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AFFIDAVIT OF TIFFANY KNOPF 

I, Tiffany Knopf, do hereby attest as follows: 

1. I am over the age of eighteen and am a resident of the County of San Diego, California. The facts set
forth herein are true and correct as of my own personal knowledge or belief. If called upon to testify, I
could and would competently testify as to them.

2. This affidavit is limited to the facts set forth and cannot be deemed an admission, denial or purposeful
omission of other known, material and interconnected facts that are not set forth.

3. I make this affidavit in support of any litigation brought forth by or related to Amy Sherlock and her
children, T.S. and S.S. (collectively, the “Sherlock Family”), Darryl Cotton or any other parties
concerning litigation arising from or related to the application and/or ownership of cannabis businesses
acquired through the legal services of attorney Gina M. Austin and her law firm, the Austin Legal
Group (“ALG”). More specifically, applications for their clients (principals) who are barred by law
from owning cannabis businesses and who acquire cannabis businesses by having ALG submit
applications for the necessary permits and licenses in the name of third parties (agents) and in which
neither ALG discloses their true clients and beneficial owners of the permits/licenses applied for and
the agents do not disclose their agency with their respective principals (the “Strawman Practice”).

4. In other words, and simply stated, that ALG is helping its clients that are prohibited by law from owning
and operating cannabis businesses to do so unlawfully via the Strawman Practice. Thus, thereby
circumventing mandatory background checks with local and state law enforcement agencies enacted
specifically to prevent parties like ALG’s clients with a history of engaging in unlicensed commercial
cannabis activity and violence from owning and operating businesses.

Background 

In July 2010, I met Adam Knopf. Adam was divorced with four children, and I was a single mother
with a single son. At the time Adam was operating a medical marijuana dispensary pursuant to a one-
year permit issued by the City of San Diego known as Point Loma Patients Association (“PLPA”). At
that time, Adam was a charismatic man and I believed him to be an ambitious and kind man. We began
dating in January 2011 and were married in September 2012.

When I first met Adam, he and Sergio Burga co-owned PLPA, which was initially located in a
storefront at 3045 Rosecrans Street Suite 214, San Diego, CA 92110, which started operations in 2009.

In 2011, PLPA received a notice from the City of San Diego that they were unpermitted and had to
cease operations and ordered to shut down. This City action resulted in the dissolution of the PLPA
partnership between Adam and Sergio, but Adam continued to operate PLPA from other locations on
his own and he did so on a for-profit basis while alleging that he was doing so on a nonprofit basis.

On February 10, 2014, Adam purportedly resigned as President and Vice-President of PLPA naming
James Jennings as President and Secretary and Heidi Rising as Vice-President and Treasurer. Attached
hereto as Exhibit A as a true and correct copy of t  Resignation

On April 22, 2014, Adam entered into a joint venture with Michael “Biker” Sherlock and United
Patients Consumer Cooperative (“UPCC”) with the goal of acquiring a dispensary permit at 8863
Balboa Avenue, Suite E, San Diego, CA 92123. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy
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of the Agreement Regarding Partnership for Operation of Medical Marijuana Consumer Cooperatives 
by and between Michael and Adam. 

10. On July 23, 2014, Adam had a new UPCC Statement of Information (SOI) filed with the State that 
included, as Adam’s representative, my brother, Shannon Snyder, acting as the Secretary for UPCC. A 
true and correct copy of that SOI is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

11. My brother never agreed to act as a representative and did not execute that SOI. Attached hereto as 
Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of an affidavit by my brother attesting to that. 

12. In 2014 Adam and I began the application process for a conditional use permit to operate a dispensary 
at 3452 Hancock Street, San Diego, CA 92110 that came to be called Point Loma Patients Consumer 
Cooperative (“PLPCC”) (and which was later rebranded as Golden State Greens (“GSG”)).  

13. Adam and I were listed as the Directors of PLPCC as reflected in the Articles of Incorporation dated 
April 24, 2014. A true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit E. 

14. Adam hired attorney Gina M. Austin and her law firm, ALG, to prepare the application and represent 
us in the application process. He also hired building designer Abhay Schweizer and political lobbyist 
James Bartell to work on, and lobby for the approval of the application for the permit for PLPCC with 
the City of San Diego.  

15. Pursuant to Austin and Adam’s representations to me, I believed I could not be named on the application 
as an owner or manager of PLPCC because there could only be one applicant and that applicant was 
Adam. I also believed Austin’s representations that I could not lawfully be on any type of application 
paperwork that reflected I was an owner or manager of the PLPCC permit applied for and granted. 

16. On December 3, 2014, the Hearing Officer for the City of San Diego approved the application for 
PLPCC at the 3452 Hancock Street location (Hearing Officer Report No. HO-14-072). 

17. On March 9, 2015, the City of San Diego filed a complaint against PLPA, Heidi Rising as an officer of 
PLPA, and Karen S. Sherman as the owner of the property located at 2830 Lytton Street, San Diego, 
California at which PLPA was maintaining a medical cannabis dispensary without the appropriate 
permits in violation of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). The case was presided over by Judge 
Joel Wohlfeil. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of the complaint against PLPA 
(Case No. 37-2015-00007923-CU-MC-CTL). 

18. On May 27, 2015, the parties to the PLPA lawsuit entered into a stipulated judgment in which PLPA 
admitted that it had been “maintaining a marijuana dispensary;” PLPA was sanctioned with civil 
monetary fines; and ordered to not operate or maintain a dispensary anywhere in the City without the 
required permits per the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) or in violation of the Health and Safety 
Code. The party that signed on behalf of PLPA was Rising. Attached hereto as Exhibit G is a true and 
correct copy of this Stipulated Judgment. 

19. Adam was not named in the PLPA lawsuit brought forth by the City of San Diego. Adam completely 
owned and operated PLPA on a for-profit basis and used Rising as a strawman. At no point was Rising 
ever the owner of PLPA or have an ownership interest in PLPA. 

20. Adam also fraudulently used my brother’s partner, James Jennings as his President replacement in 
PLPA without his knowledge or consent.  Attached hereto as Exhibit H as a true and correct copy of 
the Jennings affidavit.  
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21. Jennings was not named in the PLPA lawsuit. 

22. In August 2015, Adam and I opened PLPCC.  With the primary exceptions of accounting and ordering 
from vendors, I worked in most aspects of the dispensary, including the hiring and training of staff, 
marketing, and dealing with customers. The dispensary was and is highly lucrative, with most months 
bringing in over a million dollars in sales a month. I was the one who created the name Golden State 
Greens after we consulted with a marketing professional who said that PLPCC was too long and not 
“catchy” enough and rebranded. 

23. In sum, up to this point, I met Adam, we married, I supported him including by taking care of his 
children, and we started a cannabis business together. However, after we were married Adam became 
increasingly emotionally, mentally, physically, and financially abusive as the dispensary became ever 
more profitable. In short, Adam literally became drunk on power with the millions that were being 
made from the cannabis businesses and the accompanying political power he wielded via highly 
reputable attorneys, professionals and lobbyists, believing he was immune to any consequences for his 
actions. 

24. Attached hereto as Exhibit I are text messages from Adam in which he threatens and abuses me, 
including by writing: “You’re a dumb bitch. I should beat your ass so ya get it”; “… you’re a fake ass 
bitch with fake ass money trying to take half a man’s hard-working money because you can’t control 
your fucking mouth or your son you fucking loser”; and alleging that I am trying to “steal” half of “his” 
business.  

25. I first filed for divorce in February 2021, but I dismissed the proceeding because Adam begged me to 
do so saying that divorce exposing our financial records in litigation would jeopardize our business 
interests and would “ruin” us financially. 

26. By June 2021, Adam’s physical and emotional abuse had reached new heights. I had discovered that 
Adam, in anticipation of divorce, had started transferring numerous assets out of his name or acquiring 
assets in the name of other parties and entities.  When I confronted Adam with this, he told me “I was 
on a need-to-know basis” and demanded that I sign documents without reviewing them or 
understanding them. I refused on multiple occasions and that would then lead to conflict between us. 
As I have now come to learn, Adam would simply forge my signature when I would not acquiesce.  

27. I refiled for divorce in June 2021and had Adam served in January of 2022. Since our divorce 
proceedings have begun, Adam has made me look like a mentally unstable woman making unfounded 
accusations against him. Adam has taken the position in our divorce proceedings that GSG makes little 
or no money, which is a clear and blatant lie. GSG has always made close to or over a million dollars 
a month, entirely in cash.  

28. During the course of the divorce proceedings, I have discovered that Adam, along with his legal 
counsel, attorney Austin and his CPA/CFO accountant Justus “Judd” Henkes, have fabricated evidence, 
filed tax returns with false information and fabricated financial records all in an attempt to make it 
appear that the dispensary makes very little profit. 

