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AFF 
Jennifer L. Taylor, Esq. 
NEIL J. BELLER, LTD. 
Nevada State Bar No.  5798 
401 N. Buffalo Drive, Suite 202 
Las Vegas, NV   89145 
(702) 247-4661 
(702) 247-6227 Facsimile 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R and LAURETTA 
L. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOLDAO; PAUL
BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ; JACKIE and
FRED KRAVETZ; STEVEN FRANKS; PAULA
MARIA BARNARD; PETER T. and LISA A
FREEMAN; LEON GOLDEN; C.A. MURFF;
GERDA FERN BILLBE; BOB and ROBYN
TRESKA; MICHAEL RANDOLF; and
FREDERICK WILLIS,  
 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
LARRY L. HAHN, individually, and as President
and Treasurer of Kokoweef, Inc. and former
President and Treasurer of Explorations
Incorporated of Nevada; HAHN’S WORLD OF
SURPLUS, INC., a Nevada corporation; DOES I
– X, inclusive; DOE OFFICERS, DIRECTORS,
and PARTICIPANTS I – XX, 
 
  Defendants, 
 
and 
 
KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada corporation;
EXPLORATIONS INCORPORATED OF
NEVADA, a dissolved Nevada corporation; 
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STATE OF UTAH ) 

   : ss. 

County of Salt Lake ) 

 

I, TALON C. STRINGHAM, being first duly sworn upon oath, depose and state as follows: 
 
1. I am over the age of eighteen and am in all respects competent to testify to the facts and 

conclusions described herein.  

2. I am employed with and am a shareholder of Sage Forensic Accounting, Inc (“Sage”).  Sage is 

a litigation support, forensic accounting, and consulting firm.  Sage has been hired by the Plaintiffs to 

provide forensic accounting services in the above-captioned litigation. 

3. I am a Certified Public Accountant, a Certified Fraud Examiner with the Association of 

Certified Fraud Examiners, an Accredited Senior Appraiser with the American Society of Appraisers, 

Accredited in Business Valuation from the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

(“AICPA”), a Certified Information Technology Professional with the AICPA, Certified in Financial 

Forensics with the AICPA, and a Certified Computer Examiner from the International Society of 

Forensic Computer Examiners. 

4. A copy of my CV is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

5. I have conducted a review of various documents that have been provided to me, See Exhibit 2 

for an inventory of the documents and the dates received. 

I. SAGE’S ANALYSIS  

6. I have been asked to review and analyze the books and records of both EIN and Kokweef to 

determine if any fraudulent activity and/or misappropriation of the companies’ assets has occurred.  
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Over the course of my investigation I have received documents from the Defendants in a piecemeal 

fashion.  Accordingly, I have previously prepared a number of affidavits related to my finding and the 

documents I need to complete my assignment.  

7. In May 2008, in preparation for an evidentiary hearing, I prepared an affidavit outlining my 

findings at that time.  A summary of my findings at that time, are as follows: 

a. There are virtually no internal controls at either Kokoweef or EIN. 
b. There are expenditures that lack supporting documents at both companies. 
c. There are self-dealing transactions at both companies, and with Larry Hahn. 
d. Larry Hahn has control or a controlling influence over the day to day operation of 

Hahn’s World of Surplus, Inc., Kokoweef and EIN, comprised of responsibilities for all 
three entities’ control over cash disbursements, responsibilities for all three entities’ 
approval of payments, and responsibilities for all three entities’ signing and issuing 
checks. Because of the unique relationship Mr. Hahn had with all three entities, and the 
lack of supporting documentation and internal controls, it was necessary to request 
additional documentation to complete the assignment    

 
8.  In May 2008 Reta L. Van Da Walker,  as I understand it, the bookkeeper of EIN/Kokoweef, 

prepared an affidavit in which she states: 

In 2002, at the request of BURKE, I was retained by EIN to examine stockholder 
records.  At that time, I verified stockholder ledgers against the receipts and made an 
accurate listing of all stock issued. 

I had no contact with anyone in EIN from the time of completion of the stockholder 
ledgers until 2007. 

In or about August 2007, I was contacted by Mr. Hahn (“HAHN”) and asked if I would 
be available to do an examination of the records of KOKOWEEF and EIN.  I was 
informed, and knew, that all of the companies’ records were hand written.  I was 
informed that a decision was made to put all records into QuickBooks.   

Upon review of the records, I noticed that not all entries were made pursuant to 
generally accepted accounting principles.  In my experience, it is not unusual for small 
businesses to make errors in the entries of their books.  However, I did not find 
anything that suggested to me that improper conduct had taken place. 

