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ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, IV
State Bar No. 8642

JENNIFER L. TAYLOR

State Bar No. 5798
ROBERTSON & ASSOCIATES, LLP
401 N. Buftalo Dr., Suite 202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 247-4661
Facsimile: (702) 247-6227
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

TED R. BURKE; MICHAEL R. and
LAURETTA L. KEHOE; JOHN BERTOLDO;
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,
Vs
LARRY H. HAHN individually, and as

former President and Treasurer of Expioratmns

i Incorporated of Nevada; HAHN'S WORLD OF |
R {PATRICKC CLARY an mdiwdual DOES 1
thmugh 100 mciuswe T e TSR

SURPLUS, INC.,a Nevada corporation;,

| Defendants o

.| EXPLORATIONS INCORPORATED OF
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CASE NO. A558629
DEPT: XI

[ELECTRONIC FILING CASE}

PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY TO DEFENDANTS
LARRY HAHN AND HAHN’S WORLD
OF SURPLUS, INC.’S OPPOSITION TO
MOTION FOR SANCTIONS; ANDEX |
PARTE APPLICATION FOR ORDER
SHORTENING TIME (REGARDING -
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS} |

DATE OF HEAR]NG
TIME OF HEARING

'KOKOWEEF INC aNevada cofporatlon S T




1 Plaintiffs Ted R. Burke; Michael R. and Lauretta I.. Kehoe; John Bertoldo; Paul Barnard;
2 || Eddy Kravetz; Jackie and Fred Kravetz; Steven Franks; Paula Maria Barnard; Leon Golden; C.A.
3 || Murff; Gerda Fern Billbe; Bob and Robyn Treska; Michael Randolph and Frederick Willis
4 i (hereinafter collectively referred to as "Plaintiffs"), by and through their undersigned counsel of
3 |i record, Robertson & Associates LLP, hereby file their Reply to Defendants Larry Hahn and
6 || Hahn's World of Surplus, Inc.'s Opposition to Motion for Sanctions; and Ex Parte Application for
7 || Order Shortening Time (Regarding Production of Documents) (hereafter “Reply”).
8
9 || Dated August 24, 2011 ROBERTSON & VICK, LLP
10 TN A
11 Alexﬁ‘aﬂerfﬁebertson 1V, Esq.
Nevada%Bar No. 8642
12 Jepnifer; L. Taylor, Esq.
-Neﬁa\djﬂ(jBar No. 5798
13 401 N, Buffalo Drive, Suite 202
: - Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
14 - Telephone: (702) 247-4661
- Facsimile: (702) 247-6227 .~
16 ' MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
T INTRODUCTION
20 Plamuffs Reply te the Memorandum ef Pomts and Authentles ef So Called Nommal
o 21 ‘Defendant Kekeweef Ine and Defendant Patnek C Clary m Oppes1t10n te (Flrst) Metlon for
22 Saneuens 15 meorperated Hlto thls Reply as 1f fuily set ferth herem or attaehed herete Hewever
. 23 the Opposnmn of the Hahn Defendants requzres add1t10na1 argumem | L | S
| Speelfleally, the Hahn Defendants Opposmen 15 yet anether ramblmg jeremlad eastmg
; aspersmns on Plamtxffs eeunsel that have 110 bearmg en the uncierlymg Mouen for Sanctiona
9 f Included in this laundry 11st of Cl‘lthlSHl is an eft—repeated derlsive eennnent by ceunsel fer the
8/28/11 9:53 JLT
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duty to eusure Kokoweef complted w1th the document productron o B .'

Hahn Defendants, M. Nelson Segel, Esq. (hereafter “Segel”) about Plaintiffs’ counsel’s practice

in construction defect rendering her unable to properly litigate in business court.’

I1.

PLAINTIFFS HAVE SET FORTH THE DELAYING CONDUCT OF DEFENDANTS IN
DETAIL AND HAHN’S AND SEGEL’S CONTINUED MISSTATEMENTS OF FACT
SHOULD NOT BE COUNTENANCED

Segel, and his client, Larry Hahn (hereafter “Hahn™) seem to want to both direct the
litigation and admit responsibility for Kokoweef’s document compliance in the litigation, yet be
absolved from all wrongdoing related to the problems with the document production. Counsel
for the Hahn Defendants claims that Plaintiffs have never set forth any conduct of any defendant
that delayed these proceedings other than the error regarding production of documents by |
Kokoweef. (Mot.2:14-15.) This is a misleading statement. This latest productiou of documents )
1s the latest in a string of events where Defendants heve ssked for more t1me because they heve

produced new documertts and then failed to produce those documents mn compltance thh the o

Nevada RuEes of Crvrl Procedures It 1s sbsolutciy sstoundmg that Defeudants can clarm

: 5Plamt1ffs have uever set forth any couduct of deiay, When trral detes have been corttlrtued soiely

: due to the fzulure in therr p1oductton

The reahty is that HAHN should not have had to make auy efforts to produce these

f _.documertts because they should heve m the ordmary course of busmess beerl kept is a clean and
gcorrrplete order Addrtioually, 1f orgemzatlon needed to be completed Hahn hed ample ttme to =
orgamze these documents 1u edvauce of the ewdeuttary hearmg Yet as thiS httgatrou has worn :
1 on 1t 1s cIesr that thts wsslnever doue tmd the ev1deuce presented to Judge Dentou mcomplete }_
3‘ aud maccurate These were Defendauts documents to beglu wrth end HAHN had a statutory and

-flducrary duty to memtam these records m the ordmary course of busruess ss weH es au edmltted

' The Court aiso practiced construction defect lrtrgatron whlle employed m prwate htrgatton eud

Plaintiffs™ hope, finds such derisiveness the most base of uucmE practtce protocoI

5081\5081 .00 \p\JLTOE85 . WED S
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g regardless ef whe he de]egetes the eetuel werk to Segel edmlts as rnueh Messrs Clary and

I

Seﬁei ere the attnrneys who repeatedly represented te the Ceurt that the preduetren atternpts set
: *-_forth Were enmplete Pursuant tn NRCP Rule 11 these offrcers ef the Ceurt are respon51ble fnr

. any pIeadrng presented to the Cenrt er te Plelntlffs Of thrs there 1s ne doubt

-*“

B .-the atterneys Neveda Rule ef Prnfessmnel Cenduet 3 4 reeds 1n pertment part that e lawyer sha]l__

HAHN admits in his affidavit that he had a duty to maintain accurate records. He states "I
do not believe it is unreasonable for me to have delegated the production of documents to other
people.” (Hahn Dec. §[ 16). While it is not unreasonable to delegate production, it is
unreasonable to not supervise or ensure that production was done timely and competently. For
HAHN and Segel to now hide behind a veil of allegedly inadequate volunteers is ludicrous and
wrong. Court records will demonstrate that Plaintiffs' allegations are accurate, not Defendants’
blanket denials.