29. Adam is able to fabricate the poor financial performance of the dispensary for a few reasons. First and 
foremost because the vendor for the point-of-sale system (POS) at Golden State Greens is 3KeyMedia 
that operates as Cannabis Cloud. Cannabis cloud was founded and owned by Gary Strahle (“Strahle”) 
and Adam with each having a 50% ownership interest! In other words, Adam owns the business that is 
supposed to track sales at the GSG, but that just means he manipulates the records of the sales to reflect 
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alleged poor performance and thereby keep the profits generated in cash, defraud the IRS of taxes due, 
and minimize what the value of my 50% is.   

30. In our divorce proceedings, Adam claims that he is no longer the owner of 3KeyMedia/Cannabis Cloud 
and that he was bought out by Strahle. This is false. I have a witness, who told me that they were present 
when Strahle and Adam were on a call with Gina. Strahle and Adam told her that they needed to hide 
Adam’s ownership interest in 3KeyMedia because of our divorce proceedings. However, this witness 
is afraid to come forward because of the wealth and political power that Adam wields via ALG and 
Bartell with City and State government officials, including law enforcement officials and judges. (I and 
numerous other people are aware that Austin and numerous of her clients have engaged in criminal 
acts, that the Sherlock Family and other parties have tried to vindicate their rights in the justice system, 
but to date the State and Federal courts have found that Austin is not committing a crime via the 
Strawman Practice.) 

31. In support of my attestations that Adam is manipulating the financial data to hide the profits earned at 
GSG, attached hereto as Exhibits J, K and L are, respectively, the affidavits of Alexis Bridgewater, 
Lauren Houston, and Teresa Porkolab.     

32. Bridgewater, Houston and Porkolab were employees of Adam, and their attestations describe their 
firsthand accounts of the numerous criminal activities undertaken by Adam at both licensed and 
unlicensed dispensaries. These criminal activities include the acquisition of cannabis from unlicensed 
growers and fabricating the financial records to create false sales reports. 

Divorce Discovery 

33. At some point in 2015 Adam introduced me to Michael “Biker” Sherlock. Biker came to our home 
several times as they were partnering up to create cannabis businesses. On a few occasions, Adam and 
I also went to the Sherlock Family’s home, where we met Amy Sherlock and her children. 

34. On or around July 18, 2023, during my divorce proceedings, Adam’s business relationship with 
Michael Sherlock and Full Circle, LLC arose. 

35. After Michael and Full Circle arose, I was reminded of Amy Sherlock, and I decided to reach out to 
her. I came across Amy’s Justice4Amy.org website and read about the ongoing litigation the Sherlock 
Family has with ALG. Thereafter, I communicated with Amy and learned about Austin’s Strawman 
Practice for Adam and her other clients including Lawrence Geraci, Salam Razuki, and others who are 
scared to come forward given the history of judgments against anybody who seeks judicial relief against 
Austin/ALG. 

36. Notably, it was discovered that Adam paid ALG for its legal work for the Full Circle venture from the 
proceeds of PLPCC. Attached hereto as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of one of the billing 
statements by ALG for Full Circle legal work. 

37. I don’t claim to understand all of the legal or factual issues that are part of the litigation brought forth 
by the Sherlock Family and Darryl Cotton, but in speaking with them about their issues I believe that 
the Sherlock Family was defrauded of the two dispensaries that Michael had acquired. It is my 
understanding that Michael allegedly committed suicide because he was “broke” and that hours before 
he passed away he allegedly signed away the two dispensaries to his business partners, Stephen Lake 
and Bradford Harcourt, or that the permits were transferred from Michael to Amy and then from Amy 
to Lake, Harcourt, Bowden, Razuki and/or Malan. 
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38. The alleged reason for Michael’s alleged suicide is on its face absurd – that he was depressed because 
he was broke while owning $14,000,000 in assets - and cannot be contemplated as being credible under 
any scenario. To anyone with even an elementary understanding of the cannabis industry in the City of 
San Diego, which has limited the number of dispensaries to a maximum of thirty-six, they would 
immediately know that such allegation not only makes no sense, but that anyone who makes that 
allegation is doing so in bad faith and is motivated by an improper purpose. Permits for dispensaries 
are worth millions because they can make millions and there are less than 36 potentially available in 
the City of San Diego. 

39. In fact, attached hereto as Exhibit N is a true and correct copy of a transcript of attorney Gina Austin 
testifying before Judge Eddie Sturgeon setting forth the minimum value of a cannabis compliant real 
property, even if not granted a permit or license to operate, as $7,000,000. In Austin’s own words:  

Austin: I, from an expert’s opinion, I have to say that the sale of dispensaries in San Diego 
County is not relevant to whether they’re operating or not. If they were doing a lot of revenue, 
at least a million a month, there would be a premium on it. But the most recent dispensary, 
that hadn’t even opened yet, doesn’t—hasn’t finished its entitlement and hasn’t built out, 
sold for 7 million, your Honor. 

Court: I assume it’s the license that’s valuable. 

Austin: The license is what’s valuable, your Honor. 

Court: And the last one sold for how much? 

Austin: Seven million. 

40. In addition to the absurdity that someone would commit suicide because they were allegedly broke 
while owning two licenses worth at least $14,000,000, I believe the Sherlock Family that they were 
defrauded of those dispensaries via forged documents because Adam and Gina have done the exact 
same thing to me.  

41. During our divorce proceedings, Adam provided a document in which I allegedly executed on March 
4, 2015, in which I allegedly resigned from PLPCC and left 100% of my ownership interest to Adam. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit O is a true and correct copy of my alleged resignation.  

42. I never signed that document. It was forged by Adam and Austin. 

43. I would never have gifted my ownership interest in the dispensary to Adam for any reason. The value 
of the business was created by Adam and myself together and I would never “give” him my ownership 
interests for no consideration. 

44. In learning about the Sherlock Family’s litigation arising from the Strawman Practice and the related 
cannabis laws, there are several facts that came immediately to mind about Gina, her clients and 
associates that are set forth below: 

a. At no point has Adam operated any dispensary as a nonprofit. As set forth above, even his first 
licensed dispensary with Sergio was operated for profit.  

b. Adam and Full Circle paid invoices by ALG for legal work done for Full Circle for services 
provided during the time that Adam and Michael were partnered. 
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c. Over the course of years, I was with Adam when weekly payments between $10,000 to $20,000 
in cash were made to James Bartell as our political lobbyist, some of which were to pay for 
Bartell’s services and others were to be used to bribe City of San Diego officials in pay-to-play 
agreements for preferable treatment in the issuance of cannabis permits. Austin and Henkes 
were at most of these meetings and this was explicitly and openly discussed. 

d. Henkes has always had an ownership interest in PLPCC/GSG and knows that Adam engaged 
in illegal commercial sales of cannabis. 

e. Adam, Austin and Henkes use confidentiality language for the sole purposes of hiding unlawful 
activities, manipulating financial data and denying those with an interest in company assets the 
clear opportunity to determine real and accurate entity values as well as the overall financial 
condition of these multitude shell entities that operate and manage the licensed entities.    

45. As set forth above, PLPA entered into a stipulated judgment admitting that they had operated an 
unpermitted dispensary in March 2015. But Adam was not named in the judgement.  

46. In our divorce proceedings Adam could not admit to owning and operating PLPA because then that 
would mean that he was operating an illegal dispensary, and he acquired the PLPCC permit pursuant 
to a fraudulent application in which he used Rising as a strawman to take the fall for him. To be clear, 
at no point was Adam ever not the owner and operator of PLPA. 

47. In January 2022, in a series of text messages I had with Adam, he admits that he has always been the 
sole owner of PLPA, and he alleges that it was the origin of PLPCC and therefore that I do not deserve 
my 50% interest in PLPCC. Attached hereto as Exhibit P are true and correct copies of those text 
messages. The messages include the following language from Adam:  

“I’ve owned the business [PLPA] since 2009…until the City made me change it to a 
consumer cooperative in 2015 that did not change anything other than a name 
change…whoever is poisoning your brain when I find out they are going to feel the wrath I 
guess I’ll just print out your phone list here and find out who’s attacking my wife…It’s all in 
the database in the state at the IRS and many other locations …I never had a red shop I was 
probably 215 compliant with the state the only problem was the city didn’t have their zoning 
together so we were allow to open up wherever we wanted. Once the zoning was put into 
place we applied accordingly with the same entity. 100% the same [PLPA and PLPCC] 
business.”  

48. These statements by Adam contradict his alleged resignation from PLPA on February 10, 2014, and 
mean that he was barred from owning a dispensary under State law that went into effect on January 1, 
2016, and that would have barred his ownership of a dispensary for three years from the date of the 
PLPA stipulated judgment pursuant to then in effect California Business & Professions Code § 19323.  