I reviewed various records of EIN and Kokoweef, including, but not limited to, 
canceled checks, deposit slips and receipts.  From this review I made entries into 
QuickBooks. 
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Based upon my review of the books and records of EIN and KOKOWEEF, it is my 
opinion that, although they have been run as a small business, their records are 
exceptionally clean and complete.  Although the records were available, they were not 
kept in a manner that I would have liked to have seen. 

9. In addition to the affidavit of Reta L. Van Da Walker,  I received is a copy of the QuickBooks data 

for EIN and Kokoweef, and supporting binders of bank statements, and mine receipt files for 2003 

-2007.   Using the data provided, I prepared a second affidavit in July 2008.  A summary of my 

findings at that time, are as follows: 

a. I sampled a period of mine receipt documentation to test Ms. Van Da Walker’s claim 
that the records she prepared for EIN/Kokoweef are accurate and found  Ms. Van Da 
Walker did not account for all the QuickBooks transactions with supporting receipts 
and did not record all the receipt/bank statement transactions in QuickBooks for the 
period tested. 

b. The sampling of the data called into question Ms. Van Da Walker’s opinions regarding 
the completeness and accuracy of the records. 

c. I found discrepancies when comparing transactions recorded in the Company’s 
QuickBooks for its US Bank Checking account with corresponding supporting 
documents the US Bank canceled checks.  The discrepancy was that the payees’ names 
in QuickBooks did not match the actual name on the canceled checks.  

d. EIN had not provided supporting documentation for the stockholders. 
e. In an attempt to verify the validity/legitimacy of the payments out of EIN/Kokoweef, I 

once again outlined further supporting documentation required from the entities 
involved in this closely-held/closely controlled relationship between Mr. Hahn and 
HWS, EIN and Kokoweef in order to trace the cash disbursement cycle.  

 
10. After the issuance of this affidavit, I received (and subsequently analyzed) additional mining 

receipts, many of which were duplicates of items previously produced.  Once again I discovered 

the supporting transaction data was incomplete and the red flags or fraud indicators remained 

unexplained.   I prepared a third affidavit in December 2008, in which I once again outlined 

numerous indications of fraud which could not be resolved without additional supporting 

documentation. 
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11. In May 2009, I prepared my fourth affidavit presenting the evidence of commingling between 

EIN/Kokoweef and Hahn and his company Hahn’s World Supply (“HWS”).  A summary of my 

findings at that time, are as follows: 

a. I found receipts for items purchased by or invoiced to HWS but payments were made 
by EIN/Kokoweef. 

b. I found payments to Hahn and HWS without supporting documentation for the 
transaction. 

c. I found a number of checks with payees, none of whom were HWS, wherein the checks 
were deposited into HWS’s account. 

d. In an attempt to verify the legitimacy and veracity of the payments out of 
EIN/Kokoweef, I once again outlined the required supporting documentation from the 
entities involved in this unique relationship between Mr. Hahn and HWS, EIN and 
Kokoweef in order to trace the transactions.  

 
12. In May 2009 I also prepared a declaration in which I identified EIN/Kokoweef transactions which 

appeared personal or for which I was unable to ascertain any legitimate business reason related to 

EIN/Kokoweef.  I was again provided with supplemental documentation from the defendants.  

Again, most of the documents were duplicative of documents previously provided.  Even though I 

have continued to receive bits of supporting documentation, to date I have been unable to verify 

that the payments made by EIN/Kokoweef were for the benefit of EIN/Kokoweef and not HWS or 

Mr. Hahn personally. 

13. As previously mentioned, Mr. Hahn has a controlling influence in each of the entities, including 

the responsibility of cash disbursement for all three entities which consists of approving payments 

and signing and issuing checks.  I understand that Mr. Hahn has total control over the cash 

disbursement process of EIN/Kokoweef. 

14. The following diagram outlines the tracing of disbursements of a single entity:   
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15. In this single entity scenario, as illustrated in the above cash disbursement diagram, the 

documentation necessary to verify payment and receipt of goods and services would require proof 

of payment (e.g., a canceled check) verifying payment to the vendor and proof of receipt of the 

good or services provided (e.g., an invoice).   

16. The concern in this situation arises from what I understand to be the following facts: 1) Mr. Hahn 

has total control over the cash disbursements of EIN/Kokoweef entities, 2) Mr. Hahn has/had an 

interest in HWS, 3) EIN/Kokoweef have paid HWS for goods and services, and 4) the existence of 

suspicious/unverified transactions and/or supporting documentation.  Situations such as these 

increase the likelihood that self-dealing or wrongful/fraudulent activity may have occurred.  Mr. 

Hahn and HWS have both claimed to have purchased items for EIN/Kokoweef for which they 

were reimbursed.  However, there are no known internal controls which would prevent Mr. Hahn 

from manipulating the system for his own benefit, due to the fact that he: 1) requests the goods and 

services, 2) approves payment, 3) signs the checks,  and 4) receives the payments of stock 

purchases.   