1II.
SANCTIONS ARE PROPER AGAINST HAHN, CLARY AND SEGEL AND NOT

AGAINST KOKOWEEF AND LARRY HAHN CAUSED THE DELAY IN
PRODUCTION -

It 1s within this Court’s inherent powers to issue sanctions against Defendant Hahn and

counsel Clary and Segel. Sec¢ Young v. Jehnnv Rlbetro Bldg, Inc., 106 Nev 88 787 P. 2d T77

|| (1990). See also Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Defendent Keknweef s Motten for Approva} ()f Lete—
g Predneed Evrdenee frled on Aprﬂ 22 2{)11 o e EER 5

Agatn Pierntlffs 1nenrpnrate and restete the1r Argument regardrng the as31gnment ef

Senetrnns set nut 1n thelr Reply te Defendsnt Kekeweef Ine end Clary s Opp()sm()n Defendantg |
deflnttlvely and eeeurately stete whe sanetlens sheuld be agatnst Le_rry Hahn es Presldent end

Treesnrer of Kekeweef 18 respensrble fer the preduetren nf doeernents fer Kekeweef Ine

Further the Nevede Rules ef Professmnal Cenduet eiearly set nut the respensrbrht1es of '_

| (a) Unlawfully ebstruet enetherpertys aeeess te evrdenee nr S
unlewfully alter, destroy or conceal a document or other rnaterrel |
having potential evrdentrary value. A lawyer : shall net eeunsel or

assist another person to do any sueh act.

5081V5081.00\p\JLTO88S . WPD - 4 -
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1 in a respens:ble and dlhgent fa5h10n and he has breaehed that duty

Yet, through years of protestations that all of Kokoweef”s documents had been produced, this is
cxactly what Segel and Clary have done; obstruct access to evidence. Correspondence between
counsel for Plaintiffs and Segel and Clary, attached hereto as Exhibit “1 ', demonstrate that
rather than engage in any due diligence, Segel and Clary were to busy describing descriptions of
document deficiencies as a “monstrosity” and engaging in other gamesmanship.

As 10 HAHN, Plaintiffs reiterate that Kokoweef, Inc. is not a charity, it is not a business
like HWS that 1s based on the sales of merchandise or service with a single owner, or even a
"mom and pop" business entity. Kokoweef is a Nevada Corporation whose sole operating capital
15 drawn {rom the investments of shareholders to the tune of over $2.5 million dollars. Hahn is
President, Treasurer and Majority Sharcholder of the corporation. Hahn has a statutory and
heightened fiduciary duty to maintain accurate records and comply with discovery requests and

court orders. There i1s no excuse for his failure to do so, and his counsel, Segel, admits as much.

Il Opp. 8:6-8. See generally Enterprise Foundry & Machine Werks v. Miners’ Elkhern__CeaI Co.,

241 Ky 779 (Ky 1931).

As wrih thelr Repiy to Kokoweef and Clary, Hahn and Segel deny that they had anythrng |

.‘ :to de w1th the preduetion ef deeuments and ask thrs Ceurt te aseee% sancl;mns 1f any, agamst
, only the Corporatren Kekoweef Ine ln other Werds the shareholders of Kokoweef the wcums
of the wrongdomg would then be made ro pay fer the ael;mns of the wrengdoere ThlS wou}d

: .truly be an 111]11511(26 See Kahn V. Dodds ( ln re AMERCO Dewatwe ng ) 252 P 3d 681 (Nev

} 201 1) see alee Boek V. Amenean Grewth Fund Seeneors 904 P Zd 1381 (Cole Ct App 1995)

| In the end the errcus aet that iS the Defendants produetmn ean lead to only two . '_
-Cr)r}eluelens i) Larry Hahn 1s meompetent as the Presrdent and Treasurer | GI‘ ) Larry Hahn has. o
taken the funds and is new trymg to eover hls traeks There 1s no questlon that Hahn has a | | ," gE

flduc'iary rebponsrbrhty te ensure that the reeords of shareholder funds pald te- Kekoweef are kept

DEFENDAN TS HAD AN OBLIGATION TO PRODUCE ORIGINAL RECEIPTS

The Hahn Defendante then cemplam that 1o request was made fer them to preduee {_

5081\5081.06\p\JLTGBSS . WED ~ 5 -
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R terme are materlal the or1g1nal wntmg must be produced unless 1t is ehown to be unavallable for _';g i
R Some reason other than the serlous faoit of the proponent Yoong V Nevada T}tle Co 103 Nev i
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original receipts. This is an out and out lie as Plaintiffs' counsel wrote a letter dated November
24, 2009 where she specifically requested the original receipts, and an earlier letter asking for an
on-site document inspection. (See Letter of November 24, 2009 and other correspondence from
Plaintiffs’ regarding compliance, attached hereto as Exhibit "2"). The false accusations of Segel
regarding these requests to view original documents is yet one more in his long line of factual
misstatements.