49. In sum, I know that Austin has knowingly aided Adam in acquiring secret undisclosed interests in 
multiple dispensaries throughout California and outside California with the millions in cash generated 
from PLPCC/Golden State Greens dispensary. They are simultaneously engaging in tax fraud and 
evasion and money laundering.  

50. Adam and Gina even used my family members as “strawmen” to effectuate some of these transactions 
telling me that I could not have permits or licenses issued in my name because I was married to Adam 
and he was already on the GSG permit.  
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51. In mid-2023, I learned that Adam turned down a $36,000,000 offer for GSG. 

52. Yet, this very month, March 2024, Adam attempted to sell GSG for $4,000,000. This is a strawman 
sale to a partner of Adam. By selling the property for $4,000,000, he will be able to prevent me from 
owning 50% of the business and simultaneously establish a low valuation via a purported third-party 
impartial sale. Fortunately, the family court judge just blocked the sale of GSG.  

Current State of Litigation and Events 

53. It is my understanding that third-party forensic experts having reviewed the crime scene evidence and 
reports as well as an affidavit provided by Mr. Phil Zamora, a former manager at the Balboa dispensary, 
all attest to Biker having not committed suicide but was instead murdered.1  

54. For the reasons set forth above, as well as my understanding of Gina and other parties in the cannabis 
industry, including Adam, I personally believe that Michael was murdered and that he did not in fact, 
hours before allegedly committing suicide, sign away over $14,000,000 in assets to his business 
partners and deprive his family of those assets. Based on my interactions with Michael at his home, he 
deeply loved his family and was an enormously happy and outgoing person. 

55. Based on my years of marriage with Adam and my interactions with Gina, Abhay, Bartell, Henkes, 
dozens of employees, cannabis businesses partners and associates, and many others, coupled with what 
I now understand the law to be, I believe that Gina and her clients comprise a criminal organization. A 
criminal organization whose goal is to profit from the sales of cannabis by first pretending to do so on 
a nonprofit basis but is actually doing so on a for-profit basis and by fabricating financial statements in 
order to not pay taxes on the millions in dollars that are generated in cash.  

56. I also believe that they will go to any length to remove anyone who stands in the way of their earning 
more profit or who might threaten to expose their criminal activities. They are singularly driven by 
money and power, and they are masters at making other people appear to be emotionally and mentally 
unstable.  For years Adam and Gina have always relied on Gina’s legal sword to break other people 
financially and emotionally. Gina also uses her connections within the City of San Diego and other 
cities in the County of San Diego, notably the City of Chula Vista to manipulate these processes on 
behalf of her clients.  

57. I am ready, willing, and able to join the Sherlock Family, Cotton and attorney Andrew Flores in their 
antitrust cause of action against Gina, Adam and their agents/partners. But I am afraid.  

58. I am afraid because even though the Strawman Practice appears to me to be clearly and indisputably 
criminally illegal – selling and profiting from the sale of drugs pursuant to a license issued in the name 
of someone else – the Sherlock Family and other parties have failed to convince the State and Federal 
courts that it is in fact a criminal practice. 

 
1 The Armorous Report @ https://www.justice4amy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/22-11-30_Armorous-Trent-James-
Investigative-Report-re-Michael-Sherlock-w-Exhibits.pdf 
 
The Roder Report @ https://www.justice4amy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/23-12-28_Michael-_Biker_-Sherlock-Report-
with-Animations.pdf 
 
The Zamora Affidavit @ https://www.justice4amy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/23-03-17_Zamora-Declaration.pdf 
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59. This is unbelievable. I have been informed and believe that numerous parties have made numerous 
attempts over the years with various law enforcement agencies to do something about this, but that they 
do not because these agencies allege that they do not have the power to contradict the judgments and 
orders issued by judges that say the Strawman Practice is lawful or that indirectly find that it is a lawful 
activity because the courts are not enforcing the law by stopping it.  

60. The origin of my fear arises from my understanding that Judge Joel Wohlfeil stated that Austin and 
attorneys representing Austin’s clients, who had been sanctioned like PLPA for operating illegal 
dispensaries, are friends with him and that he stated that he does not believe that Austin or that the 
attorneys representing Austin’s clients are capable of engaging in criminal acts because he has known 
them for years from their practice before him in other cases and from his practice as an attorney before 
he became a judge. That does not seem impartial to me, and it is my understanding that no federal or 
state judge has addressed these statements by Judge Wohlfeil.  

61. On October 6, 2017, in KARL BECK v. PLPCC ET AL Adam and others were named in a class action 
complaint by a medical patient client (“Beck”) of PLPCC for not having paid back members for any 
monies left over in the medical cannabis non-profit which was required distribution to be paid back to 
the patients.  As I’ve stated previously, Adam, Henkes and Austin never treated any of his medical 
cannabis dispensaries as not for profit entities. This lawsuit simply exposes it.   Attached hereto as 
Exhibit Q as a true and correct copy of Case No. 37-2017-00035424-CU-BT-CTL 

62. On June 28, 2019, Judge Joel R. Wohlfeil issued an order granting plaintiffs settlement in which 
Patronage Distribution monies were approved. Attached hereto as Exhibit R as a true and correct copy 
of that Settlement Order.    

63. In his August 24, 2020, Declaration, Adam states that as of July 23, 2020, Settlement Class members 
had redeemed $76,790.30 in Patronage Distribution Credits, leaving $523,689.70 of the $600,480 
Settlement Fund. Attached hereto as Exhibit S is a true and correct copy of the Adam Knopf 
Declaration. 

64. In his December 9, 2020. Declaration, Adam states that as of November 22,2020 PLPCC has exhausted 
the entire Settlement Fund, having paid out the remaining $523,689.70 in the first quarter of the second 
year, offering no record proof as to how the fund was now “exhausted” from his previous Declaration 
just 4 months earlier. Attached hereto as Exhibit T is a true and correct copy of that Declaration. 

 
65. I am afraid because I do not understand how it is possible for judges to not know that the Strawman 

Practice is criminal. Amy Sherlock owes thousands of dollars for having brought forth claims based on 
the Strawman Practice being criminally illegal. If I bring forth suit to vindicate my rights against Austin, 
Adam and their organization, will I also lose and owe similar amounts exercising my First Amendment 
Right to petition for redress because Austin, Bartell and their wide network of attorneys and lobbyists 
are cozy with certain federal and state judges? That appears to me to be an absurd proposition, but as I 
understand it, that is exactly what has happened to the Sherlocks, Flores and Cotton. Neither I, nor the 
parties I have consulted with, can make better arguments than those that have already been made my 
multiple attorneys in multiple cases over the course of years and I do not want to end up like what has 
happened to them.  

66. Lastly, I am afraid because it is my understanding that a third-party forensic expert has determined that 
Michael was murdered and that he did not in fact commit suicide. For the reasons set forth above, as 
well as my understanding of Gina and other parties in the cannabis industry, including Adam, I believe 
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4 Number of independent voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1b) . . . . 4 
5 Total number of individuals employed in calendar year 2014 (Part V, line 2a) . . . . . 5 
6 Total number of volunteers (estimate if necessary) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
7 a Total unrelated business revenue from Part VIII, column (C), line 12 . . . . . . . . 7a 

b Net unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, line 34 . . . . . . . . . 7b
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Prior Year Current Year

8 Contributions and grants (Part VIII, line 1h) . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 Program service revenue (Part VIII, line 2g) . . . . . . . . . . .

10 Investment income (Part VIII, column (A), lines 3, 4, and 7d) . . . . . .

11 Other revenue (Part VIII, column (A), lines 5, 6d, 8c, 9c, 10c, and 11e) . . .

12 Total revenue—add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VIII, column (A), line 12)

13 Grants and similar amounts paid (Part IX, column (A), lines 1–3) . . . . .

14 Benefits paid to or for members (Part IX, column (A), line 4) . . . . . .

15 Salaries, other compensation, employee benefits (Part IX, column (A), lines 5–10)

16a Professional fundraising fees (Part IX, column (A),  line 11e) . . . . . .

b Total fundraising expenses (Part IX, column (D), line 25)  

17 Other expenses (Part IX, column (A), lines 11a–11d, 11f–24e) . . . . .

18 Total expenses. Add lines 13–17 (must equal Part IX, column (A), line 25) .

19 Revenue less expenses. Subtract line 18 from line 12 . . . . . . . .
Beginning of Current Year End of Year

20 Total assets (Part X, line 16) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

21 Total liabilities (Part X, line 26) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

22 Net assets or fund balances. Subtract line 21 from line 20 . . . . . .

Part II Signature Block
Under penalties of perjury, I declare that I have examined this return, including accompanying schedules and statements, and to the best of my knowledge  and belief, it is 

true, correct, and complete. Declaration of preparer (other than officer) is based on all information of which preparer has any knowledge.