Vendor 

Payment  

Purchasing entity 

Goods & 
Services 
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17. The only way to ascertain that no abuse of the system occurred by Mr. Hahn in this situation is the 

ability to review documentation supporting EIN/Kokoweef’s liabilities to their vendors for the 

good and services provided.  With Mr. Hahn’s control of the entities he could receive goods and 

services for himself or HWS and have EIN/Kokoweef inappropriately make payment to the 

vendor. 

18. The following illustrates the cash disbursements between EIN/Kokoweef, Mr. Hahn, HWS and the 

vendors of the goods and services, as well as the areas of expected documents that we have been 

unable to review to close the existing gaps in our ability to complete an audit and analysis. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
* Only a fraction of the transactions have supporting documentation from the Vendor. 

Blocked access to documentation needed to verify that payments made by EIN/Kokoweef were for 
Goods & Services received by EIN/Kokoweef 

Vendor 

Larry Hahn & 
Hahn's World 

Surplus 

EIN/Kokoweef 

Payment to Vendors 

Payment to Hahn or HWS

Goods & Services

Payment to 
Vendors 

Goods & Services *

Goods & Services**
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** Larry Hahn / HWS have not provided any documentation which to support delivered goods & 
services.  
 
19. The canceled EIN/Kokoweef checks indicate payments to vendors, and/or Mr. Hahn and HWS. I 

have not been provided with documentation to support that the goods and services allegedly 

purchased by Mr. Hahn and HWS for EIN/Kokoweef were actually received by EIN/Kokoweef.  

20. I can only trace the payment portion of the cash distribution cycle.  I am not able to verify that the 

goods and services were received by EIN/Kokoweef or close the tracing of the cash distribution 

loop.  In order to close the loop I need to gain access to supporting documents such as payment 

verification or an invoice of an item for EIN/Kokoweef which would indicate to whom the goods 

and services were delivered.   

21. The Defendants have presented the definition of “Commingling” from the Black’s Law Dictionary 

as “to put together in one mass”1.  I am aware that commingling has a specific legal definition and 

I am unqualified to offer a legal opinion as to the applicability of this definition.  However, from 

an accounting perspective, even if Mr. Hahn or HWS purchased goods for EIN/Kokoweef and 

subsequently issued payment to himself or HWS, the cash disbursement cycle has been 

commingled.  Further, without supporting documentation showing that EIN/Kokoweef received 

the goods and services allegedly purchased by Hahn or HWS on behalf of EIN/Kokoweef, I am 

unable to determine that all the transactions were kept separate and accurately accounted for.  I 

anticipate that access to HWS records will allow this loop to be closed.   

                                                 
 
 
1 Reply to Plaintiffs’ opposition to Defendants Larry L. Hahn and Hahn’s World Surplus, Inc.’s 

Motion to Quash Subpoenas. 
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22. From the documentation the Defendants have provided I found a number of accounting 

discrepancies, including large numbers of unrecorded transactions in QuickBooks, transactions 

without any supporting documentation, and numerous fraud indicators.  These discrepancies, 

which I will outline in the subsequent sections of this affidavit, can only be resolved by 

investigating the documentation maintained by Mr. Hahn, for himself or HWS.  It should be noted 

that assuming no wrong doing has occurred, as Mr. Hahn asserts, the documentation that exists 

should exonerate, rather than indict, Mr. Hahn and/or HWS.    

23. In the cases where Mr. Hahn or HWS purchased the goods and services for EIN/Kokoweef, I also 

need adequate documentation supporting Mr. Hahn’s or HWS’s purchases (payment verification 

and invoice) of an item for EIN/Kokoweef which resulted in reimbursement payments to Hahn or 

HWS.   

II. Discrepancies in the EIN/Kokoweef documentation 

 
24. To demonstrate the magnitude of the lack of supporting documentation and the red flag / fraud 

indicators the following is a narrative of my findings.   

25. I have reviewed documents provided and reconciled the duplicate items to account for all the data 

produced to date. A list of documents, data, and information that I have received including the date 

received is attached in Exhibit 2.  I have compared the bank statements of EIN/Kokoweef to the 

EIN/Kokoweef QuickBooks and to the payment receipts and invoices which were provided to 

support the transactions. 

A. Unrecorded Transactions 
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26. I have received copies of cancelled checks for EIN/Kokoweef. The total number of canceled 

checks I have received so far for EIN/Kokoweef is 2,041.  However, the QuickBooks prepared by 

Ms. Van Da Walker only recorded 1,721 of the 2,041 check transactions.  Ms. Van Da Walker 

failed to record 320 check transactions totaling $113,520.16 in the EIN/Kokoweef QuickBooks 

records.  Please refer to Schedule 1. 

