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State Bar No. 8642
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State Bar No. 5798
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Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone:  (702) 247-4661
Facsimile: (702) 247-62217
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CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R. and

LAURETTA L. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOILDO;
PAUL BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ;
JACKIE and FRED KRAVETZ; STEVE
FRANKS; PAULA MARIA BARNARD;
LEON GOLDEN; C.A. MURFF; GERDA
FERN BILLBE; BOB and ROBYN TRESKA;
MICHAEL RANDOLPH; and FREDERICK

WILLIS,
Plaintiffs,

V5.

LLARRY H. HAHN, individually, and as
President and Treasurer of Kokoweef, Inc., and
former President and Treasurer of Explorations

SURPLUS, INC., a Nevada corporation;
PATRICK C. CLARY, an individual; DOES 1

through 100, inclusive;
Defendants,

and

KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada corporation;
EXPLORATIONS INCORPORATED OF

NEVADA, a dissolved corporation,

Nominal Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
|
Incorporated of Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. A558629
DEPT: XI

PLAINTIFFS’ SURREPLY TO
DEFENDANT LARRY L. HAHN and
HAIHN’S WORLD OF SURPLUS, INC.’S
REPLY TO PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION
TO MOTION FOR PARTIAL
SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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Plaintiffs Ted R. Burke; Michael R. And Lauretta L. Kehoe; John Bertoldo; Paul Barnard;
Eddy Kravetz; Jackie and Fred Kravetz; Steven Franks; Paula Maria Barnard; Leon Golden; C.A.
Murff; Gerda Fern Billbe; Bob and Robyn Treska; Michael Randolph and Frederick Willis
(hereinafter collectively referred to as “Plaintiffs™), by and through their undersigned counsel of
record, Robertson & Vick LLP, hereby file their Surreply to Defendants Larry L. Hahn’s
(hereafter “Hahn”) and Hahn’s World of Surplus, Inc.’s (hereafter “HWS”) (hereafter
coliectively the “Hahn Defendants™) Reply to their opposition to the IThn Defendants’ Motion for
Partial Summary Judgment (hereafter the “Motion™).

This Surreply is based upon the points and authorities set forth herein, the pleadings and

papers on file herein, the exhibits attached hereto, and any oral argument requested of counsel.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES:

A. The Hahn Defendants’ Should Not Be Entitled to Rely on Testimony While Still
Preventing the Production of Records that Could Refute this Testimony.

The Hahn Defendants spend much of their reply arguing that Plaintiffs have ample
documentation to support their claims. Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel clearly indicates otherwise.
What Plaintiffs have been provided are repeated document dumps with no rhyme or reason to
numbering (when there is numbering), with no certification regarding the source of the
documents, with no designated supplementation under NRCP 16.1, with no categorical
identification as required by NRCP 34, and without any certification that the current document
dump constitutes all of Kokoweef’s business records.

Plaintiffs” expert, Talon Stringham, has presented affidavits to the court in other
pleadings that the documents dumped on Plaintiffs by Kokoweef and the Hahn Defendants are
deficient. Specifically, in Plaintiffs* Reply to Defendants’ Opposition and Joinder to Opposition
to Application for Temporary Restraining Order, and Application for Temporary Appointment of
Receiver; Motion for Preliminary Injunction, and Motion for Appointment of Receiver, Mr.
Stringham avers that after his review of Defendant’s documents produced, for the first time, on
the day of the evidentiary hearing, that 57.68% of the checks presented did not have supporting

receipts and 83.18% of the transactions listed in Defendant’s Quickbooks had no supporting

0.
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documents whatsoever. See Exhibit “1” attached to Reply to Defendants® Opposition and
Joinder to Opposition to Application for Temporary Restraining Order, and Application for
Temporary Appointment of Receiver; Motion for Preliminary Injunction, and Motion for
Appointment of Receiver; Reply to Defendants’ Opposition to Notice of Non-Opposition.

Plaintiffs® Motion to Compel details the ongoing efforts to obtain corporate records with
some authenticity and organization, in compliance with Rule 34. It is true that Defendants have
produced documents, but this has been without any certification or signature of a party or
attorney that the production is true and complete. Plaintiffs’, therefore, are left with documents
that, essentially, do not comport with NRCP 11, which states: “An unsigned paper shall be
stricken unless omission of the signature is corrected promptly after being called to the attention
of the attorney or party.” Plaintiffs have repeatedly requested something signed from counsel for
Detendants that would comply with NRCP 11 and would verify the documents produced to
Plaintiffs are accurate, complete, and fall within the categories set out in Plaintiffs’ Requests for
Production. Plaintiffs, as set forth in their Opposition to the Motion for Summary Judgment and
in their Motion to Compel, cannot complete an audit or move forward with this litigation because
they do not have all the relevant and discoverable documents requested from the Defendants.

Ihe same problem exists in regard to the unjust enrichment cause of action. The only
evidence presented by the Hahn Defendants are the self-serving affidavits from their clients.
Plaintiffs have sought discovery of records to refute the Hahn’s self-serving affidavits only to be,
again, forestalled by Defendants’ delay tactics, as outlined in the Motion to Compel and
Opposition to the Motions for Summary Judgment.

B. Plaintiffs’ attempts at Discovery have been regularly derailed by Defendants and

therefore, additional time for discovery is warranted.

Defendants” argument in its Reply related to NRCP 56(f) and the ruling of Aviation
Ventures, Inc. v. Joan Morris, Inc., 121 Nev. 113, 110 P.2d 59 (2005), makes no sense and fails

to point out to the Court significant language in support of Plaintiffs’ Opposition to the Hahn

Defendants Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. First, in Aviation Ventures the opposing

party, Visions, submitted affidavits which not only detailed what would be proven through

-3 -
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discovery, but details of the failure of the moving party, LVT&T, to provide its financial
information. Id. at 119, 63. Specifically, Vision filed a motion for a continuance and attached
affidavits from Vision's president and from its chief financial officer that detailed LVTB's refusal
to give Vision financial information regarding LVT&T. Vision argued that this information was
required to determine the full amount of Vision's indebtedness on the note. Id.