Sign 
Here

Signature of officer Date

Type or print name and title

Paid 
Preparer 
Use Only

Print/Type preparer’s name Preparer's signature Date
Check         if 
self-employed

PTIN

Firm’s name      Firm's EIN  

Firm's address  Phone no.

May the IRS discuss this return with the preparer shown above? (see instructions) . . . . . . . . . . . . Yes No

For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions. Cat. No. 11282Y Form 990 (2014)
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I, Alexis Bridgewater declare:

1. I am over the age of eighteen years old and was, during the events described herein, a resident of 

the County of San Diego. California. 

2. The facts set forth are true and correct as of my own personal knowledge or belief. 

3. This affidavit if limited to the facts set forth herein and should not be deemed an omission, or 

waiver of other known material facts that are closely related to those set forth herein.  

4. I execute this affidavit in support of any litigation stemming from the operation of licensed 

cannabis businesses, licenses and permits owned by Adam and Tiffany Knopf and acquired through the 

professional services of attorneys Gina M. Austin, Tamara Leetham and/or Austin Legal Group (ALG), 

Justus “Judd” Henkes, CPA (Henkes) and Gary Strahle, CEO (Strahle) 3 Key Media.   

5. On July 27, 2018, attorney Gina Austin asked me to provide a declaration regarding the events 

that occurred at 8863 Balboa Ave. That declaration (see Exhibit A) and certify it as true and accurate, 

was to be used in a case where Gina and Austin Legal Group was in litigation with another client, Ninus 

Malan.  I completed the declaration on an Austin Legal Group pleading  and signed it. I was never given 

the last page, the signature page, for my records and to my knowledge that declaration was never used in 

court filings as I believe my testimony was too damaging to Gina’s other client, Adam Knopf.   

6. Between August 2019 and October 2023, I was in a personal relationship  with Gary Strahle, CEO 

of 3 Key Media.  

7. Since our breakup we’re negotiating through the courts the custody arrangements with our 

daughter. It has been a contentious experience, however nothing I will relate here in this declaration is 

influenced or driven by my feelings over Strahle on a personal level.  In fact, the considerable threats and 

retaliation do not outweigh my commitment to see the facts considered for the purpose of rectifying these 

conditions as it continues to bear the consequences if left unchecked.  

8. I worked for Knopf owned enterprises such as Point Loma Patients Association (PLPA) (Dove 

Street-Unpermitted), Point Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative (PLPCC) (Hancock Street - Permitted) 

AKA Golden State Greens (GSG-permitted) from, on or about November 2013 thru my position as the 

Inventory and Walk-in Dispensary Manager in late 2018, primarily due to poor management, controls 

and safety issues as a result of the Balboa incident and a situation where, per Adam’s orders,  I drove  
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unescorted, carrying a large amounts of cash and 3 pounds of cannabis, wax to Los Angeles to meet 

with the Rosen Brothers in my personal vehicle.  Adam knew this to be violation of State Cannabis 

Law but didn’t care about my safety or the law.  This all just became unbearable.   

9. On or about November 2016 I met Strahle as a result of him coming into PLPCC trying to sell 

Adam BAR codes technology. 

10. As CEO of 3 Key Media, Strahle was interested in developing a relationship with a cannabis 

dispensary that would utilize a Point of Sale (POS) software he would develop with them and then in a 

joint venture, market that software to other cannabis dispensary businesses. 

11. Strahle entered into a joint venture with Adam to develop that POS software with Adam funding 

the development as a 50/50 venture with Gary doing the actual software development.  

12. Cannabis Cloud was the replacement for their previous software 420 Soft.  Except for the fact 

that Adam would not pay the monthly 420 Soft bill which resulted in the system being down, we didn’t 

have any issues with 420 Soft as can be confirmed by 420 Soft representatives.   

13. The POS software became known as Cannabis Cloud and used a Sales Force license as the 

operating platform to communicate with the QuickBooks full accounting software being managed off-

site by Henkes.  

14. Strahle used multiple cannabis clients, i.e., GSG PL, Foreign Genetics, Winners Circle, etc., on 

his Sales Force license.  This created an issue when one client could see another clients inventory and 

other databases.  Sharing that license amongst multiple Sales Force clients is a major violation of the 

agreement 3 Key Meda, or any licensee,  has with Sales Force.    

15. On or about May 2019 Strahle began the data transition between 420 Soft and Cannabis Cloud.  

16. Cannabis Cloud proved to not be a stable, reliable, proven POS operating system.  There were 

constant issues with it locking up or crashing that required Strahle to create “make-do” repairs. 

17. Even when I no longer for GSG I would hear the phone conversations that occurred between 

Strahle and Gina Austin, Henkes and Adam.  These were often high conflict calls where there was a lot 

of finger pointing to blame others for the failures of the software and inaccurate accounting.  These are 

regular calls that continue to do this. 

18. I have had no formal accounting or legal training.  All of my supervisory duties and training came  
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I, Lauren Houston, declare:

1. I am over the age of eighteen years old and am a resident of the County of San Diego. California. 

2. The facts set forth are true and correct as of my own personal knowledge or belief. 

3. This affidavit if limited to the facts set forth herein and should not be deemed an omission, or 

waiver of other known material facts that are closely related to those set forth herein.  

4. I execute this affidavit in support of any litigation stemming from the operation of licensed 

cannabis businesses, licenses and permits owned by Adam and Tiffany Knopf and acquired through the 

legal services of attorneys Gina M. Austin, Tamara Leetham and/or Austin Legal Group (ALG) and 

Justus “Judd” Henkes, CPA.   

5. On or about September 2016 having been hired by Tiffany Knopf, I began working for  Point 

Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative (PLPCC) at the 3452 Hancock Street location as an entry level 

receptionist. My immediate supervisor was Heidi Rising.  

6. I met the other co-owner, Adam Knopf, approximately 1 month later.  

7. On or about April 2017 I was promoted to a budtender position which put me directly in contact 

with the patients and the product sales. 

8. On or about April 2018 I was promoted to a management position which was referred to as Shift 

Leader.  That involved supervision of the retail floor from employee management to inventory controls. 

9. On or about July 12, 2018, Heidi Rising scheduled me to take an 8-hour shift at a new dispensary 

I was told PLPCC was taking over, located at 8863 Balboa. I did so but refused to ever go back. There 

was confusion over who was managing and the place was in disarray.  I could not wait to get out of there.       

10. On or about December 2019 the Purchasing Manager was Jennifer Lawrence who simply quit 

coming in.  On her last visit to the office, she showed me how to print the sales labels bar codes and to 

count the delivered products to match the Purchase Order to the received inventory. 

11. Pre-Covid the sales averaged between $30-60K per 12-hour day. 

12. During the first year of Covid the average sales averaged between $60-90K per 12-hour day.  

13. Pre-Covid all sales were entered into the shop Point of Sale System (POS) known as first 420 

Soft and later Cannabis Cloud (customizable software), through their parent company Sales Force.  

14. I liked 420 Soft because it was easy to use, medical cannabis patient physician recommendations  
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were scanned and uploaded, to the 420 Soft database.  

15. 420 Soft was stable and unless there were system updates, or their bill wasn’t paid, 420 Soft, as a 

cloud-based system, was never down. The same could not be said for Cannabis Cloud. 

16. Cannabis Cloud did not allow us to scan physicians recommendations to the patient database.  

17. In the beginning of the POS systems transfer to Cannabis Cloud, we treated everyone as a 

recreational customer. The database wasn’t there to support those medical records.  

18. With Cannabis Cloud there were near daily system failures, to the point we often had to hand-

write invoices and calculate taxes by calculator.  How we kept customers through all this is nothing short 

of a miracle. 

19. As it turned out Lawrence was initially preparing me to be her assistant. In point of fact, she quit 

her job days later and I assumed those responsibilities. 

20. On or about February 2020, Adam instructed me that I would be doing payroll and that I would 

be trained by ADP for payroll payments made through a sister company Far West Management , LLC. 

21. I had very limited association or training with our CPA, Justus “Judd” Henkes.    

22. Prior to this I had no formal experience in accounting or law. 

23. There was a standing order from Adam never to call Gina only Judd.  Rarely would Judd give us 

an answer.  Usually, he would tell us to call Gina because our questions were of a legal nature.         

24. I did no banking. 

25. On average, 3-5 days per week, I used in-store-cash to pay vendors. Those amounts were 

approved by the vendor’s invoice and Matthew Freeman.  Those payments could range from a low of 

$1,000 to a high of $100,000.    