B. Transactions without Canceled Check 

 
27. In addition to not recording checks in the QuickBooks recorded, QuickBooks contains transactions 

for which no supporting canceled check has been provided.  In total 1,955 check transactions were 

recorded in QuickBooks for EIN/Kokoweef however, I have only received support documentation 

(canceled checks) for 1,721 of the 1,955 recorded QuickBooks check transactions.  I have been 

unable to verify the accuracy of the recorded transaction payments of 234 checks totaling 

$87,980.38 in the EIN/Kokoweef’s QuickBooks records.  Please refer to Schedule 2. 

C. Checks written or endorsed to the HWS 

 
28. In reviewing the canceled checks, I have been able to verify payment from EIN/Kokoweef to the 

vendor listed as payee (individual the check was written out to), and through the endorsement on 

the back of the check.  Of the 2,041 canceled checks totaling $1,261,011.69, 704 checks totaling 

$185,759.88 (34% of the quantity of checks written or 15% of total dollar amount) were written to 

or endorsed by HWS.    Please refer to Schedule 3. 

29. In my previous affidavits I raised the issue of checks written to payees who then endorse the check 

over to HWS.  The Defendants have provided identical declarations from James Serrill, Joan Latz, 

Larry Butler, Dick Skoy, and Brad Johnson which state the checks were cashed at HWS but 
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received the funds. However, their declarations provides conflicting testimony as to their status 

“volunteers” or “paid employees”.  In each of their declarations they state: 

 
I have voluntarily worked without compensation at Kokoweef mine project for 
Explorations Incorporated of Nevada (“EIN”) and Kokoweef, Inc. (“Kokoweef)…2 

  
30. If these individuals are working without compensation, why were they paid?  If it was for a 

reimbursement of goods and services purchased on behalf of EIN/Kokoweef, why did they not 

state so in their declaration or provide receipts and/or invoices indicating support for the payments 

they received?   

31. In addition to the above mentioned declarations, Christina Hahn, (who I understand is Larry 

Hahn’s wife) states in her affidavit: 

I had an opportunity to review the Schedules attached to STRINGHAM’s latest 
affidavit.  Schedule “1” attached to STRINGHAM’s affidavit is a listing of items 
purchased for Kokoweef or EIN through accounts of Hahn’s World Surplus (“Surplus”) 
or Hahn.  I have reviewed each of the items listed in said schedule. It is my belief that 
all of the items set forth in Schedule “1” were for items that were purchased for, 
and utilized at, Kokoweef.3 (Emphasis added) 

32. Christian Hahn does not appear to be an unbiased third party; as I understand it, she is Mr. Hahn’s 

wife. Ms. Hahn states that she has reviewed the list of transaction and it is her belief that all the 

items were purchased for Kokoweef.  Nonetheless, she fails to support her position with anything 

more than a statement of her belief.  If payments were received as a reimbursement of goods and 

                                                 
 
 
2 Declaration of James Serrill, Joan Latz, Larry Butler, Dick Skoy, and Brad Johnson paragraph 1. 
3 Affidavit of Christina Hahn, June 18, 2009. 
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services purchased on behalf of EIN/Kokoweef, why has she not provided receipts or invoices 

indicating support for the payments received? 

33. Ms. Hahn continues her affidavit and states: 

Schedules 2 and 3 relate to checks drawn on Explorations Incorporation of Nevada 
(“EIN”) or Kokoweef, Inc. (“Kokoweef”) and made payable to Surplus.  It has been 
questioned why the receipts are in the name of Hahn or Surplus.  Many of the vendors 
provide a discount to Surplus.  When Surplus purchased goods, supplies and 
services from a vendor specifically for EIN and Kokoweef, they paid for the goods, 
supplies and services at the same price as paid by Surplus.  The sole purpose of 
using Surplus’ account was to save money for Kokoweef.4 (Emphasis added) 

34. Economically, it makes sense to purchase goods and services at the lowest price one can obtain, 

even if that is obtained via the relationship of another entity.  However, cost savings does not 

eliminate the burden to provide adequate support to verify that the items were for Kokoweef and 

not HWS.  Supporting documentation should include payment verification (canceled check for 

Hahn or HWS) and invoice of an item for EIN/Kokoweef which resulted in reimbursement 

payments to Hahn or HWS. 