Further, the Rules of Civil Procedure do not contemplate that a party is only required to
produce copies but just the opposite in fact. Rule 34 states:

(a) Scope. Any party may serve on any other party a request (1) to
produce and permit the party making the request, or someone
acting on the requestor's behalf, to inspect and copy, any
designated documents (including writings, drawings, graphs,
charts, photographs, phonorecords, and other data compilations
from which information can be obtained, translated, if necessary,
by the respondent through deteetlon dev1ees Into reasonably usable
form, - - - -

Further NRS 52. 235 speolfleally requlres orlgmai doeuments When produotxon 18 sought g
.-To prove the oontent of a wrltlng, reeordmg or photograph the o IS

) or1g1nal writing, recordmg or photograph is reqolred exeept as o
othermse prov1ded in thls thle R RS

“f| The best ev1denee ru]e reqmres produetlon of e:ﬂ or1g1nal doeumem where the aotual eontents of

that doeumem z-,ue at 1seue and sought to be proved In provmg the terms of a writmg, Where the,

g/28/711 9
508145081

| Fraud Exammer must eblde A 1:1‘ue dlld correet eopy of the%e guidelmes are attaohed hereto as
27 a8
I Exhibit “3 ** and were olso attaohed to Mr Strmgham 5 January 19 2011 report These

28
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Defendants argument 15 Wlth()llt basm a:od shouid bo d15regarded

PLAINTI‘FFS' EXPERT TALON STRINGHAM DID NOT OPINE AS TO L
MISAPPROPRIATE BECAUSEITISNOT HIS FUNCTION. .

Attaehed herel:o isa eopy of the guadelmes by wh1eh Mr S{rmgham and any Cer‘ufled
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: agleement Frankly, th1s should not be news tﬂ thlS Court but to h1gh11ght for the Court the

B o DS

,'_:mosl recant basm for thlS distrust Plamtlffs attach hereto as Exhlblt “4 » :"a serles of emalls 111

'{-_Whlch Segel sollclted an extensmn rof the dlscovery cut«-off 10 thh PIamuffg counsel agreed

i the November 17 2011 dlscovery cut off for Wthh he had sohmted an extensmn On numerous

L)
oSN

| subsequent occasmns Segel has admmed that he was n{)t “proud” Of thls conduct Further

guidelines specifically define the CFE's role: “No opinion shall be expressed regarding the guilt
or mnocence of any person or party.” It will be up to the finder of fact to determine HAHN's role
in the misappropriation of funds. Mr. Stringham can present statements that the evidence will
support indicia of fraud, which Mr. Stringham has done. Defendants’ argument is again without
basis, illogical and misapprehends the role of a Certified Fraud Examiner. Since Defendants
have retained their own Certified Fraud Examiner, Sharon McNair, they should be aware of this
guideline.
VI.
THE REQUESTED SANCTIONS ARE REASONABLE.
Again, Plaintiffs incorporate their Reply to the Opposition of Defendant Kokoweef and
Patrick C. Clary’s to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Sanctions. o | |
VL
NRS CHAPTER 90 PROVISIONS CITED BY PLAIN’I‘IFFS ARE APPLICABLE

Plamuffs dgam mcarporate then: Reply to the Opp051t10n Uf Defendam Kekc}weef and

: Patnck C Clary 5 1o Pkdmtsz&, Motmn for Sanctmns

SEGEL’S PERSONAL ATTACKS ARE UNWARRANTED RED HERRINGS TO
DISTRACT FROM HIS OWN WRONGDOING

Much (}f the Declaratmn of Segel 15 cnmprlsed Of aspersmns cast upcm Plamuffs counsel

: One of the highhghts is Segel s contentmn that because Plamuffs counsel dnes not “ '::.:'_:i.:fi.j

word” he says 1t has cost all counse} addltienal fees to do what should have been done ’oy s

: ,Segel then fﬂed a Status Repc)rt fﬁed December 8 2(}10 111 whlch he asked the Court to mamtam?_f

instances of such unpmfessmnal conduct by Segel along w1th Clary, are Inanlfes t but thv, i the

SOB145081. 00 \p\JLTO8BS . WPD - ] -
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point at which it was clear Plaintiffs simply could not trust a word said by Segel. See Exhibit 57
containing further emails between counsel demonstrating Segel’s misstatements of fact regarding
the history of communication in this litigation.
IX.
CONCLUSION
Based upon the foregoing, Plaintiffs respectfully pray that their Motion for Sanctions be

granted against Defendants Hahn and Clary and Counsel Segel for the full amount requested.

e @0 a3 ot R

Dated August 29, 2011 ROBERTSON &.ASSOCIATES, LLP

DA

. ‘Ale xander/Rebertson, IV, Esq.
12 | ? da Bar No. 8642
| | - Jénnifer L. Taylor, Esq.
13 | | . ~-Nevada Bar No. 5798 | SR
R o 3_'401 N. Buffalo Drive, Sulte 202 o
14 S - Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 R
.~ Telephone: (702) 247- 4661
15 . Facsimile: (702) 2476227 . . .

—
R —

16
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Law Offices of

Patrick C. Clary, Chartered

A Professional Corporation

CITY CENTER WEST, SUITE 410
7201 WEST LAKE MEAD BOULEVARD

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89128
: May 7, 2010 _
Teiephone: 702.382.0813 | Branch Office
Fax: 702.382.7277 | 543 Plumas Street

email: patclarv@patclary law.com FILE #.£ A Al N A A Reno, Nevada 89509

www.patclarylaw.com (NDEX: YES. . . {Telephone: 775.348.0099
CALENDAR: Fax: 775.348.1738

DATE 1 o
NATE 2

Jennifer L. Taylor, Esg. BY:
Robertsgon & Vick, LLP OTHER: L . oa
401 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 202 ATTORMEY:
Las Vegasg, Nevada 89145 ROUTE TO:

¥
T N A Bl P

Re: Burke, et al. v. Hahn, et al.

Emailjtaylor@rvedlaw.com
& Original by Regular Mail

- Dear Jennifer:

This is my best attempt to respond to your monstrosity of a second letter
to me dated April 29, 2010 (“your 1ll-page letter”). Your li-page letter
is in sharp contrast to the first letter you wrote to me on April 29,
2010 in response to my letter to you of April 28, 2010. In your first
- April 29 letter, you indicated that, in response to my inquiry, neither
you nor your clients had any copies of corporate minutes of Kokoweef,
Inc. ("Kokoweef”) for the period of August 2007 to date, so I supplied
copies thereof to you also on April 29th in order that the continued
deposition of “the corporate designee on the custody and keeping of the
records of Kokoweef” could proceed as scheduled on August 30,
Nevertheless, and in direct violation of the Court’s Order ‘Regarding
Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel entered and filed on April 22, 2010 (“the
unilaterally and at ‘the last minute cancelled the _deposition. Thus, it is
~ you, rather than my client or me, who is not in compliance with ‘the

~ Subject Order.