The Nevada Supreme Court agreed with Vision that the district court should have granted
its motion for a continuance to allow it to engage in discovery. Vision clearly enunciated how
discovery would allow it to develop the record in order to properly oppose LVTB's motion. There
was no evidence in the record that Vision lacked diligence in conducting discovery.

Plaintiffs have detailed, through their Motion to Compel, the failure of Kokoweef, and its
authorizing officer, Defendant Larry Hahn, to provide requested discoverable and relevant
documents. Additionally, Plaintiffs’ Opposition sets forth, through testimony in Declaration
“what facts might be obtained” through the completion of discovery.

The Aviation Ventures court noted that summary judgment is improper when a party

seeks additional time to conduct discovery to compile facts to oppose the motion. Furthermore,

the Aviation Ventures Court held that when no dilatory motive was shown, it was an abuse of

discretion to refuse a request for further discovery at such an early stage in the proceedings.
Plaintiffs’ Opposition, in conjunction with their Motion to Compel, mirror the facts and analysis

of Aviation Ventures, and Aviation Ventures, in fact, supports Plaintiffs® request for the

completion of discovery and a denial of Defendants’ Motions for Partial Summary Judgment.

C. Defendants’ serial misapplication of case authority should be disregarded by the
Court

Plaintiffs file this Surreply, in part, to address the serial misapplication of case law
throughout the Hahn Defendants’ Reply. In regard to the Hahn Defendants arguments related to
the negligent misrepresentation claim, the Hahn Defendants continue to assert a right to Partial
Summary Judgment based upon improper application of various case law. The Court should be

concerned regarding the great reliance placed upon Nelson v. Herr, 123 Nev. 217, 163 P.3d 420

(2007) in the underlying Motion, followed by the Hahn Defendants’ subsequent nonchalant

-4.
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acknowledgment that they argued for partial summary judgment based upon an improper
standard, Similarly, the Hahn Defendants’ continue to miscite the damages standard set forth in
Goodrich.

Finally, the Hahn Defendants continue to assert a right to relief under Bill Stremmel

Motors, Inc. v. First Nat’] Bank of Nevada, 94 Nev. 131, 575 P.2d 938 (1987) and Eikelberger v.

Rogers, 92 Nev. 282, 549 P.2d 748 (1976). The Eickelberger case is simply is two paragraphs
that do not delineate the claims for relief sought at trial, and provides no indication that the
underlying case even sought damages for negligent misrepresentation,

Similarly, the Bill Stremmel case presents completely different and inapplicable facts

stemming [rom the sale of an automobile and a false dealer’s report. On review the court found
that the bank was entitled to assume that the dealer's report provided by the purchaser was true
and that the dealership would submit the original thereof to DMV. The court held that the
dealership had negligently issued a false dealer's report in violation of statute thereby causing
damage to the bank. This case is not on point and should be disregarded, as should the Hahn
Defendants’ entire argument on negligent misrepresentation.

Defendants™ misapplication of case authority continues with the case of Keves v. Nevada

Gas Co., 55 Nev. 431, 38. P.2d 661 (1934). Defendants claim that the “key is that the damages

' The Nevada Supreme Court opinion is so brief that the entirety can be set out in this footnote.

This appeal is from a judgment of the district court entered for the defendant
notwithstanding a jury verdict for the plaintiffs in the total sum of $ 63,000. That
court ruled, as a matter of law, that the plaintiffs were not entitled to judgment.
Dudley v. Prima, 84 Nev. 549, 445 P.2d 31 (1968). We agree with that
determination and affirm.

The Eikelbergers commenced this action against Rogers, a certified public
accountant, to recover damages for accounting errors in statements prepared by
Rogers for John and Mary Tolotti for use in litigation between the Eikelbergers
and the Tolottis. The Eikelbergers did not employ Rogers. The Eikelbergers did
not rely upon the accounting statements prepared by Rogers. To the contrary,
they challenged those statements in the litigation with the Tolottis. Absent a
professional relationship between the Eikelbergers and Rogers, or a reliance
upon the accounting statements prepared, we perceive no legal basis for damages
claimed to have been incurred by the Eikelbergers,
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demanded are set forth in the prayer” and that if “it is not in the prayer, Plaintiffs are not entitled
to the damage.” Reply 11:23-25. However, this is a complete misreading of the Keyes case,
which addressed a situation in which a demurrer was taken, and no answer was filed. In this
case, Defendants filed Answers. Where answers have been filed, Keyes actually states:

It is true, however, that the prayer for relief forms no part of the

statement of the cause of action, and, when an answer is filed and a

trial is had, judgment will be awarded in accordance with the facts

pleaded and proven. But, where no answer is filed, the relief

which may be granted is expressly limited by section 8792 N. C.

L., to "the relief demanded in the complaint.”
Id. at 55 Nev. 435-36 (citations omitted). Again, the language cited and relied upon by the Hahn
Detfendants does not accurately represent the language of the Keyes case, and misstates the

applicability of Keves to the instant case.
IV. CONCLUSION

The Hahn Defendants’ Reply to Plaintiffs’ Opposition to their Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment consists of nothing more than unsupported theories of their counsel,
unsupported factual statements and legal conclusions in a self-serving affidavit of Larry Hahn,
and improper analysis of case law. Therefore, based on the foregoing, the Hahn Defendant’s

Motion for Summary Judgment should be denied.

DATED this 26 day of March, 2010.

ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certily that on the 29th day of March, 2010, pursuant to the amendment of EDCR
7.26(a), I served a copy of the above and foregoing PLAINTIFFS’ SURREPLY TO
DEFENDANT LARRY L. HAHN and HAHN’S WORLD OF SURPLUS, INC.’S REPLY
TO PLAINTIFFS’ GPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY
JUDGMENT via facsimile, addressed to:

M. Nelson Segel, Chartered Patrick C. Clary, Chartered

M. Nelson Segel, Esq. Patrick C. Clary, Esq.

624 South 9" Street 7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard
Las Vegas, NV §9101 Suite 410

Telephone: (702) 385-6266 Las Vegas, NV 89129

Facsimile: (702) 382-2967 Telephone: (702) 382-0813
Attorneys for Larry Hahn and Facsimile: (702) 382-7277
IHahn’s World of Surplus, Inc. Attorneys for Kokoweef, Inc.
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Plaintiffs Ted R. Burke; Michael R. And Lauretta L. Kehoe; John Bertoldo; Paul Barnard;

Eddy Kravetz; Jackie and Fred Kravetz; Steven Franks; Paula Maria Barnard; Leon Golden; C.A.
Murff; Gerda Fem Billbe; Bob and Robyn Treska; Michael Randolph and Frederick Willis
(hereinafter collectively referred to as Plaintiffs}, by and through their undersigned counsel of
record, Robertson & Vick LLP, hereby reply to Defendants’:

1) Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Notice of Non-Opposition (hereafter the “Non-Opp.
Opp™) to Application for Temporary Restraining Order and Application for Temporary
Appointment of Receiver; Motion for Preliminary Injunction and Motion for Appointment of
Receiver (hereafler the “Application™);

2) Opposition to the Application filed by Defendants Lamry H. Hahn and Hahn’s
World of Surplus, Inc. (hereafter the “Hahn Defendants™); and

3) Joinder of Defendants Patrick C. Clary and Kokoweef, Inc. in Opposition to
the Application (hereafter the “Joinder™).

This reply is made and based upon the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities,

the exhibits attached hereto, the accompanying affidavit of Talon Stringham, the papers and
pleadings on file herein, and those matters adduced by the Court at the hearing hereof.

DATED this 8" day of January, 2009.

ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP.

B)’:(N*-——-—’ A,

ANDLE RTSON, IV
0. 8642
FER L.

Buff‘ala Drive, Suite 202
cgas, Nevada 89145

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES:

L
INTRODUCTION;

This shareholder derivative action arises out of the Defendants’ scheme to fraudulently
induce shareholders to purchase shares of corporate stock in a gold mine investment scheme
managed by defendant HAHN, in order for HAHN to finance his personal lifestyles under the
guise of conducting a legitimate gold mine operation. This scheme included the sale of
unregistered and non-exempt securities in violation of NRS 90.460. Plaintiffs allege that over
the past 25 years, defendant HAHN solicited the sale of securities in both KOKOWEEF, and its
predecessor company EIN, to defraud approximately 1,200 investors, including Plaintiffs,
through the sale of unregistered securities to finance the constriction of private compound used
solely for the personal use of defendants at the mine location.

The request for the application for a temporary restraining order and appointment of a
receiver seeks simply to maintain the status quo and allow the matter to move forward on its
merits, with full discovery. Specifically, Plaintiffs want the Court to restrain Defendants from
taking any of the following acts:

(1) Issuing, redeeming, assigning or transferring any corporate stock in
Kokoweef

(2) Transferring any money from Kokoweef to any Defendant;

(3) Transferring, assigning or encumbering any asset of Kokoweef:

(4) Using any asset of Kokowcef to pay for the defense of the Hahn
Defendants and/or Clary; or

(5) Destroying or altering any corporate records of Kokoweef.

Plaintiffs contend that Defendants have engaged in these actions, and will continue to
engage in these actions unless constrained by judicial restrictions and the oversight of an
independent third-party receiver. Through these actions, Defendants continue to damage
Kokoweef and the Plaintiffs, as well as all of the approximately 1,200 shareholders in Kokoweef.

"
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Absent an immediate court order granting Plaintiffs’ request for a Temporary Restraining
Order and the Appointment of a Receiver, there is substantial likelihood that Defendant Hahn
will continue to embezzle or otherwise misuse corporate assets, remove and appoint board
members in a capricious manner, and continue to illegally issue stock to unsuspecting members
of the public through violations of both state and federal securities laws, thus subjecting the

corporation to even further liability and damages.

Il

DEFENDANTS® OPPOSITIONS TO THE FILING OF THE NON-OPPOSITION HAS
NO BASIS IN FACT OR LAW, AND SHOULD BE DISREGARDED

The Hahn Defendants’ “Factual Background” used to support its request that the Court
accept its late-filed Opposition presents incorrect and irrelevant information.' Defendants all
attempt to argue that the Motion being set on an Order Shortening Time and/or the hearing date
being changed somehow impacts the date their Oppositions would be due. Such arguments
simply have no legitimacy, and Defendants provide no authority to prove otherwise. See EDCR
2.20.

As pointed out in Defendants’ “Factual Background”, the hearings on severa! motions,
including the Application, were originally scheduled for December 8, 2008. On or about
December 4, 2008, counsel for the Hahn Defendants notified Plaintiffs’ counsel of a conflict that
had arisen, which would prevent his attendance at the December 8, 2008 hearings. Several hours
of phone calls and e-mail exchanges ensued, including the drafting of a Stipulation related to the
hearing dates. In no part of those communications did any discussion of an extension for
Defendants’ to file their Oppositions arise. Given the lengthy and detailed discussions and

writings of that day, Plaintiffs were surprised to read, for the first time in Defendants’

' One such example of Defendants’ inflammatory misstatements in the Non-Opp. Opp. is seen at page 4 in
which counse! for the Hahn Defendants claims that the former website of Kokoweef, Inc. has been “hijacked by
Plaintiffs”. Non-Opp. Opp. 4:13-14. If discovery is ever opened in this matter, Plaintiffs will show that it was not
and is not owned by either the Hahn Defendants or Kokoweef.

-4 .
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Opposition, that Defendants believed a specific extension had been given when it simply had not
been.?

Additionally, Defendant Hahn argues that EDCR 2.20(c) does not entitle a moving party
to file such a Notice of Non-Opposition. Frankly, it does not preclude such a pleading.
However, the provision contemnplates notification to the Court that no Opposition has been filed,
which was the sole purpose of Plaintiffs’ Notice of Non-Opposition.

Defendants’ Oppositions were due on December 10, 2008. To allow Defendants to wait
to file an Opposition until two weeks after it is due, and then mail serve it over the Christmas
weekend” works an undue prejudice on Plaintiffs and thrwarts the letter and the intent of EDCR
2.20. As such, Defendants’ Opposition and Joinder thereto should be utterly disregarded, and

Plamntiffs” Application granted,

IJL.