35. Although I am not a lawyer, it is my understanding that the discovery process is intended to allow 

the parties the opportunity to discover each other’s evidence prior to trial.  HWS is a party in this 

matter and because of the relationship described above a critical component of my engagement is 

to determine the full extent of this commingled controlling relationship, specifically Mr. Hahn 

control of assets and payments for EIN/Kokoweef. Check Payee does not match QuickBooks 

Records 

 

                                                 
 
 
4 Affidavit of Christina Hahn, June 18, 2009. 
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36. I found additional discrepancies when comparing transactions recorded in Kokoweef’s 

QuickBooks by its employee/expert Reta L. Van Da Walker for its US Bank Checking account 

with corresponding US Bank canceled checks.  The following exemplar discrepancies were found: 

a. Check # 1032: QuickBooks Payee: Greg Haun. Check Payee: Cash. 

b. Check # 1041: QuickBooks Payee: Rebel Oil. Check Payee: Cash.  

c. Check # 1063: QuickBooks Payee: Home Depot. Check Payee: Cash. 

d. Check # 1246: QuickBooks Payee Arco Stations. Check Payee: Cash, Haun’s Surplus 

 
37. Without further documentation it is unknown if these checks written to cash were used for the 

benefit of EIN/Kokoweef. 

D. Supporting Documentation 

 
38. In reviewing the canceled checks, I have been able to verify some payments from EIN/Kokoweef 

to the vendor listed as payee.  However, I am unable to determine if the goods and services paid 

for were received by EIN/Kokoweef.  In order to verify that the goods and services were received 

by EIN/Kokoweef, supporting documentation such as a receipt or an invoice is necessary, these 

supporting documents have not been provided to date.   

39. The defendants provided a number of files that were represented as support for the checks written 

out of EIN/Kokoweef. The Defendants prepared files which contained a copy of the cancelled 

checks and receipts, which they represented as support for the transaction and support that the 

goods and services were received by EIN/Kokoweef. 

40. In total, the defendants have only provided support for 190 of the 2041 checks in these files. The 

190 checks only represent 9.3 percent (190/2,041) of the total checks provided. I have categorized 
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each of the 190 checks in nine categories. The categories used, quantity, total dollar amount, and 

percentage of total dollar amount of EIN/Kokoweef is as follows:  

a. No Receipts Provided, 1,851 transactions totaling $1,174,154.84, or 90.69% of the total 

dollar amount of checks; 

b. Neither Amounts nor Dates Match, of the 190 only 37 transactions totaling $42,760.16, 

or 3.39% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

c. Matches Amount but Not Date, of the 190 only 2 transactions totaling $271.46 or 

0.02% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

d. Matches Date but Not Amount, of the 190 only 28 transactions totaling $5,763.91, or 

0.46% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

e. Matches Both Date & Amount, of the 190 only 48 transactions totaling $11,118.41, or 

0.88% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

f. Illegible Receipts – Partial Match, of the 190 only 12 transactions totaling $2,605.70, or 

0.21% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

g. Missing Receipts – Partial Match, of the 190 only 20 transactions totaling $3,867.36, or 

0.31% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

h. Illegible & Missing – Partial Match, of the 190 only 39 transactions totaling 

$19,888.80, or 1.58% of the total dollar amount of checks; 

i. Illegible Receipts, of the 190 only 4 transactions totaling $581.05, or 0.05% of the total 

dollar amount of checks; 

j. As I reviewed the support for the 190 checks provided by the defendants, I found clear 

evidence that the supporting documentation for 29 of these checks failed to support the 
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transaction and did not appear remotely related to the check itself.  A detailed list of the 

erroneous or manipulated supporting documents is shown on Schedule 5. 

  
41. In my 11 years of experience as an investigative accountant I have examined the records of 

numerous companies and I would expect to find only a small fraction of unsupported transactions.  

However, EIN/Kokoweef has provided little to no support to verify EIN/Kokoweef received any of 

the undocumented transactions.  This is a red-flag and an indicator of fraud, that only 48 

transactions out of 2,041 checks totaling $11,118.41 have adequate documentation to support the 

payment was for goods and services received by EIN/Kokoweef.  The remaining $1,249,893.28 

has not been supported.  Please refer to Schedule 4. 

42. Although I have reviewed the receipts and documentation for each of the 190 checks, I am only 

presenting an example of one item in each of the categories so as not to be redundant.  When 

categorizing these items, I totaled the amounts of the receipts to verify that they match the amount 

of the check. When comparing the dates of the receipts to the date of the check if the date of the 

receipt was less than 60 days prior to the date of the check I marked it as a match. A complete list 

of the checks and the category that they were assigned is stated below. 

43. The following summarizes the categories of supporting documentation listed above with an 

explanation of the transactions related to EIN: 

a. Example for the category “No Receipts Provided”: Check #5248 was in the amount of 

$15,354.38. The payee was Forge Welkin and the date was 08/28/2006. The bates 

stamp on the copy of this check is PL001976. We have not received any receipts to 

support this transaction. 
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b. Example for the category “Neither Amounts Nor Dates Match”: Check #4468 was in 

the amount of $2,945.29. The payee was Hahn’s Surplus and the date was 08/18/2003. 

The bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 

defendants is HS – 51 OF 108. This file only has a copy of a check and does not have 

any receipts tied to it.  

c. Example of the category “Matches amount not date”: Check #4427 was in the amount 

of $71.46. The payee was Daryl Wade and the date was 7/8/2003. The bates stamp on 

the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants is EX03 – 

78-79 of 137. A receipt included as support for this check was more than 60 days old so 

I did not mark it as appropriate.  

d. Example of the category “Matches Date Not Amount “: Check #4408 was in the 

amount of $345.66. The payee was Larry Butler and the date was 06/10/2003. The 

bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 

defendants is EX03 – 65-72 of 137. The sum of the receipts does not equal the total of 

the check.  

e. Example of the category “Matches Both Date & Amount “: Check #4365 was in the 

amount of $600.00. The payee was Vincent Davidson and the date was 4/23/2003. The 

bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 

defendants is EX03 – 50-52 of 137. The dates and amounts on the receipts match the 

check on this transaction.  

f. Example of the category “Illegible Receipts – Partial Match “: Check #5221 was in the 

amount of $344.17. The payee was Larry Butler and the date was 7/21/2006. The bates 
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stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants 

is EX06 – 71-74 of 94. Some of the receipts included as support are illegible.  

g. Example of the category “Missing Receipts – Partial Match”: Check #4389 was in the 

amount of $354.56. The payee was Charlie Powers and the date was 5/22/2003. The 

bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 

defendants is EX03 – 57-59 of 137. Some of the receipts included as support match, but 

the total of the receipts don’t match so there are likely receipts missing.  

h. Example of the category “Illegible & Missing – Partial Match”: Check #5156 was in 

the amount of $6548.10. The payee was Hahn’s Surplus and the date was 6/5/2006. The 

bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 

defendants is HS – 39-48 of 108. Some receipts provided as support match, but others 

are illegible and missing. Some of the receipts are from six years prior to the date of the 

check.  

i. Example of the category “Illegible Receipts “: Check #4804 was in the amount of 

$253.80. The payee was Joan Latz and the date was 2/4/2005. The bates stamp on the 

copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants is EX05 – 9-

10 of 90. The receipts included as support are illegible.  

44. The following is an explanation of the transactions related to Kokoweef: 

a. Example of the category “No Receipts Provided”: Check # 1345 was in the amount of 

$36,000.00. The payee was Dean R. Rogers Inc and the date was 9/20/2007. The bates 

stamp on the copy of this check is PL004894. We have not received support for this 

transaction.  
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b. Example of the category “Neither Amounts nor Dates Match”: Check # 1218 was in the 

amount of $7,070.00. The payee was Skip Wynia and the date was 6/7/2007. The bates 

stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants 

is KO 07 – 21-23 of 37. Neither the amounts nor the dates match for this transaction. 

c. Example of the category “Matches Amount Not Date”: Check #1226 was in the amount 

of $200.00. The payee was Jon Graff and the date was 6/9/2007. The bates stamp on the 

copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants is KO 07 – 

24-26 of 37. The sum of the receipts match but the dates are outside of the criteria that I 

deemed as appropriate.  

d. Example of the category “Matches Date Not Amount”: Check #1008 was in the amount 

of $469.67.  The payee was Cash and the date was 10/4/2006. The bates stamp on the 

copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants is KO 06 – 1 

of 27. The dates of the receipts are appropriate but the sum of the receipts does not 

match. 

e. Example of the category “Matches Both Date & Amount”: Check #1075 was in the 

amount of $1,676.86. The payee was U.S. Bank and the date was 1/4/2007. The bates 

stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the defendants 

is KO 07 – 5-6 of 37. 

f. Example of the category “Illegible Receipts – Partial Match”: Check #1017 was in the 

amount of $267.53. The payee was Larry Butler and the date was 10/23/2006. The 

bates stamp on the copy of this check and the receipts provided as support by the 
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defendants is KO – 06 – 5-8 of 27. Many of the receipts included as support are 

illegible.  

g. Example of the category “Illegible & Missing – Partial Match”: Check #1032 was in 

the amount of $100.00. The payee was Cash and the date was 11/11/2006.  

E. HAHN’S PERSONAL EXPENSE PAID BY EIN/KOKOWEEF 

45. I have identified a number of transactions which I have gleaned out of the documents provided to 

me that appear egregious and personal in nature.  At this time I have not been provided with any 

information to explain the business nature of the transactions.   

46. I have found that Mr. Hahn has paid $1,900.00 for dental work.  Please refer to Schedule 6.    

47. In addition, I have found transactions totaling $45,817.97 which I can’t ascertain any legitimate 

business reason.  Please refer to Schedule 7. 

48. These are examples of how it appears that Mr. Hahn has taken advantage of his total control over 

the cash disbursements for his own benefit. 

