesded the number of Interrogatories permitted pursumlt to NRCP 33. Further, this

Tnterrogatory 18 overly broad and undaly burdensome because it soeks & blanket narrative account

of unlmown aspects of the case ‘throucrh ite requests anjf Iapts Adaltlonally the terms zm}

fact” and “any aspeet” in broad refsrsnce to this “litigation” are vacrue ambiguons, and

potentially seek information protectsd'by fhe attorney chient privilege and the attorney work

product privilege. This Interrogatory is also so vague, amﬁiguous, overbroad, unduly |
urdensome and indefinite as to fail to apprise Plaintiffs as to what is being songht. Without

waiving these O] sctions, Plaintiffs jointdy respond as follows:

i |

il

1l

[

it

1l

i

il
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i Discovery is continuing. Plaintirs jointly reserve the right to supplement this Tesponss
21 up to and including the tire of mials.
3l DATED: May 5th, 2010 ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP
4 N\ Oh
N,
5 By: '
ATISANDER B BERTSON, IV
6 Wepate Bay No. S642
TENNIFER L, AAYLOR
T evadg Baf No. 5798
xOBl;Z?'\TS ON & VICK, LLP
8 401 B Buffalo Dr., Suite 202
Ias Vegas, Nevada 29145
9 Attorneys for Plainiiffs
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
15
26
27
ROBERTEON
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Y hereby certify that on the 50 day of May, 2010, 1 served & copy of the above and
foregoing PLAINTIFES® FIRST RESPONSES TG NEFENDANT PATRICK €. CLARY’S

FIRST SET OF INTERRO GATOEEE& addressed to:

L. Nelson Segel, Chartered Pairick C. Clary, Chartered

M. Nelson Segel, Esg. _ Pairick C. Clary, Esq.

24 South 9" Street 7901 West Lake Mead Boulevard
Tas Vegas, NV 20101 Syuiie 410

Telephone: (702) 3R5-6260 Las Vegas, NV 89129

Tacsimile: (702) 382-2967 Telephone: (702) 382-0813
Attorneys for Larry Hahn and Facsimile: (702) 382-7277
Hahn’s World of Surplus, Inc. Attorneys for Kokoweet, Inc.
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i FERN BILLBE;

e
ALESANDER ROBERT SON, IV

Gtate Bar No. 8042

JTENNIFER L. TAYLOR

Ciate Bar No. 5798

ROBERTSON & VICE, LLP

401 N. Buffalo Drive, Suite 202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

Telephone:  (702) 247-4661
Facsimiie: (702) 247-6227

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

TED R, BURKE, MICHAEL R. and
LAURETTA L. KEHOE; J DN BERTOLDO;
PATL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ;
JACKIE and FRED ERAVETZ; STEVE
FRANIKS; PAULA MARIA BARNARD:
LEON GOLDEN; C.A. MURFF; GERDA
BOE and ROBYN TRESKEA;
MICHAEL RANDOLPH, and FREDERICK
WILLIS,

Plaintiffs,
V.

LARRY H. HAFN, individually, and as
President and Treasurer of Kokoweef, Inc., and
former President and Treasurer of Explorations
Incorporated of Nevada; HAHN g WORLD OF
QURPLUS, INC., a Nevada corporation; DOES
1-X, inclusive; DOE OFFICERS, DIRECTORS
and PARTICIPANTS 120K, : :

Defendants,.
and
KOKOWEEFE, INC, a Nevada corporation;

EXPLORATIONS DNCORPORATED OF
NEVADA, a dissolved corporation;

‘Norminal Defendants.

RECEIVES]

WeY 07 2010

DISTRICT COURT
'CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

y CASE NO. A558629
) Dept- X

}
)
)
%
} PLAINTIFFS FIRST RESPONSES TO
) DEFENDANT PATRICK C. CLARY’S
) FIRST SET OF REQUEST FOR

y PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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GENERAL TTAL OBILCTIONS

Ls

The responses herein are made on the basis of information and writings presently
available to and Jocated by the ahove-named Responding Parties upon reasonable investigation of
ste records and memory. There may be other and further information affecting the responses of

which Responding Parties, despite their reasonable investigation and inquiry, are presently

unaware. Responding Parties are continuing “the development of facts :&md iﬂcral issues, and the

discovery of documents, which are presented in this matter and inquired mto by Propounding

Parties' discovery. Responding Parties reserves the right to modify or 1o enlarge their responses

herein with such pertinent acditional information as May subsequently be discoverad.