PLAINTIFFS HAVE SET FORTH SUFFICIENT FACTS TO ALLOW
THE ENTRY OF AN INJUCTION:

The purpose of a preliminary injunction is to preserve the status quo ante pending the
outcome of the action. Number One Rent-A-Car v. Ramada Inns, 34 Nev, 779, 781, 587 P.2d
1329, 1330 {(1978). Courts in other jurisdictions have recognized that courts may enjoin the
disposition of assets under a defendant’s control in order to secure a plaintift’s equitable remedy
of restitution. See Federal Sav. & Loan Ins. Corp. v. Dixon, 835 F.2d 554 (5™ Cir. 1987). In
Federal Sav. & Loan Ins. Corp., officers and directors of a Savings and Loan Association
participated in a scheme to falsify the Association’s records, thus enabling them to justify

inflated salaries in the millions of dollars. Id. at 557.

* Itis obvious that an extension was not contemplated, discussed or granted based upon a review of the
Affidavit of Patrick Clary in the Joinder, which states that he “did not consider it necessary to meet the technical
deadline” for opposing the Application, Joinder, Clary Aff. § 5.

> As a result of the mailing of Defendants various responses, the documents wereonly
received by Plaintiffs on December 29, 2008.
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As the Court is aware, “[a] preliminary injunction is available if an applicant can show a
likelihood of success on the merits and a reasonable probability that the non-moving party’s
conduct, if allowed to continue, will cause irreparable harm for which compensatory damage is
an madequate remedy.” Danberg Holdings Nevada, L.L.C. v. Douglas County and its Bd. Of
County Cornm’rs 115 Nev. 129, 142 (1999) (citing Pickett v. Comanche Construction, Inc.,
108 Nev. 422, 426 (1992)). The court may also consider the balance of hardships between the
parties. See Clark County School Dist. V. Buchanan, 112 Nev. 1146, 924 P.2d 716 (1996). In
this case, an analysis of the hardships falls clearly with Plaintiffs. Throughout this litigation to
date, Defendants have attempted to prevent Plaintiffs from true discovery of the facts related to
the corpaorate waste being committed by Defendants. Therefore, to the extent that the Court is
convinced by any of Defendants’ unsupported arguments and bald assertions regarding the
evidence adduced thus far, Plaintiffs suggest that the appropriate remedy is to allow for
discovery, and an additional cvidentiary hearing.

A. Defendants Reliance on the ruling from the evidentiary hearing is misplaced and
in violation of NIRS 41.520.

Defendants’ repeat their mantra that the evidentiary hearing has absolved them of any
liability, that “all of the funds received and disbursed have been fully accounted for and that the
financial books and records are in order,” and that somehow this makes their evidence superior to
Plaintiffs’ claims. Joinder, Clary Aff. p. 5, 1 8. However, this dogma is misplaced, incorrect,
and in violation of the very statue that Defendants repeatedly cite.

NRS 41.520(4)(b) unequivocally precludes this argument by Defendants, and states:

A determination by the court that security either must or must
not be furnished or must be furnished as to one or more
defendants and not as to others shall not be deemed a
determination of any one or more issues in the action or of the
merits thereof,
(Emphasis added). Therefore, Defendants’ argument that the evidentiary hearing was dispositive

of any of the issues in the action, lacks all merit.

-6 -



1 Additionally, Defendants consistently ignore the fact that the basis for the evidentiary
hearing were the original claims of corporate malfeasance and corporate defalcation. While

those claims are still being pled in the First Amended Complaint (See the Tenth Cause of Action

E S N

of First Amended Complaint), the First Amended Complaint adds the securities violations in

which Defendants were engaged. Therefore, regardless of the findings from the evidentiary
hearing, the import of which Plaintiffs dispute, the continued claim that the evidentiary hearing
determined that scope of Defendants’ current liability is simply a red herring.

Finally, Defendants’ presentation at the evidentiary hearing included evidence that had

o -3 &N Ln

been provided to Plaintiffs for the first time that day, specifically a notebook denoted as

10 | Defendants’ so-called Exhibit 1. At the evidentiary hearing, Defendants produced Exhibit 1,
11 | which was full of purported receipts and other documents to support their claim that all corporate
12| expenditures were proper. Plaintiffs’ expert, Talon Stringham, had no time or opportunity to

13 || review and analyze Exhibit 1 for the evidentiary hearing. However, he has now analyzed all the

14 ! documents in Exhibit 1, and has found continued discrepancies and charges lacking in support.

15§ See Affidavit of Talon Stringham, attached hereto as Exhibit “1”, Mr. Stringham has estimated
16 || that approximately eighty-four (84 %) of the transactions listed in the Quick Books printouts by
17 || Defendants lack support. Based upon Mr. Stringham’s review of this Exhibit I, it is clear there

18 || remains many unsubstantiated expenses, further justifying Plaintiffs’ request for a restraining

19 i order and injunction and for the appointment of a receiver, and further demonstrating that

20 || Defendants” Opposition to the Application lacks merit and should be denied.

21

22 B. Defendants So-Called refutation of Plaintiffs’ claims is nothing more than self-
serving affidavits with no evidentiary or legal support.

23

24 First, the Joinder purports to refute Plaintiffs’ “bald allegations”, yet itself presents

25 || nothing but unsupported, self-serving statements denying every allegation with no evidence
26 | whatsoever. Defendant Clary’s Affidavit that no wrong doing occurred under his watch as
27§ Kokweef’s general counsel, absent additional evidence, is simply insufficient. Further the

ROBERTSON
&vice, LLp - 28 | affidavit complains that no credible evidence has been provided in support of the Application.
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Yet, the sole “evidence” in opposition to the Application is Defendant Clary’s word, without any
supporting documents.

For example, Mr. Clary claims that: “All stock that has been issued under my watch has
been in strict compliance with exemptions from registration with accompanying proper and
appropriate documentation.” Joinder, Clary Aff. p. 4, 18, Yet, Defendant Clary has attached
none of this alleged “proper and appropriate documentation”. Additional unsupported statements
include an assertion that no business was conducted in violation of the by-laws. However,
Defendant Clary has not attached any documents, such as the by-laws themselves, meeting
minutes, etc. to support this claim.