F. Shareholder funds not deposited 

49. I have reviewed the shareholder transactions and I have found 34 individuals invested in 

EIN/Kokoweef that are identified on the stockholders ledger.  However, the invested funds do not 

appear to have been deposited into the accounts of EIN/Kokoweef.  The investments have not been 

recorded in the QuickBooks, nor do cash deposit recorded in the banks statements I have reviewed 

correlate to the purchase amounts of these investments. In total, EIN/Kokoweef has not recorded 

$30,830.00 amount of investments. Please refer to schedule 12.   Therefore to conduct an analysis 

as to the disposition of these assets it is critical to review the documents in control of HWS. 
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50. It is my understanding that Mr. Hahn was the individual solely responsible for depositing funds 

received for the purchase EIN/Kokoweef shares.  The missing deposit lead me to believe that Mr. 

Hahn may have used these funds inappropriately, or for his own benefit. 

 

 

III. Additional documents  

 
51. In order to conduct a thorough investigation into the books and records I still need access to and/or 

copies of the documents, things, and information as previously outlined in my prior affidavits and 

declarations. More specifically as stated above I have only been able to trace the cash 

disbursement through half of the cycle for the majority of the transactions.  I can verify that a 

check was written out of EIN/Kokoweef but I do not have the documents to support 

EIN/Kokoweef received the goods and services.  In addition, the support which has been provided 

increases, rather than diminishes, concerns about Mr. Hahn manipulating EIN/Kokoweef, and fails 

to eliminate the overarching problems of the undocumented transactions.    

52. The key underlying factor is that because Mr. Hahn has total control of the cash disbursements, 

concerns about undocumented transactions are increased when one considers there are no known 

internal controls which would prevent Mr. Hahn from manipulating the system for his own benefit.   

Due to the large amount of unsupported transactions and the red flags mentioned above, it is my 

opinion that additional documentation is necessary.  This includes the supporting documentation 

maintained by the HWS and Mr. Hahn’s personal banking records in order to determine if the 

$1,249,765.23 was used by Mr. Hahn for his own personal benefit and/or as the payment of a 

HWS expense.   
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53. Without the opportunity to review the HWS documentation, there are three conclusions that can be 

made regarding the undocumented transactions. 

a. Mr. Hahn used his control over cash disbursements to manipulate EIN/Kokoweefs’ 

cash disbursement cycles for his personal benefit by $1,249,893.28: or . 

b. Mr. Hahn used his control over cash disbursements to manipulate EIN/Kokoweefs’ 

cash disbursement cycles and personal benefit by an undetermined portion of the 

$1,249,893.28; or . 

c. Despite strong evidence to the contrary, one must simply accept Mr. Hahn’s assertions 

that the $1,249,893.28 of unsupported transactions were for legitimate business reasons 

of EIN/Kokoweef. 

54. In order to complete my analysis and in order to determine which of the three above-mentioned 

conclusions is correct, I need access to the books and records of Hahn’s World of Surplus and Mr. 

Hahn, this includes obtaining the supporting documentation maintained by HWS and Mr. Hahn.  

Please refer to Exhibit 3, the subpoenas in question. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

55. It is my opinion that due to the above mentioned examples it is necessary to obtain the 

subpoenaed documents from the Defendants in order to unwind the commingled books and records of 

each of the entities involved.   

56. To verify each item listed above it is necessary to review documentation requested via the 

subpoena to Hahn’s World of Surplus, Inc. 

57. Defendants continued failure to produce the requested subpoenaed documentation prevent me, 

and would prevent any CPA tasked with conducting an accounting under GAAP, from being able to 

conduct a complete analysis of the substance of expenditures of EIN and Kokoweef. 
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58. Further affiant sayeth naught. 

 

DATED this _27__ day of August, 2010. 

 

__________________________________________ 
Talon C. Stringham 
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Talon C. Stringham 
 

 
 
Talon C. Stringham has over 11 years of professional experience 
including providing litigation support services, expert witness testimony, 
forensic and investigative accounting, economic loss calculations, and 
business valuation services.  He is one of only a few professionals in Utah 
to have formal training, expertise, and experience in forensic, or 
investigative accounting, business valuation and computer forensics. 
 
The following is a summary of Mr. Stringham’s business valuation, 
investigative accounting, bankruptcy/liquidation, economic loss 
calculation, personal injury, patent infringement, computer forensics, and 

general litigation experience. 
 
Business Valuations 
• Calculated the value of closely held companies in a wide variety of industries for a wide 

variety of purposes, including gift and estate tax planning, ESOP valuations, divorce 
settlements, shareholder disputes, and other litigation situations. 

• Informed as to the rules and processes that guide appraisals.  Experienced in performing 
appraisals in both contentious and cooperative environments. 

• Performed an appraisal of a heavy-duty truck brake company in a California Anti-Trust case 
that involved elements of both lost profits and destruction of business. 