Contrary to your erroneous allegations, I have acted in good faith in

_Order

- Order and previous to that in producing the documents that were -covered
by the request for production of documents contained within your previous

- additional documents were, as I recall, also produced. Do you have copies
of those documents? Do you even know what they consist of? If you do, did
you ever bate-stamp them? If not , -why not? We should not have to produce
these same documents a second time. T



Jennifer L. Taylor, Esdg.
Robertson & Vick, LLP
May 7, 2010 - Page Two

Since it is obvious to me that you have not acted in good faith during
the discovery process, I agree with Nelson Segel that the purpose of your
continuing conduct of harassment, which has and still consists of a
“fishing expedition” not permltted under applicable law, is to overwhelm
Kokoweef and its counsel as well as Mr. Hahn and his affiliate defendant
and their counsel and ultimately to destroy Kokoweef.

With respect to the second full paragraph of your 1ll-page letter, your
belief stated therein is incorrect. I know that corporate minutes are
covered by the overly broad description conteened in Reguest No. 14. The
fact is that we have prev1ouely'produced corporate minutes, so I properly
ingquired of you what corporate minutes you requested and you responded
by advising me of the corporate minutes that you stated you and your
clients that they didn’'t have and demanded thet they be produced, and 1
complied. | |

It remains to be. seen whether documents identified in the Directory (as
defined by you) have not been,produced There are, of course, documents
that were jprev1ously* produced before you reguested that subsequent
documents be bated- stamped.whloh.were not'bete -stamped. Agalnq_why'dldn £
you bate- stemp them ‘yourself? No documente were ever '“demped”‘*

Plelntlffs as you.wrongfully allege and they were 1dent1f1ed at the time
they were produced Elther they were produced to your prevmous counsel

-jwho never objected to the form of productlons made to hlm,,or,_lf they
were produoed efter you end yonr flrm ‘came 1nto the case ‘and not ‘bated-
stamped elther you weren’'t paylng ettentlon Or you.never requested then

that they be bate stamped R , LT .
leth respect to your dletrlbe 1n the mlddle of Qage 3 of your 11 page
“letter, the responses ere correct because {l) there are" no “leﬂt venture

',gEQreements operetenq egreements oartnershlp agreements, limited

:Lllablllty compeny agreements"'and.{z} the. only document that we belleve‘

~ could fall into this ‘category would be. the 1d1ot agreement thet wes glven

little or no. cons1derat1on wzth the phoney company, Mayan Gold that Ted

EABurke 1ntroduced and proposed V;_t,ﬁ_,_n_,ﬂ_,____,,ﬁ;,.,,s,., g-;;,-;:}:

eiRespondlng to the f1rst two paregraphs on pege 4 of your 11 page 1etter,ff__f

. the reason . that the documente you' reference are . “Scent“'ln.number'ls thet odfj

[]thet is all thet there arei The rest of your comments don t meke sense
. 8Buffice it to sey'thet except for. documents produced when you were not

'ﬁcounsel all of ‘the. documents that have been produced on computer discs

. are set forth 1n the Derectory to the best of our knowledge, 1nformatlon _fff

';jend bellef
-fYour comments on the bottom of page 4 end the top of page 5 of your 11m.
‘page letter are also mlsleadlng, beceuse the expense payments ‘made .are

recorded in the disc contalnlng Kokoweef s Qulck Books program I em_.‘



Jennifer L. Taylor, Esqg.
Robertson & Vick, LLP
May 7, 2010 - Page Three

informed that the list of mining claims, which is a matter of public
record, was produced on a one-page hard document that was provided to you
but was not on a disc and not bate-stamped. If you can‘t find it, we will
give you another copy. The only “reorganization documents,” which consist
of the Agreement and Plan of Reorganization dated November 20, 2005 and
the Closing Agreement, ‘Aeeignment and Receipt dated August 31, 2006, have
been in your clients’ possession for years; otherwise, you wouldn’'t even
know about the transactions covered by them. In case you haven’t reviewed
the corporate minutes we produced last week, copies of both are included
therein. -

With respect to the second paragraph on page 5 of your ll-page letter,
the referenced documents are contained in the 719,000 documents”
(according to you; that you scanned and placed on disce. You will have to
make your own lists of those documents. Incidentally, vou still haven’'t
provided us with copies of those discs as you promised. We will
antzcipate receiving the disks on or before Friday, May 14, 2010. If
there is some reason that they cannet be produced please let me know as
soon as poselble - - - . o ‘

As to the leet full paragraph on page 5 of your 11mpage letter, see
"QUICK BOOKS.” As to documents of ‘Mr. Hahn end hle afflliated company,
you . w111 have to speak te Nelsen Segel | Lo S

HReferrlng te page 6 eff yeur 11 page 1etter,_1 have been unable te speak
- to Leurle erght as ehe is, and wae prler to the dellvery ef you 1etter,
jeut of tewn for her empleyer,,but we belleve thet all of the decumente
;1lsted as I e) 1- 16) are in the dlSGS supplled w1th the xespense te
7grequeet for produetlen ef decumente eerved\Aprll 14 2010 Ms erght 1e
,-greturnlng to ‘Las . Vegae on er abeut Menday, May 10 2010 hewever,_
.stated below I‘Wll? ‘be: OLt ef tewn that - enflre week therefere, I w;ll
-”knet be able to epeak te her about thzs 1eeue untll I return,j;ngﬂf;ﬂﬁfﬁ

 :ﬁAe te I b} 1),.the deeumente centalned thereln,,cenelstlng ef deeementeﬁe' )
‘;Ereflectlng visitors to the mine and 1ettere ‘from old stockholders .all
- from:1888. Documents in 1.b) 2+3) cenelet of: dupllcatee werk ‘sheets thatﬁ -

were seanned by you in- the steckholders fll&ﬁ We. dld net preduce 1tem

'fjne 1 b) 4),_because 1t is merely a eorperate form beek frem 1986 ‘and o
Jcentalne 110 corperate documente ef Kekeweef As te “I b) 5 6) these.,3'~