Turthermore, these Tesponsss are made by Raspondmg Parties without prp}udlca 1o their using or

relying on at trial any sub sequenﬁy-discoverad mformatmn, or information omitied from these

responses as & resuit of sood-faith oversight, STror OF miistake.

The responses herein are made solely for the ose of this aciion. Each response i
T

subject to all objections as 10 competence, relevance, materiality, propriety and admissibility, and

1o any and afl other objections on any g grounds which Wo.ﬂd rpquue the axcluswn from emdmcn

of any statement herein of any inspection of Mamner asLed of, or any statmmmnts contained herein

which were made by witnesses present and testifying in court, ail of ¢ which objections and

erounds are expressly reserved and may be inlerposed at the time of trial.
No incidental or impliad admissions are intended by the *ﬂspomﬂs herein. The fact that

the Responding Parties responded or obj ected to any discovery request, or part thereof, shall not

be decmsd an adnnsswn that Responding Parties accept or admit the exisience of facts set forth

or assumed by such discovery, of that such response or objection contains admissible evidence.

The fact that Responding Parties have answered pari or all of any discovery request is not

intended to, and shall not be construed to be a waiver by Responding Parties of any part of any

objection to any discovery request.

To the extent any discovery request, or part thereof, calls for information, legal analysis

or reasoning, writings, communications, or anything else protected form disclosure by the work-

product doctring, OF the attorney-client privilege, or amy other privilege, Responding Parties
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Herehy object to each and every such discovery requesat, and part fhersof, and will not sapply or
render information, or anything else protectad from discovery by virtze of such doctrine or
privileges.

Responding Parties objects to any diScOVETy request, or part thereof, which purpozrts to

require responding Parties to conduct an investipation beyond IS secords and recollection as

wurdensome and oppressive.
Tn answering these discoVery TeSPOTSES, Propounding Parties has been furnished with

auch information as is presemtly available to Responding Parties, which may inchude hearsay and

other forms of information, which may or may not be admissible into evidenca. Responding
Parties reserve all objections relating to admissibie evidence. Responding Parties 1eserve the

right fo introduce at trial evidence which is not presently known to Propounding Parties and/or

discovery subsequent t0 the date of these answers and reserve the right to amend these answers

without motion at any time.
Tt should be noted that Responding Parties have not fully completed their investigation of
the facts related to the case, have not fully completed fheir discovery in this action, and have not

fully complsted its preparation for +rial. Purther, it should be noted hat pursuant to the Order

ranting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel, Responding Parties have only racently received dises

contaiming in excess of 19,000 pages of documents related to Kokoweef's shargholder records,

which were scanned at Responding Parfies’ expense at the offices of Kokoweel between April 16

and April 21, 2010. All the answers contained herein are pased solely upon such information and
documents which are presently available, and specifically Imown, to responding Partfies. The
following 1esponsss axe, therefore, given without prejudice to Responding Parties’ right to

produce evidence of any subsequenﬂy—&iscevcreé fact or facts which the resp onding Parties may

laier recall or discover.

REQUESTFOR PRODUCTION NG. 1

So-called Nominal Defendant Kokoweef, Inc. end Defendant Patrick C. Clary, pursuant

1o Rule 34 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, herehy request that the Plaintiffs and each of

them produce and deliver 1 the aforesaid counsel, at their address set forth herein, within 30
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days of the date hereof, a1l documents and things which support the allegations contained in First,

Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Bighth, Ninth, and Tenth so-called Causes of
Action contained in the so-called V erified Derivative First Amended Complaint filed in the
ahove-captionsd case o0 September 22, 2008,

RESPONSE TC REQUEST FOR FPRODUCTION NO. 1t

Objection. This Request was served on all Plaintiffs jointly in v1o£ancn of NRCP 34,
and, therefore the Request rmust be served individeally. Additionally, while this Request is
enumerated as a single Request, 1t is a compound Request seeking production of Documents on
ten separate categories of documents. Further, Plamtiffs object to this Request because it is

anreasonably cumutative, duplicative, overly broad and unduly burdensome. Plaintiffs also

object to this Request as vague and ambiguous as to the ierms “things”, “so-calied”, and because
it seeks documsants, without limitation, subject t0 the attorney-client gﬁvﬁege and the attorney

work produet privilege. This Request is also overly broad and tnduly burdensome because it

hasnot b

eslcs a blanlket production of documents When discovery hias not 528 n completed, and discovery

disputes are still pending with Propounding Parties. Hmallv ﬂus Request is infended 3013’13 to
harass and cause Plaintiffs to incar unnecessary fees and uosts because it seels documents on
causes of action that have been dismissed and, therefore, Pmpoﬁnding Party has no legitimate
basis, pursuant 1o NRCP 11, to propound snch & Request. Additionally, Plaintiffs object to this
Request on the basis that it does not seek to obtain documents that will lead to the discovery of

odmissible evidence. Without waiving these Objections, Plaintiffs jointly respond as follows:
] ¥ 1esp