• Performed an appraisal of a satellite communications provider whose owners were involved 
in a shareholder dispute.  The company, a U.S. government subcontractor, provides satellite 
communication services for the U.S. government around the world. 

• Performed five separate appraisals for three different companies involved in the paper mill 
industry in a Washington legal malpractice case. 

• Performed a combined appraisal of seven different adult entertainment oriented nightclubs 
for a Utah divorce case. 

• Performed appraisals of various automobile dealerships throughout the Intermountain area. 
• Performed appraisals of various construction and real estate development companies, 

including companies with sales in excess $100 million. 
• Performed appraisals of various professional services firms, including a CPA practice and an 

engineering/architectural firm for divorce settlement purposes. 
• Performed numerous appraisals of family limited partnerships and holding companies for gift 

and estate tax planning. 
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• Performed an appraisal of an educational film company involved in a shareholder dispute. 
• Performed an appraisal of a parcel insurance provider involved in a shareholder dispute. 
 
Forensic/Investigative Accounting 
• Supervised and performed reconstruction of accounting records as a result of theft, floods, 

fires, and other natural disasters. 
• Supervised and performed investigative accounting work for criminal fraud trials and claims. 
• Supervised and performed investigative accounting services on the assets of marital estates in 

divorce cases. 
• Supervised and performed investigative accounting services on officers and directors 

litigation and partnership disputes. 
• Performed investigative accounting work related to accountants malpractice litigation. 
 
Bankruptcy/Liquidations 
• Performed analysis related to alter ego in fraudulent conveyance and substantive 

consolidation proceedings. 
• Supervised and performed an asset tracing analysis related to cash held in a constructive trust 

action. 
 
Economic Loss Calculation 
• Calculated losses due to business interruption for a wide variety of industries on various 

insurance claims. 
• Assisted both plaintiff and defense attorneys with analysis of various economic loss 

situations.   
• Prepared economic loss calculation for a large coal mining loss in Central Utah. 
 
Personal Injury, Wrongful Death and Wrongful Termination 
• Prepared analyses for a wide variety of individuals in personal injury, wrongful death, and 

wrongful termination cases. 
 
Patent Infringement 
• Analyzed and performed damage calculations for various patent infringement claims, 

including the performance of elasticity of demand analyses. 
• Performed analyses for litigation involving an exercise equipment patent. 
• Performed analyses for litigation involving computer equipment. 
• Perform an analysis for litigation involving cushioning materials patents. 
 
Computer Forensic Services 
• Familiar with software and methodologies related to the recovery of electronic evidence. 
• Recovered electronic evidence on a variety of electronic media for use in divorce cases. 
• Recovered electronic evidence on electronic media for use in employment law actions. 
 
 
General Litigation Services 
• Analyzed and performed damage calculation on anti-trust cases. 
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• Computed damages related to contract disputes. 
• Computed damages on intellectual property cases. 
• Computed damages involving losses associated with construction contracts. 
• Computed damages on many different cases involving lost business profits. 
 
Sample Industry Experience 
Advertising Agriculture Building Materials Coal Mining 
Construction Computer 

Software/Hardware 
Educational Multi-Media Entertainment 

Forestry Glass Hardware Hospitality 
Insurance Internet Commerce Medical Supplies Multi-Level Marketing 
Nutritional Supplements Real Estate Residential Treatment Center Restaurant/Bars 
Satellite 
Communications 

Services Telemarketing Tooth Whitening 

 
Educational Qualifications 
Mr. Stringham earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Accounting and a Master of Science degree 
in Accounting, with an emphasis in Finance, from Utah State University. 
 
Professional Credentials, Affiliations and Activities 
• Certified Public Accountant (CPA), licensed in Idaho, Nevada and Utah 
• Accredited Senior Appraiser (ASA) of the American Society of Appraisers 
• Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE) of the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
• Accredited in Business Valuation (ABV) from the AICPA 
• Certified in Financial Forensics (CFF) from the AICPA 
• Certified Information Technology Professional (CITP) from the AICPA 
• Certified Computer Examiner (CCE) from the ISFCE 
• EnCase Certified Examiner (EnCE) from Guidance Software 
• Member of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) 
• Member of the Utah Association of Certified Public Accountants (UACPA) 
• Chair, UACPA Business Valuation Committee, 2004 
• Treasurer, Utah Chapter of Certified Fraud Examiners, 2004 - present 
 
Publications and Courses Taught 
• Author of “Fair Value in Utah,” THE UTAH BAR JOURNAL (December 2003) 
• Author of “Valuation Discounts for Holding Companies,” THE JOURNAL ENTRY 

(October 2005) 
• Author of “Personal Injury: How Much for How Long?” THE JOURNAL ENTRY 

(November 2005) 
• Presented continuing legal education course on Discovering Hidden Assets  
• Presented continuing legal education course on Understanding Business Valuations 
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