1ﬁrecerds are included in. the Dlreetory'as decuments bate etamped as “EIN" -

{jand clearly deserlbed as for 103 and’ ‘04 “Noi I b} 7). was ‘not. preduced;ie”f

' because ‘it is a vxrtually empty blnder centalnlng three pagee that mean

"ﬁnethlng No. I b) 8} are decumente preduced at . the eV1dent1ary hearlng';7¥”

and are clearly 1dentlf1ed ‘ag stated in ‘the Dlreetory ‘No. I:b) 9} was
not produced because they are court documents filed in thls case. No. I
[h) 10) contains documents that are 1dent1f1ed in: the Dlrectery Nes I



Jennifer I.. Taylor, Esqg.
Robertson & Vick, LLP
May 7, 2010 - Page Four

b} 11} and 12) were not produced because they are books containing
corporate minutes for 1884-1990 and 19%90-1997, respectively. Nos. I} b)
13-21) were not produced because they were not requested, provided,
however, that I agree that proxies {although not specifically named in
the Request) may be interpreted as corporate records that should have
been produced, but, accordingly, if you want copies of these proxies we
will produce them, , since there are thousands of them, vou will have to
make the same type of arrangements as you recently did to scan the
voluminous shareholder files.

No. I ¢) 1-3), consisting of (1) of photographs of rock, (2) assays, and
(3) a safety book for BLM No. I ¢} 4) contains an assay, which was not
produced because 1t was not requested and a document relating to Mayan
Gold, which 1is referred to above. No. I) ¢} 5} contains documents
relating to a wind/solar system, which was not produced because it was
not regquested. No. I ¢) 6) contains documents relating to underground
procedure, which was not produced because it was not requested. No. I c)
7) contains phctegraphs of a drill rlg, whlch was not preduced because
they were not reguested. No. I ¢) .8) conta:i.ne ‘blank, unused stc}ck
certificates of Explorations Incorporated of Nevade (“EIN")' Wthh wWas
not preduced because they were not requested ‘No. I ¢c) 9): are in the
Director so deecrlbed Nos. I .¢) 10 13) speak for themselves as coples of
court decuments in thls 1ewsu1t I cﬁ 16) centalns unflled and
-duplleete court documents in thls case. ‘No. I .e) 17} contamns -a
E};ahr::ﬂr:u::agraq;v}h of the ‘mail-out of ‘the stoskholders' 'meet:;.ng for 09 ‘an
1eperat1ng manual solar 1nformat10n, report on Drill Hsle 13 and an
‘explosive permlt whlch were net produced because they were not
_ -‘Erequested : e R , L : : R . L

eN I d)fi) centalns maps, the 1993 newsletter,.a geolsglcal report by

f-fHew1tt ‘and a- partﬂ cetelegue,:whlch were not produced. becahse‘-hey were.
- not requested No. I d) 2) contains. drlll rlg 1nfsrmetlon, whlch was not
'_jpreduced because 1t ‘was not requested Ne 10d) 3) centalns dupllcate__,r_
Tﬁcoples from the bank that were subpsenaed 1n thls ease in 2009 whlch were.f_f:
- not- produced because you already have them' No ST d) 4) censxst ef the_l,

| ggreen and . burgundy books contalnlng the Qulck Books records that are
”jldentlfled in ‘the Dlrectory, while the bex contalns coples of documents_

~which" Ted Burke put .on the: unautherlzed “Kekoweef Com" web szte, whleh_f;

were not- preduced becauee they'were not." requested Ne— I d) 5180 an empty

jblack blnder No I d) 6} ~contains mlecellaneeus court decuments in . this o

7:ﬁcese No I d) 7 centalns a copy. of .an’ essay repert whlch Ted Burke fi};
o ;pessesses | and extra c:op:!.ee Df documents that ha.ve been prev1ously R
I e} “Column 1: 1) contalns maps, Wthh were not produced,becausef

they were not requested No 2} Contalns recelpts for 2003 2006 whlch



Jennifer L. Taylor, Esg.
Robertson & Vick, LLP
May 7, 2010 - Page Five

are set forth in the Directory. No. 3} contains tools, which were not
produced because they were not requested.

I e} “Column 2:” The documents in no. 1 are identified in the Directory.
No. 2 contains extra copies of old newsletters, which were not produced
because they were not requested. No. 3 contains obsolete miscellaneous
papers relating to mining claims covering the period 1991-2000, which
were not produced because they were not reguested. Nos. 4-6) are
identified in the Directory.

I e) “Two Boxes next to shelf:” No. 1) is empty. No. 2} contain receipts
that were produced and are listed in the Directory.

I e} The “Box - at back of closet with Binders & Rooks” contains old
Mining manuals, books and catalogues, which were not produced because
they were not requested.

I £) “Bhelves at back of closet:” No. 2 contains pald,recelpts coverlng
2003~ 2006 which are included in the Dlrectory , .

No. II a) contains reference materlale, tocols, empty file felders, and
old unfiled, unorganized documents, which were not produced because they
were not requested No. II b) centalne shareholder recerde that were
scanned by you. With respect to II ¢}, “the bottom drawer is. empty,
because its contents set forth on ‘the 1abel on the drawer were meved up
to the top drawer, and theee ehareholdera recorde were. ecanned by you,

exeept for blank Kekeweef efflee ferme remalnlng ain the bettem drawer

whlch were not produced becauee they were not requeeted ‘ | -

=III a) ae etated eentalns.“Stoek Certlflcatee and Ledgere,? whlch were
*;-Scanned by . you exeept for returrled ‘BIN eteck certlflcatee that were
iercnanged for Kekeweef eteek eertlfrcatee ‘but the 1nfermat10n eentalned
;there 1e eet forth in the eteckholder fllee,,whleh were eeanned by yeu

_E.I have 1o objeetlen to yeur rece1v1ng a cepy of the epread eheets,
gprevrded however, that you underetand that they are net ‘as. current and
iup te date ae the 1nfermatlen,that you recelved 1n the sharehelder fllee

Wlth reepeet te the_“unreadable recelpte" referred te 1n the aeeend full
paragraph on page 9 of your ll-page letter,:durlng the ‘so-called “audlt”_
aperlod Mx. Beller'made arrangemente with Kokoweef fer remeval of various
eerporate petty cash recelpte and had them scanned. There were certaln of
those receipts that were not ‘readable beeauee ef the paeeage ‘of tlme,
and, therefere, they were eeparated frem the readable reeelpte. Theee
unreadable receipts were apparently not returned and ‘cannot now ‘be
located. We will continue our efferte, hewever, te flnd them and Wlll
advise if we do.