Most significantly, Defendant Clary’s self-serving affidavit purports to provide sufficient
evidence that all of Kokoweef's funds which were recetved and disbursed have been fully
accounted for and that Kokoweef™s financial books are all in order. However, again, Defendant
Clary relies solely on his own testimony to prove this fact. In contract, as discussed above, the
affidavit of Talon Stringham demonstrates nearly 85% of the transactions listed in the Quick
Books printouts provided by Defendants were unsupported. The affidavit of Talon Stringham
demonstrates that as recently as July 30, 2008, Defendants were engaging in the very behavior
Plaintiffs now seek to enjoin. There is no reason to believe such actions by Defendants have
ceased,

This recent analysis by Mr. Stringham, and Defendants’ continued failure to produce
legitimate records are just two more indicia of the nced for a receiver. A receiver is necessary to
tocate all records to demonstrate proper (or improper) use of corporate funds by Defendants, as
well as to locate all documents to account for all shareholders, the amounts paid for the shares,
the disposition of the funds received for those shares, and the number of shares actually issued to
those shareholders. Once this information has been analyzed and disclosed by an objective third-
party, the issues set forth in Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint can be resolved. The questions
which continue despite the assertions of Defendant Clary and counsel for the Hahn Defendants,
demonstrate the need for discovery to be conducted, and potentially, another evidentiary hearing

to be held.
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Additionally, Defendants complain that the facts being presented in support of the
Application were previously argued at the evidentiary hearing. Yet, simultaneously, they
complain that new facts related to the corporate defalcation have also been raised. For example,
the Hahn Defendants points out that the Kehoe affidavit raises new facts. Opp. 9:5-10. If new
facts are being raised and acknowledged, the appropriate handling should be a further evidentiary

hearing, and not a complete preclusion of the Plaintiffs’ ability to present evidence.

Iv.

DEFENDANTS HAVE NOT ADEQUATELY REBUTTED THE FACT THAT
CORPORATE FUNDS ARE BEING USED TO PAY FOR TIHE DEFENSE OF ANY
DEFENDANT,

As noted in the Application, courts are very clear in constraining the use of corporate
funds for its own defense and the defense of individually named officers. The Supreme Court of
Minnesota affirmed the striking of a corporation’s affirmative defenses in a derivative action,
See e.g., Myers v. Smith 251 N.W. 20-21 (Minn. 1 933). Mpyers, states that a corporation“is a
nominal party only” with no “right to here step in and, by answer, attempt to defeat what is

practically its own suit and causes of action.” The Myers court further stated: “Nor have the two

individual defendants, in control thereof, any right to use the corporation for any such purpose or

to impose on the corporation the burden of fighting their battle.” (Emphasis added). Id af p. 21,

Accord Stutzker v, Rieber, 28 A. 2d. 528-529 (N.J. Ch. 1942) ,
While the Hahn Defendants claim that they are not using Kokoweef assets to pay for their

defense, they have previously admitted that the Kokoweef board would be indemnifying

Defendant Larry Hahn, Defendant Hahn is now soliciting funds under the guise of a “legal

defense fund”. Given the allegations, and continued indications, that the Hahn Defendants

misuse corporate funds for their own purposes, such a Justification at least bears further

discovery and investigation,

1/

i

i




ROBERTSON

& Vick, LLP - 28 indicating their support for the litigation. For the sake of the benefit of Kokoweef and all of its sharcholder, it is

809 2:19 MLM

1 Y.
PLAINTIFES ARE ENTITLED TOQ THE APPOINTMENT QF A RECEIVER:

NRS §90.640 expressly authorizes the District Court to appoint a receiver over a
defendants’ assets in a securities fraud case. Nevada law also allows for the appointment of a
receiver upon the application of a plaintiff who has a probable claim to property or a fund and the
property or fund is in danger of being lost, removed, or materially injured. See NRS 32.010(1).
| While Defendants are critical of Plaintiffs’ reliance upon this statute, they provide no authority

H whatsoever to demonstrate why Plaintiffs do not have standing as “any party whose rightto or

Lo - . 7 T O FU O Y

interest in the property or fund” “is in danger of being lost, removed or materially injured”. See

10 l NRS 32.010(1).

11 As more fully discussed in the Affidavit from Michael R. Kehoe, Defendants have

12 || misappropriated KOKOWEEF’s assets for their own personal use for years.* Until a proper audit
can be conducted by a court-appointed receiver, the full extent of embezzlement and other

13

14 |; wasting of corporate assets will not be known. Additionally, recent activity, such as the

L5 | solicitation of defense funds through the KOKOWEEF corporate newsletter, and the analysis of
16 || Defendants’ Exhibit 1, makes it clear that Defendants intend to continue this corporate

17 || misconduct.

18

19 Vi

20 CONCLUSION

21 Absolutely no harm will be done to Defendants through the entry of Plaintiffs’ requests

22 || under the Application. Plaintiffs are simply looking to maintain the status quo in their demand
23 || that the Defendants comply with the appropriate Bylaws, Nevada law, and not divert corporate
24 | assets for the Hahn Defendants’ improper or personal uses. For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs’
25 || Motion must be granted in its entirety, and this Court should appoint a receiver during the

26

27 4 Defendants have also alleged that this litigation has been initiated by a small number of disgruntled
shareholders with nefarious intent. Attached hereto as Exhibit “2" are affidavits of numerous non-party shareholders

vital that Plaintiffs’ Application be granted.

1B ISOBE.01\ILTOS48. WPD - 10 -
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pendency of this matter to conduct the business of Kokoweef, and enjoin the Hahn Defendants
and Defendant Clary from conducting any Kokoweef business, except by and through the court-

appointed receiver.
DATED this 8" day of January, 2008.

ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP

By:C_.\OMm”\
SEXANDER ROBERTSON, 1V
ar No. SGMKXJB

JENMNFER L. TAYLOR
Bar N¢. 5798 |

G4-N. Buffalo Drive, Suite 202
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

Attorneys for Plaintifis

11 -
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ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, IV
State Bar No. 8642

JENNIFER L. TAYLOR

State Bar No. 5798

ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP

401 N. Buffalo Dr., Suite 202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 247-4661
Facsumile: (702-247-6227

TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R and LAURETTA
L. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOLDO; PAUL
BARNARD; EDDY KRAVETZ; JACKIE and
FRED KRAVETZ; STEVEN FRANKS; PAULA
MARIA BARNARD; LEON GOLDEN

C.A. MURFF; GERDA FERN BILLBE;

BOB and ROBYN TRESKA; MICHAEL
RANDOLPH, and FREDERICK WILLIS,

Plaintiffs,
¥8.

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;
PATRICK C. CLARY, an individual, DOES

I - X, inclusive; DOE OFFICERS, DIRECTORS
and PARTICIPANTS [ - XX,

Defendants,
and

KOKOWEEF, INC., a Nevada corporation;
EXPLORATIONS INCORPORATED OF
NEVADA, a dissolved Nevada corporation;

Nominal Defendants.

DISTRICT COURT
COUNTY OF CLARK, STATE OF NEVADA

o L N L N N L LN L D DA N T

STATE OF UTAH )
)SS

Case No. A558629
Dept. X

Date of Hearing: 12/8/08
Time of Hearing: 9:00 a.m.
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{[L, TALON C. STRINGHAM, being first duly sworn upon oath, depose and state as follows:

COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

AFFIDAVIT OF TALON C, STRINGHAM

1. That I am over the age of eighteen and am in all respects competent to testify to
the facts and conclusions described herein.

2, That I am employed with and am a shareholder of Sage Forensic Accounting, Inc.)
("Sage”). Sage is a Utah-based 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. That 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, Aceredited in Business Valuation from the
Arnerican Institute of Certified Public Accountants and a Certified Computer
Examiner from the International Society of Forensic Computer Examiners.

4, That I conducted a review of various documents provided to me prior to the
Evidentiary Hearing on July 30, 2008 in the above-referenced case. (See Exhibit
B attached to the Second Affidavit of Talon Stringham, not attached hereto).

5. That based on the information provided, I provided an accounting of my initial
findings in the Second Affidavit of Talon Stringham and at the Evidentiary

Hearing on July 30, 2008.
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10.

11.

That | attended the Evidentiary Hearing held on July 30, 2008 and testified as to
my findings based upon the EIN and Kokoweef documents I had received by that
date.
That during the hearing, Defendants, for the first time, produced a book of
receipts. Defendants referred to this binder of receipts as Exhibit 1, and alleged
that Exhibit 1 provided all the remaining documentation to address any items I
could not identify and/or locate, as described in my original accounting.
That I did not have a chance to review the so-called Exhibit 1 prior to the ruling
by this Court.
That I have since had an opportunity to review the so-called Exhibit 1, a summary
of my review is attached as Exhibit A, and made a part hereof. In reviewing the
documents contained in Defendants® Exhibit 1, [ determined that Defendants have
still not produced a complete copy of EIN and/or Kokoweef’s accounting
records.
That Pages 1 through 10 of Exhibit A provide an analysis of checks from EIN,
Pages 44 through 34 of Exhibit A provide an analysis of checks from
Kokowceef. The entries highlighted in yellow were substantiated by supporting
documentation.
That Pages 10 through 43 contain the ledger entries for EIN from the Quick
Books provided by Reta Van Da Walker. Pages 46 through 60 contain the ledger
entries for Kokoweef from the Quick Books ledgers provided by Reta VanDa

Walker. Entries in yellow indicate that supporting documentation was provided.
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Entries without highlighting indicate transactions where supporting

documentation has still not been provided to substantiate the transaction.

12. Exhibit A demonstrates that documents are still being withheld for the majority

of the transactions listed in the ledgers of EIN and Kokoweef. Defendants

continued fajlure to produce the remaining accounting records for EIN and

Kokoweef 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,

13, Further affiant sayeth naught.

7/45/7/%

TALON C. STRIN

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME
THIS .5 DAY OF DECEMBER, 2008.

” %Mﬂﬁ— @/M—/Qﬁ\

"NOTARY PUBLIC

[ R s i

};1\ BREANNA AYALA

=% M olary Public - State of Utah

, ;Hh £ Zeuth Temple, Suite 227
534 cske City, Utan 841179

85 - iy Canission Explres ek 22 3012
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STATE OF Seorsc. )
e )
COUNTY OF tullsn )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

L. That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. [ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, [ support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.
e Ll

Affiant f?{]TE!c:jA PYSheffried

Subsc:}'bed and Sworn to before me
this /

dayef Moembo 2003,
—
7 e

NOTARY PUBLIC

L ITTTTTI LI



STATEOF ¢ &

L

COUNTY OF érevard

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

L. That I am a current shareholder of Kakoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. 1 am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4. Although 1 am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Affiant

3. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me

this \ & day of AJoerbd” |, 2008,
MICHELLE M, CLEVELAND

\\"““""‘lmr
WZM /4 M STPGT . Molary Public - State of Florida
7 - . +Z Wy Commisslon Expires Sep B, 2011

NOTARY PUBLIC I¥  Commivsion £ DO 113087
" Bonded Through Habional Hotary Assn.

Ly
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

)




STATEOF (o )

)
county oF ClavK 5

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. fk/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. [ have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

(DN \Xcmi»/mQ

Affiant ‘Da ugj\qs 9‘- \Wﬂdﬁbf c.J

Subscribed and Swom to before me
this /&5 day of N\/fo/=mB3£2008.

L) A=

NOTARY PUB g




state of @fOUNinLy

)
coUNTY oF (LI % €

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. ‘That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. #k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada,

2. [ have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. [ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught, /

Affiant /f;/—(

Subscribed and sworn to before
This I_’fi_day of Nj

i

NOTARY PUBLIC




ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

State of California
County of Qrange

On ]\t\\i@ﬂ\f}/){ "‘4’; za:gmafore me, Natalie Blackburn
personally 'appeared \%COC; Aa\'bﬂ MG@\/

who proved to me on the bases of satisfactory evidence to@: the person(s) whose
name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledge to me that
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of
which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

MAIALIE BLACKBURN

& A3 Commion # 1693481

o NN Hotary Public - Cotornla £
Oronge County

My Cornen, Expiros Sep 23, 201

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signaturmz&f} &L(/Meai)




STATE OF )
)

COUNTY OF )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I'have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants:

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me

this day of , 2008.
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on the 13th day of November 2008, by
CLIFFORD E.KEYS proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(}{) who

appeared before me. > i -
%, KATHRYN SHORT 5

o

COMM, #1554354

Y Lo
o
) ’ X
A%
? - ] -.'"'
YNT FFT LA - e s ———nes

gnafure of T;Iofary Public




STATE OF

O

COUNTY OF

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants [1ahn and Clary.