26. Matthew Freeman handled all banking and cash deposits.  

27. Matthew was the only one besides Adam, who had access to the safe.  

28. Matthew was using two off-book excel spreadsheets. One was for Purchasing and the other was 

for Accounting. He alone was responsible for clearing the debt from that spreadsheet or tracking POS 

cash sales.    

29. I was put in charge of inventory.  It was horrible.  I didn’t have team support and the software 

was not designed for inventory management.  
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CALIFORNIA UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE APPEALS BOARD
 

 San Diego Office of Appeals
3517 Camino Del Rio South, #100

San Diego, CA 92108
PHONE: (619) 521-3300

Fax: (619) 521-3334
https://cuiab.ca.gov

 

 
CASE NUMBER: 10156844

PARTIES AND REPRESENTATIVES

LAUREN M HOUSTON - Claimant *Appellant*

019 - PACIFIC CENTER - Department

HEARING(S):
NONE

 
DECISION

 
The decision in the above-captioned case appears on the following page(s).

The decision is final unless appealed within 30 calendar days from the date issued shown
below. See the attached "Notice to Parties" for further information on how to file an appeal. If
you are entitled to benefits and have a question regarding the payment of benefits, call the
Employment Development Department at 1-800-300-5616.

 

 

Administrative Law Judge: Anna T. Amundson Date Issued: 07/03/2023

 019 - PACIFIC CENTER
P O BOX 1041
ATWOOD, CA 92811-1041
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Master Case Number: 10156844 San Diego Office of Appeals
Administrative Law Judge: Anna T. Amundson
Claimant/Petitioner: LAUREN M HOUSTON
Parties Appearing:  Claimant

ISSUE STATEMENT

In Subcase Number 20215115, the claimant appealed from a determination 
disqualifying the claimant for unemployment benefits under Unemployment 
Insurance Code section 1256. The issue in this case is whether the claimant left 
the most recent employment voluntarily without good cause.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant most recently worked as a purchasing and payroll assistant, for 
approximately seven years, with a final rate of pay of approximately $19 per 
hour. The claimant last worked on January 10, 2023. The claimant left this job
under the following circumstances. 

Beginning April 2021, the employer’s owner, who was her direct supervisor,
began to expressed an animus towards the claimant by belittling and demeaning
her competence and work ethic as well as her work performance in front of her
co-workers, including the human resources representative, who was also her 
roommate. The clamant had been injured in a fall at work on April 6, 2021, and 
had filed a worker’s compensation claim, which the owner discredited. 

The owner’s language and abusive behavior escalated as time went on, and he 
began using vulgar and abusive language such as “fat retard”, when addressing 
the claimant in the office. The claimant believed that the owner was behaving in 
this manner as a result of the stress of the pandemic and his impending divorce. 

However, the claimant began looking for other work, because the stress of the 
situation was becoming unmanageable. Because of the pandemic and her 
mental stress, the claimant had great difficulty find a job that paid as well. The 
claimant did not complain to the employer’s human resources representative, 
because he was her roommate and she relied on his rent to make ends meet. 

By the time the claimant quit her job on her last day, the owner’s abusive 
behavior and demeanor toward her, had caused the claimant such extreme 
anxiety and frustration, that she was prescribed increased doses of her anxiety 
and depression medications, and had begun self-destructing behaviors such as 
nail biting and pulling out her hair. On the day she quit, the claimant felt so 
overwhelmed that she believed she had no other recourse, before her frustration 
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and anxiety would adversely affect her mental health, such that she might do 
herself serious, and irreversible harm. 

REASON FOR DECISION

An individual is disqualified for benefits if he or she left his or her most recent 
work voluntarily without good cause.  (Unemployment Insurance Code, section 
1256.)

There is good cause for voluntarily leaving work where the facts disclose a real, 
substantial, and compelling reason of such nature as would cause a reasonable 
person genuinely desirous of retaining employment to take similar action. 
(Precedent Decision P-B-27.)

Every person has the right of protection from bodily harm, from personal insult, 
from defamation, and from injury to his or her personal relations. (Civil Code, 
section 43.)

In Precedent Decision P-B-514, the assistant manager repeatedly subjected the 
claimant to verbal abuse that was insulting, denigrating and intended to humiliate 
the claimant.  While not vulgar or profane, the language belittled the claimant 
without justification and demonstrated an animus towards the claimant.  The 
behavior of the assistant manager had a deleterious effect on the claimant’s 
physical and mental well-being.   The Appeals Board found there was an 
unreasonably harsh and onerous work environment which established good 
cause for the claimant to leave her employment. 

In Subcase Number 20215115, the claimant had good cause to quit her job 
because employer’s behavior and demeanor regarding the claimant’s 
competence and ability to do her job, demonstrated an animus toward the 
claimant, such that it created an unreasonably harsh and onerous work 
environment and had a deleterious effect on the claimant’s mental well-being. 
Inasmuch as the claimant was a seven-year employee, and looked for other 
work, these facts disclosed a real, substantial, and compelling reason of such 
nature, as would cause a reasonable person, genuinely desirous of retaining 
employment to take similar action.  

It is therefore concluded that the claimant voluntarily left her most recent work 
with good cause.  Accordingly, the claimant is not disqualified for benefits under 
section 1256.  

DECISION
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In Subcase Number 20215115, the department determination is reversed. The
claimant IS QUALIFIED for benefits under code section 1256.  Benefits are 
payable, provided the claimant is otherwise eligible. 
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I, Teresa “Tess” Porkolab, declare:

1. I am over the age of eighteen years old and am a resident of the County of San Diego. California. 

2. The facts set forth are true and correct as of my own personal knowledge or belief. 

3. This affidavit if limited to the facts set forth herein and should not be deemed an omission, or 

waiver of other known material facts that are closely related to those set forth herein.  

4. I execute this affidavit in support of any litigation stemming from the operation of licensed 

cannabis businesses, licenses and permits owned by Adam and Tiffany Knopf and acquired through the 

legal services of attorneys Gina M. Austin, Tamara Leetham and/or Austin Legal Group (ALG).   

5. On or about June 2013 I met and began working with Adam Knopf as his cultivator of licensed 

medical cannabis for his patients at his various cooperatives starting with to the best of my recollection, 

A) 2013 @ 3605 Clairemont Drive, Commercial Storefront.  I would always deliver finished 

“Tokyo OG” (my proprietary flower) to the back door. 

B) 2014 @ 2830 Lytton Street Commercial Storefront 

C) 2015 @ 4026 Dove Street (Delivery Only) 

D) 2015 @ 3452 Hancock Street (Storefront and Delivery) 

 

6. Our agreement was that I would grow the medical cannabis, through his Point Loma Patient’s 

Association (PLPA) that he would sell in any of his dispensaries.  

7. Unbeknownst to me, on February 10, 2014, Adam resigned his position as President of PLPA and 

assigned his duties to Mr. James Jennings and Ms. Heidi Rising.       

8. On or about October 2023, I became aware that Adam had resigned as President of PLPA only 

after having been introduced to the resignation letter by Tiffany Knopf. (See Exhibit A) This was not 

something Adam ever discussed or informed me of.  I have never met James Jennings nor was there any 

change in the day-to-day operations of my work providing medical cannabis to Adam and his cooperative 

after his resignation. 

9. I now believe Adam resigned from PLPA, at the direction of attorney Gina Austin, so he would 

become  eligible for, a City of San Diego adult-use cannabis license.       

10. On or about August 2015 Adam and Tiffany Knopf opened the Point Loma Patients Consumer  
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11. Cooperative (PLPCC), A.K.A. Golden State Greens, located at 3452 Hancock Street, San Diego, 

CA  92110  

12. I believed that Adam and Tiffany were mutual owners of these entities based on Adam telling me 

that when certain business decisions were being he could not abide the decision as it was not approved 

by Tiffany.  

13. In further support of that relationship, I have their Articles of Incorporation  (See Exhibit B) that 

supported their version of shared ownership.   

14. On or about July 2016 the DEA raided my indoor cultivation site claiming it was not a licensed 

grow.  The DEA laughed when I showed them the contract (which they took)  I had with Adam that gave 

me the state authority to grow these medical cannabis plants for the number of patients Adam had in the 

collective/cooperative.   

15. Approximately 200 plants were taken down, but no charges were ever filed. 

16. My relationship with Adam Knopf remained successful up until the DEA raid. It was, as a result 

of that raid I found that he did not support me with the medical cannabis database he had that would have 

supported the number of plants I was growing exclusively for him.   

17. Adam Knopf grew quite demanding after the raid.  He was increasingly belligerent and 

threatening.  While I tried to distance myself from his rants it became increasingly difficult to watch him 

treat his wife Tiffany with such disrespect and contempt.  