Jennifer L. Taylor, Esdg.
Robertson & Vick, LLP
May 7, 2010 - Page Six

Once again Laurie Wright ig not available right now; consequently, I am
not able at this time to comment on the content of the third and fourth
full paragraphs of your ll-page letter. Nevertheless, 1 can assure that,
with respect to the remainder of the preceding set forth at the top of
page 10 of your 1ll-page letter, there are no Kokoweef documents in any
safe, where none have been sgince on or about September 3, 2008,

With respect to the first full paragraph on page 10 of your l1ll-page
letter, I am informed that the two sharehclder lists were offered to you
when you were in Kokoweef’s office and that your reply was that you would
ask Nelaon Segel for the lists. Did you ask Nelson? If not, are you now
asking me for them? If so, you can have them. I don’t appreciate your
migleading commentary that would suggest that we were deliberately
withholding them from you.

With resgspect teo the last half of page 10 of your ll-page letter, my
comments above regarding Lauria Wrights baing unavailable alao apply.

I cannot figure out what you mean or what you want me to do in the
generallzed comments contained in the flrst and second full paragraphs on
page: 11 :of your ll’”age letter As to the thlrd full paragraph on page
10, your contlnulng thraats and your arbltrary and unauthorlzad deadllne
of May 10, 2010, when in fact it is you, - not the undersmgned ‘who is
v1olatlon of the aforesald Order of the court are also nct appr901ated

as I alluded to. above, on Monday, May 10 2010 I w1ll be flylng early in
the mornlng to Washlngton ‘D, C. to attand tha CARE Nat10na1 Conference
and Celebratlon and won't return to. Las Vegas untll tha follow1ng Monday,
;May'17 2010 Please gcvern yourself accordlngly R Sl

Slnceraln ycurs; J;;ge-‘=~n-=~--~-~~‘-

;;Pcc 1f SRR
ce: M- Nelson Segal Esq
Larry Hahn, Pre31dent
- Kokoweef, Inc. . . =
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LAW OFFICE OF

M NELSON SEGEL, ESQUIRE

624 SOUTH Y™ STREET
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101

TELEPHONE (702) 385-5266
FAX (702) 382-2967
EMAIL: nelson @nelsonsegellaw.com

April 30, 2010

VIA EMAIL

Jennifer Taylor, Esquire
ROBERTSON & VICK
401 North Buffalo Drive
Suite 202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

Re: HAHNETAL ADV BURKEETAL.
Dear Ms Taylor
We are in reeelpt of your various ematls and lettera regardmg the purperted deﬁetenmes n the pmductmn by
Kokoweef, Inc. Without eommentxng on the contents of said letters, or acknowled ging that Kokoweef did not
properly respond it is Kokoweef, not my. ehents ‘who' were respen31bie fer the preduettea 1 appreeiate yeur

'keeplng me in the loop and I beheve 1t 15 appropnate B T R

I w1il make ene ebservatlen It appears that your requests are overbmad and burdensome Had I responded

‘,,there weuld have been multtpie ebjeettens It is my beltef that Kekeweef attempted te respead te requeats o

I allewed yeu unfettered aeeess te the maer offiee of Kekeweef If yeu recall eur engtnal agreement was . o

o it s youto the “outer office.”. You were aliewed 1o hterally make a dtagram of the enttre mner ofﬁee
| --,“_Thta aheuld make 1t elear that Kokeweef had a desue to epen and aliew unfettered aeeesa |

| '-_Yeur baekground in CD eases raakes 1t eiear that you have a desu'e te ge en a “ﬁshlag expedttten aed o

o '-,_'?.jeause stich expense to the: defendants 10 bury them. You have essentlatly seught every.piece.of | paper that BRI

N “was generated by Kekeweef orits predeeeasor EIN frem thetr meeptmn That IS l;kely te happen! nggvﬁrs- D

o _*Z‘_thts wﬂl not be a pesuwe result for yeur chenta

o r'themereus ttmes Ihave requested a settlement effer what your cltents wanted er at mtmmum, aeemputattea B . -
of any eategery ef damages eIa;med by your ehents Nosuch mfermatmn haa everbeen prevlded tous. After -

the hearing on yeur discevery metmn, 1 contacted Mr Rebertsen and yeu I asked what your elteats waated T
- ._i-er Rebertsen stated “"I amnet authenzed te tell }‘Du‘" - T T T

: ..Whllt’: we were at the Kekeweef offteea, 1 beheve on Menday, Aprﬂ 19 2010 I asked yeu what )’Dur cheats IR

‘wanted " You stated inan agttated velee, that I had asked yoe thla numeroua umes yeu had many mattera



Jennifer Taylor, Esquire
April 30, 2010
Page Two

with which you had to deal and you could not address it.

I am also not happy with your unilateral termination of the deposition that was scheduled twice and ordered
by Judge Gonzalez to take place. It is clear that your clients do not have a desire to resolve this matter or to
assist Kokoweef in ridding itself of an officer who allegedly acted improperly. Your clients’ goals are to kill
Kokoweef! |

This letter shall serve as a formal demand for the immediate disclosure of your client’s damages. Since you
have set a deadlme for perfonnance by Kokoweef of May 10, 2010, we will use said date for your respon S€8.

It is the desu'e of my clients to end this liti gation. 1t is clear that the Piamtiffs prefer to prolong it and avoid
the true issues.