3. [ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although [ am not a named nominal plaiutiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me

this day of , 2008,
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
, ) S8S.
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )

Subscribed and swom to (or affirmed) before me on the 18th day of November 2008, by
JERROLD L. WHEATON proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s)

who appeared before me.

Cbérjmf‘m Dhwd

© Sig natuf‘s'}ﬁf N&ary Public

oy

oy, KATHRYN SHORT
A COMM. #1554354

0N ] HOTARY PUSLIC - CAUIFORMIA
J/ RIVERSIOE COQUNTY [
My Comm, Explres Fab. 21,3009 §

------------




STATE oF (g g;_.;:gi a))

)

COUNTY OF{QM 553* Ao

1, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I'have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

1. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef,
3. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Subscribed and Swom to before me
thi liL} day of_[lti{j_ml)Q_inOS.

“?{7 ('A_’)-‘]J;Uf -:Tr &Tt,.;érd Q[‘:l‘



Subij: SUPPORT AFF
Date: 11/15/2008 3:52:05 PM Pacific Standard Time
From: ledburke@cox.net

To: grovergr@aol.com

STATE OF

)
)
COUNTY OF )

[, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated of Nevada,

2. [ have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the shareholder
derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concemed about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the Defendants;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit filed by
the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

?é/'ﬁ’(fﬁ/j ' Aﬁﬂ/&mi

Affiant
Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this day of , 2008.
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} SS.
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )

Subscribed and swormn to (or affirmed) before me on the 18th day of November 2008, by
GROVER GRAVES proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) who
appeared before me.

-

T, KATHRYN SHORT %
by 33

COMM, #1554354

T ] HOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORMIA
£ w Y RIVERSIDE COUNTY .
g My Comm. Expires Feb, 21,2008

....................

N

Pl Dt

ﬁjigm{@&e of Notary Public

Saturday, November 15, 2008 Amenca Online: GROVERGR



STATE o% 7ya
counTy or( 9£. /4, g/*?r

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
sharcholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, [ support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef

Afﬁan}

3. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Subscribed and Swy_to before me
this .94 day of /Fe w4 2008.

NOTARY PUBLIC = e
N e &
Vo ity v .
NORMA L BREWER-—, b

2 NOTARY PUBLIC bor thé State of Fiomtang
e eenth o/ Residing at Columbus, Montana ]
’ Hy Commixsion Expires Fchrua:yﬁ],zg_ff




STATE OF Flog) a4

S gl

COUNTY OF b’r ”5 lﬂaféauj'!d

W ‘:'f’ the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

"
l. That Fam a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated

of Nevada.

4
2. lAjfhaw: reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the

shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

wé
3. ‘£am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the

Defendants;

e e i
4, Alth-cn.lghlf'fJ am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, £ support the lawsuit -
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef,

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Q,%-?ﬂw

| Afflant”
S,' Sserihed and mbef re me @7(12,, M()WJ
f p 008. -
&» v O# - Q-F'—F-t..ﬂu"\_
NOTARY PUBLIE_ '~ 3 /LL{QQ')

" CHRISTINE RAMOS
", Motary Public - State of Flarida
W =My Commisslon Explres Oct 7 200
Sho 435 Commission # DD 5926%¢
TENLW Bonded By National Notan £
Y T e S T B Y BRI



STATE OF U\QQ%?UM )

)
county or Lin(all;

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That T am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. [ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintifls to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Affiant Daon . HowARD

worn to before me

N W(’ 12008

OFFICIAL SEAL
JEANETTE FINE
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGOH
COMMESHION NO. 387914
DXRES OCT 3, 2009




STATEOF _(Or «eaon

)
)
COUNTY OF Lo [ )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.,

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught,

.ﬁ % // /AMJA&

Affiant /,M../ PR &

Subscnbed and Sworn to before me

thle y of oy epaikoe., —~ 2008,

g mi%m_ \ e 50

TARY PUBLIC

QOFFICIAL SEAL
KATHRYN MC GRATH
NOTARY PURLIC-OREGON
COMMISSION HO. AJP17%2
MY COMMSSION EXPRES UN 23, 08




STATEOF 5 P )

)

COUNTYOF piuya )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

.

James 3 Hanhardt Affrant| 7V

That | am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants:

Although | am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Further affiant sayeth naught. { f

i

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this A0 day of Y24, s ey 2008.

N%Tﬁl:{‘{ PUBL%

EHpiies - e 20 2040




* STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I'am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2, I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.
p / - e
% ﬁ"f@"ﬂ/ﬂ-f /” 21 {L-4-C

Subscribed and Sworn to before me

this Z&_day of Mo isemhee. , 2008.

M ot
ARY PUBLIC

T MICHAEL W. RANDOLPH

C(A ) NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF NEVADA
N CLARK COUNTY

0&555-1 My Appt. Explres Qclobet 18, 2012




' STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1.

That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2, I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.
3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;
4, Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
3. Further affiant sayeth naught. O :
MEP08 Gya~298 (o,
| LY, -1
Subscribed and Swom to before me Aos '7 N‘/:. A5 }/pfﬁ-gL VY- fl '

this & £ day of plpyem bel , 2008.

Nordle LAs YESAS NV

W%% Alan GENROM

NATARY PUBLIC

MICHAEL W. RANDOLPH
NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF NEVADA
CLARK COUNTY

Ut}~55—i My Appt. Expiras Celober 18, 2012




' STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

.

That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I'am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants; '

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, T support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef,

Further affiant sayeth naught.