18. The final straw was when Adam sent two men to pick-up 33 pounds of my flower and when I 

tried to get paid for it, he claimed it was gone.  That his contractor for extractions had taken it and now 

it’s missing.  This can hardly be true because any inventory management would have left this as company 

payable. It’s not even in the books.   

19. When I a meeting at the Dove Street location with Adam to try resolve these issues it was obvious 

I could no longer work with him.  Adam, sensing that told a budtender, an employee who had come in 

during our meeting with a pound of unidentified, moldy cannabis to see what Adam wanted to do with 

it.  Adam told the employee to call it Tokyo OG and it would be gone that day.  I stood up and told him 

I would never work for him again and left!  

20.   Adam Knopf is a bully that relies on his attorney Gina Austin and his CPA Judd Henkes  
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THE RESTIS LAW FIRM, P.C.  
William R. Restis, Esq. (SBN 246823) 
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SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  
 

 
 
 

KARL BECK, individually and on 
behalf of all other similarly situated 
California residents, 
   
   Plaintiff, 
v. 

POINT LOMA PATIENTS 
CONSUMER COOPERATIVE 
CORPORATION, A California 
Corporation, ADAM KNOPF, an 
Individual, JUSTUS H. HENKES IV, an 
Individual, 419 CONSULTING INC., a 
California Corporation,  GOLDEN 
STATE GREENS LLC, a California 
LLC, FAR WEST MANAGEMENT, 
LLC, a California LLC, FAR WEST 
OPERATING, LLC, a California LLC, 
FAR WEST STAFFING, LLC, a 
California LLC, and DOES 1-50,  

       

Defendants. 

 Case No:  
 

CLASS ACTION  

COMPLAINT FOR: 
1. PRODUCTION OF RECORDS 

PURSUANT TO CORPORATIONS 
CODE §§ 12603-12607;  

2. VIOLATION OF THE UCL  
3. VIOLATION OF THE CLRA 
4. CONVERSION 
5. UNJUST ENRICHMENT 

 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
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Plaintiff Karl Beck (“Plaintiff”) alleges as to himself based on his own 

experience, and as to all other allegations, based on investigation of counsel, which 

included, inter alia, a review of defendant Point Loma Patients Consumer 

Cooperative Corporation’s (the “PLPCCC”) public records and membership 

documentation, public records related to defendants Adam Knopf (“Knopf”) and 

Justus H. Henkes IV (“Henkes”, collectively the “Individual Defendants”), as well as 

defendant entities wholly controlled by the Individual Defendants, including 419 

Consulting Inc., Golden State Greens LLC, Far West Management, LLC, Far West 

Operating, LLC, and Far West Staffing, LLC (the “Shell Companies”, collectively 

altogether the “Defendants”).  

I. INTRODUCTION  
1. The PLPCCC is the largest and most successful medical marijuana 

dispensary in San Diego county. Plaintiff estimates the cooperative has 

approximately one thousand patrons daily, and generates millions in monthly revenue 

through a single storefront (and delivery service) located in Point Loma.  

2. Plaintiff is a member patron of the PLPCCC who became concerned 

with the sheer volume of marijuana business being transacted there. Aren’t medical 

marijuana cooperatives required to be non-profit? If Plaintiff is a member of the 

“Patients’ Consumer Cooperative Corporation” why hasn’t he received any 

dividends? Where is all the money going? And would it be illegal to buy medical 

marijuana through a for-profit dispensary? 

3. Plaintiff learned that the Individual Defendants personally own and 

control not only the PLPCCC, but five Shell Companies. These Shell Companies 

were created by the Individual Defendants within months after the PLPCCC was 

formed in December 2014, and as the PLPCCC’s marijuana business expanded. The 

Shell Companies have no public or visible business presence, except at the 
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PLPCCC’s storefront location and the mailing address listed at Defendant Henkes’ 

accountancy office in La Jolla California. 

4. Defendant Knopf is a director, and holds the executive offices at the 

PLPCCC and each of the Shell Companies. Defendant Henkes is an accountant. He 

serves as the PLPCCC’s Chief Financial Officer and the Shell Companies’ agent for 

service. Mr. Henkes appears to represent a single enterprise - the PLPCCC and the 

Shell Companies - since he does not visibly advertise his availability for hire.  

5. Facing this suspicious backdrop, Plaintiff made a demand on Defendants 

pursuant to Section 12603 of the Corporations Code for business records “reasonably 

related to [Plaintiff’s] interests as a member.” As members of a “consumer 

cooperative”, Plaintiff and the Class1 have a strong interest in ensuring that the 

PLPCCC is operating in conformity with California’s medical marijuana laws. Who 

could argue otherwise? The Defendants.  

6. Through counsel, the Defendants refused Plaintiff’s demand and offered 

multiple excuses why Plaintiff does not have “standing” to review PLPCCC records 

(even after Plaintiff offered a confidentiality agreement). Defendants explained that 

the PLPCC bylaws have a special clause that purportedly divests Plaintiff and the 

Class from all rights of cooperative membership otherwise available by law. 

According to Defendants, PLPCCC patrons have no voting rights or proprietary 

interests in the cooperative, and possess no rights to inspect records.  

7. Plaintiff knew his suspicions were well founded when Defendants 

fabricated a story about Plaintiff purportedly being “banned from the facility”, and 

was seeking revenge because he was “disgruntled.”  

                                                                                                                                        1 The Class pled herein is defined as “All California residents, who from 
December 3, 2014 through the present, purchased any product from the Point Loma 
Patients Consumer Cooperative Corporation.” 
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8. Accordingly, on behalf of all PLPCCC member patrons, Plaintiff 

respectfully requests this Court order the production of all “accounting books and 

records and minutes of proceedings” of the PLPCCC and Shell Companies pursuant 

to California Corporations Code § 12306 and 12307. For good cause shown, Plaintiff 

respectfully requests that the Court to “appoint one or more … independent 

accountants to audit the financial statements… and investigate the property, funds 

and affairs of [the PLPCCC] and of [the Shell Companies] … and to report thereon” 

to the Court and the parties. CORP. CODE § 12606.  

9. In addition, Plaintiff brings this case as a class action to redress the 

individual and personal rights of PLPCCC member patrons. Plaintiff and the Class 

are member patrons of the PLPCCC that would be entitled to patronage distributions 

(a kind of dividend for cooperative members) but-for the Individual Defendants’ 

diversion of the revenue to themselves through the Shell Companies.  

10. Plaintiff brings claims against the Defendants for unlawful business 

practices in violation of California’s Unfair Competition Law, Business & 

Professions Code § 17200, et seq. (the “UCL”), for unfair methods of competition 

and unfair and deceptive practices in violation of the Consumer Legal Remedies Act, 

Civil Code § 1770 et seq., (the “CLRA”), for conversion of Plaintiff and the Class’ 

interests in patronage distributions, and for unjust enrichment. Under these theories, 

Plaintiff seeks damages, restitution, and disgorgement from Defendants, as well as 

injunctive, declaratory, and other or further relief as this Court may deem just and 

proper.  

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
11. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant 

to Article 6, § 10 of the California Constitution, California Business and Professions 
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Code § 17203, Civil Code § 1780(d) and Code of Civil Procedure §§ 88, 382 and 

410.10.  

12. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 395 

because Plaintiff transacted with the PLPCCC in San Diego County, and because 

Defendants businesses and residences are located in this County, and because many 

of the acts and transactions giving rise to the violations of law complained of herein 

occurred in this County. 

III. PARTIES 
A.  PLAINTIFF’S EXPERIENCE WITH DEFENDANTS 

13. Plaintiff Karl Beck (“Beck”) is, and at all times relevant hereto was, a 

resident of San Diego County California. Plaintiff Beck has been a patron of the 

PLPCCC since approximately March 1, 2016, making purchases from the PLPCCC 

approximately 6 times over a span of six months.  

14. On July 25, 2017 and August 30, 2017, Plaintiff Beck sent a demand 

letter to Defendants herein pursuant to the CLRA, by certified mail, return-receipt 

requested. Plaintiff explained how it appears that Defendants are operating an illegal 

for-profit medical marijuana business as explained herein. The CLRA letters set forth 

Defendants violations of the CLRA, and demanded that Defendants correct the 

violations. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s CLRA demand letters, and certified 

mail receipts, are attached hereto as Exhibit “A”. 

15. Also on July 25, 2017, Plaintiff made a demand for inspection of records 

of the PLPCCC, the Shell Companies, and the Individual Defendants pursuant to 

Corporations Code §§ 12580-83, and 12603. Those sections entitle members of a 

cooperative corporation to inspect and copy the “accounting books and records and 

minutes of proceedings” of a cooperative, as well as subsidiaries thereof, “for a 

purpose reasonably related to such person’s interest as a member.” The Corporation 
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Code provides that a member’s right to such books and records may “not be limited 

by contract or by the articles or bylaws.”  