I look forward to hearing from you.
With great concern,
\s\M Nelson Segel

- -_M‘N,e_lson Segel_

MNS:dlw

cc: Mr LarryI—Iahn . o
~ Patrick C. Clary, Esquire



Law Offices of

Patrick C. Clary, Chartered

A Protessional Corporation

CITY CENTER WEST, SUITE 410
7201 WEST LAKE MEAD BOULEVARD
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89128

Telephone: 702.382.0813
Fax: 702.382.7277 September 23, 2009

email: patclary@palclarylaw.com
www.patclarylaw.com

Branch Office

543 Plumas Street
Reno, Nevada 89509
Telephone: 775.348.0099
Fax: 775.348.1738

Via email taylor@RVCDIAW.COM & FILE# il
Criginal by Regular U. S. Mail iNDEX:
Jennifer L. Taylor, Esdg. CM'ENDAR'
Rchertson & Vick, LLP DﬁTE‘I
401 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 202 DATE 2
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 BY e
OTHER: .
Re: Burke, et al. v. Hahn, et al. ATTGHNEY
| - RDUTETD

Dear Jennifer: e o

Please conelder this letter as my formal response to your emelle of
September 14 and 18 and your'}eLtere of September 16 and ‘18, 2009

My-inability to appear at the’ time ¢of the. depeeltlen netrced,by you
was etr1etly beceuee of emergeneree in which T wasg engeged T
reqret hewever, that the exlqenele e£ one . ef thoee emergen01es
ueaused.me to give you. euch late eetlce, eeneequently,_ln the spirit
of eeeperetlen ‘and ralr play,_I ankwelllng to reimburse. yeu fer the
ceurt reporter e eppearance fee 1f 1t 15 a reaeonable ameunt o

{I dld take e eall frem yeu en September 18th {and es I etated 1n

'fthls eubjeet ae I belleve all ef ue have the ebllgetlene te do_

' 1anyway, .80 that we mlght be able to . eveld havmng te go - beek to. thee-Vii:

~Discovery Cemmreelener w1 also etated “that. teleehener:

,?]eonvereatlon tnet 1rreepect1ve eF the preprlety ef the procedurefe*

- you: employed, you -are entitled to: the dreeevery yeu are seeking. .
,QYDu wrengly aecueed me ef hevlng Laken no - aetlen w1th reepeet to -
L your dleeevery requeet aﬂd ‘you alee etated in. yeur September 8™ -

.~ cemail that = “this appears to me as if you have never prevxeuely ,e_e
. ,fﬁferwerded theee Requeete or the Depe Notlce to. your cllent "‘Slnce,;:;;j__
- then I have. been able to: eenrlrm.thet your eceueetlen is. untrue SIn

"ffac, repreeentatlvee ef my” client, Kekoweef Inc., Neleen Segel

'iﬂgand I dlecueeed ell ef_the cetegerlee_ef_documentejyeu set ferth 1n_'

if,.,nc'iuded 1n the | %
- sometime- ago Apparently, yeu heve net even
*tbem, “and -you” cannet blame me fer tﬁet S

' bethered to?leok On‘fff-V'”



Jennifer L. Taylor, Esq.
Robertson & Vick, LLP

401 North Buffalo Drive
September 23, 2009 - Page Two

The one exception is the request for the names, addresses, and
telephone numbers of the stockholders of Kokoweef, Inc. and copiles
of all stock certificates.

I still maintain that insertion of a request for production of
documents (without calling it that) in your “Notice of Deposition
pursuant to NRCP 30 (b) {(6) of the Custodian and Keeper of Records of
Kokoweef, Inc.” was and is procedurally defective. Your gquotation
of Rule 30(b) (6) in your email of September 18" dces not support
your position. I suggest that you reread it again, because it
clearly states as follows:

The notice to a party deponent may be accompanied by a request
made 1in compliance with Rule 34 for the production of
documents and tangible things at the taking of the deposition.
5Ihe‘procedhre-of'Rule 34 ehall epply'to the request {Emphasis
;eupplled ) - s

An 1neert10n in a dEpDSltan notlce 1e not the equ1ve1ent or an
“accompanylng" doc:ument “and ycu dld not fellew the procedure
outlined in Rule 34. Nelther deee Rule BG(b){G) 01ted Ain the
‘fheadlng of your depeeltlen notice,_euppert yeur poeltlon Agaln,'
‘with. reepect to. the ‘aforesaid exception, had you served me with a
'@proper Requeet for Productlon of- Documente under Rule 34 T would
fheve timely ‘served on you a- wrltten ebjectlon te the request fer
ffthe 1nformet10n,and documentatlon regardlng the stockhoidere 2

'fNevertheleee I preeently plen to be present w1th the approprlate'

%ﬁpereon.deelgnated.by‘Kekeweef Inc fer the! depoeltlon that VOU NOW

 ”fhave gcheduled- fer Monday,\@ctober 5, ~20¢ 7 RE
'??Teiflce, hewever elnce you have been prGV1ded w1th Aaccess to'all_eg

'@the documente you requested (w1th the feregolng exceptlon) ;em

::‘Vf]not plennlng te have the w1tneee brlng eny of those documente ‘;?*VV°'

Slncerely youre,5eef;¢iffﬁf7if?fjff'

*,ec; M Neleon Segel Egg_;e;_f,;

2009, at 9:00 a.m. at your
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L -J_matter

Attorneys at Law
401 N. Buffalo Dr, Suite 202
Las Vegas Nevada 89145

Teiephene (702) 247-4661 ® Fax (702) 247-6227
- webszte wwwrvedlaw com

‘. : November 24, 2009

Via Umted States Mm! and Facsmu!e
_Patnek C Clary .

Law Ofﬁces of Patrlek C Clary, Chtd
:Clary Gibson Lowry LLP -

7201 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Su1te 410
Las Vegas Nevada 89128

Faesmule (70'?) 382 7277

.'Nelson M Segel Esq
6248.9" Strest
Las Veﬂras Nevada 89101
"V'Facsumle (702) 382-—2967

Re Burke et al v Halm, et al .
- District Court Case No. A553529
Our FlleNo 5{}81 01 e

. f{Dear Mesms Clary and Segel

Fust dunng 0u1 Getober 5 2009 deposﬁmn ef Kokeweei’s so-eal]ed Custodzan of

o . '_-'.:Reeords I expressed grave eoneerns that documents had been emltted in‘the pmduc:tmn that was '. :'.-f .
o '-,;'-';'prowded pursuant te eur Subpoena Yeu both acrreed that 1f we went thmugh yem* August and ISR

o -_f.umverse Df Kokeweef documents) and 1dent1fied documents 1hat we. beheved were mxssmg, you Lo

- B j'would preduee those documents wﬂhm ten’ (10) days ‘The followmg represents a hst of these T
L .mlssmg doeuments We have hsted them by Request number T A L

LOSANGELES ~ LASVEGAS ALBUQUERQUE
- | T paeeaasaT
SﬂSI\SQSi ﬂ!\r_.‘.UL-TBGJJ_..WFI?