Cp _‘é{.{ﬁtﬂ /GMQ_,

Affiant ~Hilga Baafe

Subscribed and Swom to before me

this 25 day of A)ﬂ(f.f,ﬁéé’,&, 2008,

M L CLARK COUNTY
ARY PUBLIC ' pl. Expires Qctober 16, 2012

oLPH
ICHAEL W. RAND
?:GTARY PUELIC-STATE OF NEVAUA

00-66366-1 My Ap




STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY QF CLARK

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

I

[

That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations [ncorporated
of Nevada,

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

[ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in_this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kgakoweef. e

. g
7 s - i

I rd -

' / £ ) A/

e s E

, - r i
- i -

- i ng il

Further affiant sayeth naught. 7
_ At Faul CansrarnA

Subscribed and Sworn to before me

this 2% day of @Q;;lgﬁégg , 2008.

7&/%/ M Sor MICHAEL W. RANDOLPH

NOLIARY PUBLIC NOT ARY PUBLIC-STATE OF NEVADA

Ly CLARK COUNTY
90-55-1 My Appt. Expires QOctober

1§, 2012




~ STATE OF

COUNTY OF

Nt St et

I, the undersigned, hereby deﬁose and state as follows:

1.

Ud

That [ am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

[ have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I am concerned about self—déaling and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Althouph I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsmt
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Further affiant sayeth naught.
’W//?M = éﬂdmifi

Affiant

Subscribed and Swomn to before me

this 29_day of ;r00embes, 2008.

NOFARY PUBLIC

EL W. RANDOLPH
W’,//é/ W ":{;&‘;ﬁwwc STATE OF NEVADA

CLARK COUNTY

n 65355 1 My Appl. Explres Oclobor 16, 2012




STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1.

That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. ffk/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I'am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants:

Although I am not 2 named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Further affiant sayeth naught.

/(1..»") . *
.:';: ) = . - .H‘"/ - ‘;‘ L

“Affiant '

Subscribed and Swom to before me
this .«__:‘L)ﬁ day of A/p L Lee 2008,

M/AW Z  RICHAEL W. RANDOLPH|

NOTARY PUBLIC 7? 3 NOTARY PUSLIC-STATE OF NEVADA
N CLARK COUNTY

(1!]-55-1 My Appt. Explres Oclober 18, 2012




..
STATE OF? %éﬁ(ﬁl:ﬁ Jé;i.—/ )
)
COUNTY QF ;_>:§Z ﬁgé&_/m )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1.

2.

That T am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

[ am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Further affiant sayeth naught. %

Afﬁant
Wittiam A 0 "Codu ELi

Su scribed and Swom to before me

- g CHH[STH\. IE M
MY {:{JMf.:qu,DM B
August 13, 2019

RENTER
RES



STATE OF ﬂ,L[ﬁMJMq
COUNTY OF Pmtﬂﬂab))

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I am a current sharcholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. ] am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although [ am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

I a/ﬂ,u{»f/ 0 Corums / /

Affiant
Tracey D'Con me,\]

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this /,Z /.2 _dayof j_’)zzé uy,,erOOB

‘-"'"""-_—-l—-l'h--:-..-a.._..:u-
g Z ; : L .
W_,L._ ( e W o ,/ d * vqﬁ‘p#

gy "mrnmmu I

-~ NOTARY PUBLIC e ES
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STATEOF [~Lorida )

)
COUNTY OF H; {/sbog ough)

[, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

L That I am a current sharcholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Afﬁar;{/ Voo

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this ayof  _]).ce,m . |, 2008.

Qﬂmﬂ Q M@ow

*&wi? JOYCE A BLUGSAW
S Jﬁ%“ MY COMMISSION § 0D 533528

b
atl
3

a
L)
A
2
-I
I g
%
e
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STATEOF Flonida )
)

COUNTY OFH; [l sbosq., 7k )

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1. That I'am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I'have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derjvative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendarits;

4. Although I am not a named nominal plaintiffin this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

Chia 27 Drnen

Affrant

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this Lﬂday of b_Qp ., 2008,

Q@J HC () C() .M%u«j

NOTARY BUBLIC

j—y

- e M o,
b

s, JOYCE A BLUDSAW

Bondsd Thru Hotary Pubfic Lindervilers
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STATEQF (Uh '

counTY OF Clar il )

e’

I, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1.

That I am a current sharcholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I'am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.

Further affiant sayeth naught.
» i

Affiant - /

Subscribed and Swom to before me
this_5_ day of / decrners , 2008.




STATE OF _M\Vfyada )

COUNTY OF Mf}{-;ho <) | %l%
. '\‘?.:'

1, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

l. That T am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. £/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

2. I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

3. I am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

4, Although T am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsuit

filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef.
5. Further affiant sayeth naught.

(;ﬂl'fjv‘lx_)‘jﬂu y. 94 (;- }Lﬂ__m
Affiant B

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this Lf”?lay of Neceml e, 2008,
Appumlment Hemrded in Lyon County

\f L a(.»f' o ’f/\/ (ﬁ?Mf\M Nu m:szﬁ}m ExpfresApﬁH? 201t ,

“NOTARY PUBLIC




STATE OF %J’M )
)
COUNTY OF (ipidn o )

L, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as fallows:

1.

That I am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I'have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and suppcm the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

['am concemed about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, I support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef,

Further affiant sayeth naught.
Ll 4/{%1{},

Affiant

Subscribed and Sworm to before me

this J / day of Jf

jf / f%@?{c‘ﬂ 8-

NOTARY PUBLIC




STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF CLARK

[, the undersigned, hereby depose and state as follows:

1.

D

That 1 am a current shareholder of Kokoweef, Inc. f/k/a Explorations Incorporated
of Nevada.

I have reviewed the First Amended Complaint filed in this action and support the
shareholder derivative action against Defendants Hahn and Clary.

I'am concerned about self-dealing and mismanagement of Kokoweef by the
Defendants;

Although I am not a named nominal plaintiff in this action, 1 support the lawsuit
filed by the Plaintiffs to protect the interests of Kokoweef,

Further affiant sayeth naught.

(A an

SARA ELDER
Notary Public, Stats of Nevada

Appointmanl No. 05-107132-1
My Appt. Expires June 16, 2010