16. Plaintiff’s July 25, 2017 demand accordingly requested the following 

documentation: 
 

(1) Articles of incorporation, all amendments, and all bylaws for the 
PLPCCC and Shell Companies;  
 

(2) All meeting minutes for the PLPCCC and Shell Companies since 
January 1, 2015;  

 
(3) A list of the names and addresses of all members of the PLPCCC 

since January 1, 2015;  
 

(4) All “Financial Statements” of the PLPCCC and Shell Companies 
since January 1, 2015. See CORP. CODE § 12217;  

 
(5) All evidence of any “distribution” or “patronage distribution” made 

by the PLPCCC and Shell Companies since January 1, 2015;  
 

(6) Contracts between PLPCC and any of the Shell Companies; and 
 

(7) Contracts between PLPCC and any of the Individual Defendants.  
 

17. Defendants responded through counsel that Plaintiff “appears to be an 

associate member” and as such “would not be entitled to the documents … 

requested.” Defendants stated that certain clauses in the PLPCCC’s bylaws provide 

that “associate members” (i.e., each of the thousands of patrons of the PLPCCC) 

“shall not be considered ‘members’ and shall have no rights to which a member 

would be entitled to under [Corporations Code] § 12238.” According to Defendants, 

Plaintiff “does not have standing to demand any of the documentation requested… as 

each request requires as a condition that the requestor be a member of the PLPCCC.” 
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18. Defendants had no reasonable basis to deny Plaintiff’s request for 

records. First, whether Plaintiff is a “member” (which according to Plaintiff’s review 

of the PLPCCC’s bylaws, appear to be just the Individual Defendants), or “associate 

member,” the requested records are “for a purpose reasonably related to [Plaintiff’s] 

interests as a member.” CORP. CODE § 12603. Plaintiff has a very strong interest in 

ensuring he and other PLPCCC members are not violating California’s medical 

marijuana laws by engaging in transactions with an illegally operating dispensary, 

and that he and other Class members receive appropriate patronage distributions to 

ensure that the dispensary is non-profit. Second, PLPCC bylaws2 reference 

Corporations Code § 12238, which only addresses members’ “right to vote” and 

“proprietary interests”, and does not purport to restrict members’ rights to inspection. 

Finally, the Corporations Code provides that a member’s right to inspection of 

documents “may not be limited by contract or the articles or bylaws.” Id., § 12583.  

19. Defendants’ also claimed that Plaintiff was also not entitled to records 

(or any relief) because Plaintiff was purportedly “banned from the facility due to his 

inappropriate and harassing behavior towards other members within 30 days of 

becoming a member.” This charge is completely fabricated. At no time did Plaintiff 

exhibit “inappropriate or harassing behavior” toward other PLPCCC members, 

PLPCCC employees or anyone else. Nor was Plaintiff ever notified as such, nor was 

Plaintiff ever notified that he was purportedly banned, nor has Plaintiff received any 

rebuke of any kind from anyone related to the PLPCCC. In addition, Plaintiff 

engaged in multiple transactions with the PLPCCC that spanned much longer than a 

                                                                                                                                        2 Plaintiff qualifies all allegations related to PLPCCC bylaws because he cannot 
verify that the PLPCCC bylaws he received from Defendants’ counsel was not 
drafted in response to his July 25, 2017 demand letter. The meta-data on the file 
indicates that it was created on September 19, 2017. Plaintiff reserves the right to 
withdraw, change or amend allegations concerning the PLPCCC bylaws after a 
reasonable opportunity for discovery. 
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30 day period. Plaintiff has every intention of return to the PLPCCC if they operate 

their marijuana dispensary in compliance with California law. 

20.  Any records purportedly evidencing harassment or a less than 30 day 

purchase period were created or altered in response to Plaintiff’s July 25th CLRA and 

records demand, and Plaintiff specifically puts Defendants on notice of his intent to 

forensically examine any database or other electronic records of the PLPCCC.3 

B. DEFENDANTS’ INFORMATION 

21. Defendant Point Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative Corporation 

(“PLPCCC”) is a California corporation organized under the California Consumer 

Cooperative Corporation Law. The PLPCCC operates a medical marijuana storefront 

dispensary, as well as a medical marijuana delivery service out of 3452 Hancock 

Street, San Diego, CA 92110.   

22. The PLPCCC was formed on or about April 24, 2014, and received a 

conditional use permit from the City of San Diego, for operation of a Medical 

Marijuana Consumer Cooperative on or about December 3, 2014. The PLPCCC 

began selling medical marijuana shortly thereafter. The PLPCCC received an 

amended conditional use permit on or about September 16, 2016 to double the size of 

its storefront dispensary to handle increased traffic.  

23. Defendant Adam Knopf (“Knopf”) is an individual residing within the 

County of San Diego. Knopf is the principal shareholder, Director, CEO, and 

corporate Secretary of the PLPCCC. Defendant Knopf is the CEO, CFO, Corporate 

Secretary, and sole Director of defendant 419 Consulting, Inc. Defendant Knopf is 

also the managing member of defendants Golden State Greens LLC, Far West 

Management, LLC, Far West Operating, LLC, and Far West Staffing, LLC.  

                                                                                                                                        3 Pursuant to Bus. & Prof. Code § 19327, the PLPCCC must keep “accurate 
records of commercial cannabis activity.” 
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24. Defendant Justus H. Henkes IV (“Henkes”) is a certified public 

accountant, and CFO of the PLPCCC. However, Henkes is not an “independent 

accountant” pursuant to Corporations Code § 12218 because he is not independent of 

the PLPCCC or the Shell Companies. Henkes is the agent for service of process for 

each of the Shell Companies at his CPA office: 7734 Herschel Avenue, Suite L, La 

Jolla, CA 92037.  

25. Defendant 419 Consulting Inc. (“419 Consulting”), is a California 

Corporation with its principal place of business at La Jolla Mailbox Rentals, 5666 La 

Jolla Blvd, Suite (i.e., mailbox) 155, La Jolla, CA 92037. 419 Consulting was formed 

on or about August 18, 2015. 419 Consulting’s Statement of Information filed with 

the Secretary of State describes its business as “consulting – marketing, 

m[a]n[a]gm[e]nt.” 419 Consulting is wholly owned and operated by the Individual 

Defendants. 

26. Defendant Golden State Greens LLC (“GS Greens”) is a California 

limited liability company with its principal place of business in the same office park 

as PLPCCC,446 Hancock Street, San Diego, CA 92110. GS Greens was formed on 

or about September 8, 2016, and is owned and operated by the Individual Defendants. 

GS Greens’ Statement of Information filed with the California Secretary of State 

describes its business as “real estate development.” 

27. Defendants Far West Management, LLC (“Far West Management”),  

Far West Operating, LLC (“Far West Operating”), and Far West Staffing, LLC (“Far 

West Staffing”) each are California limited liability companies with their principal 

place of business at 7734 Herschel Avenue, Suite L, La Jolla CA, 92037 (Defendant 

Henkes’ CPA office). Each of the “Far West” entities was formed on or about May 

27, 2015. And each are owned and operated by the Individual Defendants. And each 
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of their Statements of Information filed with the California Secretary of State 

describes their business as “business to business management services.” 

28. None of the Shell Companies has any discernable business presence, 

products or services for sale to the general public, any marketing materials or 

website, or business office other than at the PLPCCC’s office and/or Defendant 

Henkes’ CPA office. 

29. Plaintiff does not know the true names of defendants DOES 1 through 

50, and therefore sues them by those fictitious names. Plaintiff is informed and 

believes, and on the basis of that information and belief alleges, that each of those 

defendants was in some manner proximately responsible for the events and 

happenings alleged in this complaint and for Plaintiff's injuries, damages, restitution 

and equitable remedies prayed for herein. 

IV. SUBSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS 
A.  CALIFORNIA’S MEDICAL MARIJUANA LAWS 
30. In 1996, voters passed Proposition 215, also known as the 

Compassionate Use Act (the “CUA”), making California the first state to legalize the 

use of medical marijuana for qualified patients. Subsequent legislation included the 

Medical Marijuana Program Act (“MMPA”) in 2003, which created a framework for 

monitoring medical marijuana usage. The MMPA bars individuals and any collective, 

cooperative, or other group from transforming medical marijuana projects authorized 

under the MMPA into for-profit enterprises.4 

31. In 2008, the California Attorney General and Department of Justice 

issued their Guidelines for the Security and Non-Diversion of Marijuana Grown for 

                                                                                                                                        4 On November 9, 2016, California passed Proposition 64, making it legal for 
adults over the age of 21 to possess marijuana for recreational use. However, the sale 
of marijuana for profit is not permitted until the California Bureau of Marijuana 
Control issues the necessary licenses, which will be issued no sooner than January 1, 
2018.  
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Medical Use (the “Guidelines”), which had the stated purpose of helping patients and 

law enforcement understand their rights and duties for the cultivation, sale and use of 

medical marijuana under California law. 