Thls eorrespondenee 1s to follow-up 011 a number ef 1tems related te the dlscovery m ﬂ’llS .



Patrick C. Clary
Nelson Segel
November 24, 2009
Page 2

Request No. 1: We do not have any tax returns for 2004 and 2005. In our requests, we
defined Kokoweef to include its ¢ ‘predecessors i ruterest That includes EIN, Therefore, please
produce EIN tax returus for these years, Le. 2004 and 2005 |

Reques ts Nos 2-4: You did not produce any of these documents. The only copies we
have were doeuments subpoenaed based upon our hn‘nted Jnforrnatron as to Kokoweef‘s and its
predeeessor in interest, EIN's, bankrng aeoounts Therefore we request that your client produce
1ts own eopy of these bank reeords 80 that we ean ensure that we have a eompiete set

Request No 5: Doouments responsrve to tlus request WEre not produced for 2004. As
noted in Request No 1, we deﬁned Kokoweef to ulelude its * predeeessors in interest.”
Therefore, we request that for the years 2004 and 2003, you produce any : and all ledgers
reconciliation reports, registers, or other type of list used for tracking the balanoe of each account
that is the subjeot of Request No. 2, whether those dootunents are for Kokoweef or 1ts |
predeeessor mn ruterest EIN R T - |

| Reu uest No 6 No doouments of any krnd were produeed for thrs request nor do we
: "-;have any from’ our. subpoeoa Therefore as agr eed w1th1n the. uext 10 days piease produee |
- these doeuments for Kokoweef and predeeessor in interest, EIN Please keep in mrud that our

~requests for dooumeuts molude any and all eleotrorno data Therefore we remind you ‘that your

N ff.searoh for these reoords must 1ne1ude auy aud all ematis in any. aeeount me}udrng those of Laurre
~ "Wright, Larry | Hahn, or any ¢ of the various other “volunteers who have done work wrth
: ,;'-Kokoweef aud rts predeeessor 1n 1uterest EIN A e D

Request No 7 Durrng the deposrtlon the wrtness rndroated that many orlcrrnal reoerpts

: there are reeerpts that have been folded over or otherwrse physroally altered so that they have

- | ';'f_fbeeolne urueadable We therefore request that the. ongmai reeelpts as stored m the ordmary S
- '.;-_‘:'eourse of husmess aud as deser 1bed by Laurre anht __be;p_r odueed If that means produotron of B

. ff oredrtors suoh as 1nsuranee provrders and telephone ooruparues, were produeed Our_request

~©requires that phone bills be: produced, not only for Kokoweef andf its predeoessor in :_.mterest EIN f o
- ';‘_..but for those phoues of Hahn’s World of Surplus Larry Hahn Laune anht or auy cher

- lpersous or entities whose phones have beeu used for Kokoweef and/or rts predeoessor m 1nterest
EIN frorn2004topreseut U L D e T

M9 IS ILT
S081\5081,01'ULTO633.WPD

’
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Nelson Segel
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Request No. 8: No documents responsive to this request have been produced.
Therefore, we request that such produetrou occur for Kokoweef, as defined in our Requests for
Preduetlon aud as agreed upon in the depesrtmn within the next 10 days.

Req uest Ne 2: No documents responsive to this request have been produced.
Therefore, we request that sueh preduetmn occur for Kekoweef as. deﬁued 1n our Requests for
Preduetlen aud as agreed upeu In the deposmen wrthrn the next 10 days

Req uest N 0. 10 No documents respeuswe to thrs request have been produced.
Therefore, we request that sueh preduetien occur for Kekeweef as defined in our Requests for
Preduetreu aud as agreed upen in the depesrtlen wrtluu the next 10 days

Request No, 11: No deeuments respeuswe fo th1s request have been produced.
Therefore, we request that sueh preductron occur for Kekeweef as defined in our Requests for
Preduetreu and a8 agreed upen in the depesrtlen Wlthln the next 10 days |

| Req uest N 0. 12 No doeuments respeuswe te thrs request have been preduced
Ther efere we request that sueh preduetreu occur for Kekoweef as deﬁned n our Requests fer |
;-'Preduetieu aud as agreed upen 111 the depesrtmn w1thm the uext 10 days -

. Request N e 13 ‘No deeumeuts respenswe to thrs request have been pr edueed |
7' :Thel efore we request that such produetreu occur for Kokoweef, as deﬁned in our Requests for
| ",Preduetzeu aud as agreed upon in the depesrtren W1thtr1 the next 10 days B L

- ‘-Rﬁfiluest No. 5-1-4: -,I wzli address tlus ;a's as'eparate 'iteru below B

Request Ne 15 There were no. deeurueuts predueed that were respenswe to thrs request. e : L

B and dated frem 2007 ferward P}ease preduce these deeuments wrthrn the uext 10 days

Req uest Ne 16 Whlle a Qulekbeoks drse was predueed related te some aeeountrug

o f-reeords this request seeks produetreu of database reeerds forall eemputer pre grams uttlrzed rrr B
. the “management aud reeordkeepmg" of Kokoweef.: Therefere please produee reeerds fer any

o ; _j- aud aII ether eomputer pregrams heId by Kekeweef = ;_; RSN _1 5 : _:5 RSN

Request No 17 Durrug the 0etebe1 5 2009 deposrtleu eeunsel fer Kekeweef asserted B :

o ‘ﬁ ;.tlrat deeuments responsive to this request do not exist. Please confirm with your clients, within -~~~

- the: next 10 dﬁYs that these deeuments do net mdeed exrst aad provrde rrre w1th a statemeut ef o
"_‘_"'f_.hewthrswasdetermrued LR SRR T

T 11/24/09 2:15 JLT
508 1\5081.01\cULT0633.WPD