/i
i
i
i
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1
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Discovery i€ continuing, Plainiifis jointly reserve the right to suppiement thig response

up to apd including the time of trial.

DATED: May 5th, 2010 ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP

e D AT
ALERANDERROBER] SON, IV
Newvade Bar Mo, 8642
TENNTFRRAL. TAYLOR
Nevada/Sat No. 5796
ROBERTSON. & VICE, LLP
4071 N. Buffalo Dr., Suite 202
Las Vegas, Nevada 20145
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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f hereby certify that on the 5"

foregoing PLAINTIFFS’
FIRST SET OF REOUESTS FOR

M. Nelson Segel, Chariered

M. Nelgon Segel, Esg.

€24 South 9" Street

Tas Vegas, NV 89101
Telephone: {702) 385-6266
Facsimile: {702) 382-2967
Attorneys for Larry Fahn and
Hizhn’s World of Surplus, Inc

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

day of May, 2010, 1 gerved a copy of the above and

PIRST RESPONSES TO DEFENDANT PATRICK C. CLARY’S

PRODUCTION OF DOCTUMENTS, addressed to:

patricle C. Clary, Chartered
Patrick €. Clary, Esq.

7n01 West Lake Mead Boulevard
Suite 410

Las Vegas, NV 80129 .
Telephone: (702) 382-0813
Pacsimile: (702) 382-727 7
Attorneys for Kolkoweef, Inc.

Mindies ?’I@m@a
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Law OFFISES OF

PaTricK C. CLARY, CHARTERED
TELEPHONE 702.382.0813 A ProrFessionat CORPORATION BRAKNCH DFFICE
Fax 702.382.7277 ~501 WEST Lake MEaD BOULEVARD, SUITE 503 543 PLUMAS STREET

%xmuPcd?r¥@aoLcom _ Lac VEGAS, NEVADA 89128 Reno, Nevana B8509
ww.patclary.com TeLEPHONE 775.8348.0099

ey 1 .
May 7/, 2010 Fax 775.348.1738

mmailjtaylor@rvediaw. com
& Original by Redqulal Mail

Jennifer L. Taylor, Esd.

Robertgon & Vick, LLP

401 Worth Buffaloc Drive, Suite 202
Las Vegas, Nevada gel4db

ne: Burke, et al. v. Hahn, ot al.

Dear Jenniier:

ro my discovery in hand. They should

I have your ap-called “Responses”
fions” instesad because that is all

more properly have been entitled “Objec
they are. suffice it to say that your chijections ars without merit. Most,

if not all, of your ob-ections, if they had any merit at all, would apply
¥ 3 at : PP LY
diculoug lengths to

to your discovery documents. While you have gone to ri
drag Out yvour — Oown discovery ProOcess, vou Aare stonewalling ours

mproperly . Your “kes onaes” are further evidence of vour bad fzith 1
DIroL 1 £ o An!

the conduct of this litigation.

Therefore, in compliance with EDCR 2.34(d), I hereby demand that you make
vourself available foxr a perscnal oI telephonic conference with me for
the purposs Of attempting LO regsclve this discovery dispute. Please
advise me of what dates and times you will be available to do so. I cculd

he available on my cell phone (281.9996) for & telephonic conference
while T am in Washingtomn, D. C. next week. o

1f you fail or refuse the participate in good faith for such a conference
and do not provide the digcovery properly and timely reguested within ten
davs of the date of this letter, I will £ile & motion te compel and for
attorney’s fees together with a motion for order shortening time thereon
he heard before Judge Conzalez, who has undertaken to

for the matter to
+ed in business court by the

hear discovery matters in this case asg prefer
Supreme Court of Nevada and by vyou.

Sincerely yours,

—

patrick C. Clary

g

cc: 1t
ce: M Nelson Segel, Esd.
Larry Hahn, president

Kokoweel, Inc.