32. California Health and Safety Code § 11362.765(a) provides that neither 

the CUA or MMPA “authorize any individual or group to cultivate or distribute 

cannabis for profit.” According to the Guidelines, cooperative corporations are to be 

“democratically controlled and are not organized to make a profit for themselves, as 

such, or for their members, as such, but primarily for their members as patrons.” 

Further, “[c]ooperatives must follow strict rules on … distribution of earnings, and 

must report individual transactions from individual members each year.” The 

Guidelines note that a medical marijuana cooperative may have earnings, but these 

“must be used for the general welfare of its members or equitably distributed to 

members in the form of cash, property, credits or services.” Guidelines at p. 8.  

33. The Guidelines provide that medical marijuana may be “[a]llocated 

based on fees that are reasonably calculated to cover overhead costs and operating 

expenses.” In other words, “[a]ny monetary reimbursement  that members provide to 

the … cooperative should only be an amount necessary to cover overhead costs and 

operating expenses.” Guidelines at p. 10. This includes payments to individuals for 

“reasonable compensation… for services provided as well as out-of-pocket 

expenses.” 

34. Under California case law, relevant considerations to determine whether 

a medical marijuana business is illegally operating for profit include, inter alia, a 

high volume of customers and transactions, the absence of participation by customers 

in the operation or governance of the cooperative, information reflected in financial 

records, and any processes or procedures by which the cooperative makes itself 

accountable to its member patrons.  
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B. DEFENDANTS’ MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESS 
35. Individual Defendants Knopf and Henkes are the principals and 

executive officers of the PLPCCC. The PLPCCC received approval from the City of 

San Diego in December 2014 to operate a Medical Marijuana Consumer Cooperative 

at 3452 Hancock Street, San Diego, 92110. Shortly thereafter, the PLPCC opened its 

doors selling medical marijuana to the public.  

36. Within six months after the PLPCCC opened for business, the Individual 

Defendants formed the Shell Companies as their officers, directors, and principal 

shareholders. None of the five (known) Shell Companies have any discernable 

business presence, no websites, and no products or services on offer to the public. All 

five Shell Companies share addresses in the same office complex in La Jolla, 

California where Defendant Henkes works as a Certified Public Accountant, or in the 

same building as the PLPCCC.  

37. The PLPCCC is the largest and most successful medical marijuana 

dispensary in San Diego County. The PLPCC averages over a thousand patrons daily, 

generating millions of dollars in monthly revenue through a single store-front and 

delivery service with approximately a dozen employees.  

38. Despite its huge revenues relative to such a small operation, the 

PLPCCC has never made a “patronage distribution” to Plaintiff or any member of the 

Class. Nor does the PLPCCC seek or allow participation by Plaintiff and the Class in 

the operation or governance of the cooperative.  

39. Instead, based on the above and on information and belief, the Individual 

Defendants use the Shell Companies as entities contracted by the PLPCC to 

unlawfully divert funds out of the PLPCCC. This allows the Individual Defendants to  

hide substantial revenues from the (illegal for-profit) sale of medical marijuana in the 
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Shell Companies, avoid showing a profit in the cooperative itself, and avoid paying 

out patronage distributions to Plaintiff and the Class.  

40. Based on the tremendous revenue generated by Defendants medical 

marijuana business, Plaintiff is informed and believes that funds distributed by the 

PLPCCC to the Shell Companies and Individual Defendants are far in excess of any 

reasonable compensation for services provided and out-of-pocket expenses.  

41. The PLPCCC has absolved itself of any accountability whatsoever to 

Plaintiff and members of the Class. According to the PLPCCC bylaws, there is one 

class of “member”, and it is not Plaintiff and the Class. On information and belief, 

the only (or principal) “members” of the PLPCCC are the Individual Defendants 

themselves. These “members” are the only persons that have voting rights or a 

“proprietary interest” in the PLPCCC. Thus, instead of operating a “democratically” 

controlled cooperative, “for the benefit of members as patrons”, the Individual 

Defendants operate the PLPCCC primarily for their own benefit as shareholders.  

42. The Individual Defendants have caused the PLPCC to strip Plaintiff and 

the Class of their rights through the PLPCCC bylaws.5 The bylaws purport to divest 

Plaintiff and the Class of all voting rights and “proprietary interests” in the PLPCCC 

by labelling them as mere “associate members.” However, such bylaw covenants 

violate the requirements of California’s medical marijuana laws as expressed in, at 

least, the Guidelines. As such, the bylaws are “in conflict with law,” pursuant to 

Corporations Code § 12331(c), and are therefore void. In other words, California’s 

medical marijuana laws control the interaction between Plaintiff and Defendants, not 

Defendants’ bylaws drafted to avoid those laws.  

                                                                                                                                        5 See footnote 2.  
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C.  CIVIL CONSPIRACY ALLEGATIONS 
43. The Individual Defendants and the Shell Companies are responsible for 

the harm to Plaintiff and the Class because each of them agreed to conceal operation 

of a for-profit marijuana business. 

44. The Individual Defendants, themselves, and as owners and operators of 

the Shell Companies were aware of the requirements of California’s medical 

marijuana laws, and were in agreement with the PLPCCC and each other to divert 

revenues from the PLPCC in a manner calculated to avoid detection of their for-profit 

enterprise.   

45. The Individual Defendants, themselves, and as owners and operators of 

the Shell Companies materially assisted the PLPCCC in operating a for-profit 

medical marijuana business in violation of California law.  

46. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ conspiracy, Plaintiff and 

the Class have experienced loss, cost, damage and expense in an amount to be proved 

at trial.  

D. ALTER EGO / CORPORATE PIERCING ALLEGATIONS 
47. The PLPCCC is merely a conduit for funneling revenue from the sale of 

medical marijuana to the Shell Companies and ultimately the Individual Defendants.  

48. In fact, the PLPCCC, its particular corporate form, and its bylaws that 

prevent accountability to Plaintiff and the Class, are all mere instrumentalities set up 

to avoid the non-profit requirements of California’s medical marijuana statutes.  

49. The Individual Defendants govern the PLPCCC, as well as the Shell 

Companies such that a unity of ownership exists between them. The Shell Companies 

and the PLPCCC use the same officers and/or employees in the operation of their 

medical marijuana business. Thus, the Shell Corporations and the PLPCCC are mere 

conduits for the affairs of each other.  
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V. CLASS ALLEGATIONS 
50. Plaintiff brings this action as a class action pursuant to California Code 

of Civil Procedure § 382 and Civil Code § 1781 for the following Class of persons: 
 
All California residents, who from December 3, 2014 through the present, 
purchased any product from the Point Loma Patients Consumer 
Cooperative Corporation  

Excluded from the Class are all legal entities, Defendants herein and any person, 

firm, trust, corporation, or other person or entity related to any defendant, any 

counsel for the Class, including members of their immediate families and office staff, 

as well as any judge, justice or judicial officer presiding over this matter and 

members of their immediate families and judicial staff. 

51. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend the Class definition(s) if further 

investigation and/or discovery indicates that the Class definition(s) should be 

narrowed, expanded, or otherwise modified. 

52. While the exact number of Class members is unknown to Plaintiff at this 

time, and will be ascertained through appropriate discovery, Plaintiff is informed and 

believes that there are thousands of members in the proposed Class.  The number of 

individuals who comprise the Class are so numerous that joinder of all such persons 

is impracticable and the disposition of their claims in a class action, rather than in 

individual actions, will benefit both the parties and the courts. 

53. Plaintiff's claims are typical of the claims of the other members of the 

Class. All members of the Class have been and/or continue to be similarly affected by 

Defendants' wrongful conduct as complained of herein, in violation of California law.  

Plaintiff is unaware of any interests that conflict with or are antagonistic to the 

interests of the Class. 

54. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the Class members’ interests 

and has retained counsel competent and experienced in consumer class action 
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lawsuits and complex litigation. Plaintiff and his counsel have the necessary financial 

resources to adequately and vigorously litigate this class action, and Plaintiff is aware 

of her duties and responsibilities to the Class.  

55. Defendants has acted with respect to the Class in a manner generally 

applicable to each Class member. Common questions of law and fact exist as to all 

Class members and predominate over any questions wholly affecting individual Class 

members. There is a well-defined community of interest in the questions of law and 

fact involved in the action, which affect all Class members. Among the questions of 

law and fact common to the Class are, inter alia:  

a) Whether Plaintiff and absent Class members have “standing” to inspect 

Defendants’ books and records as requested herein;  

b) Whether the Individual Defendants are improperly diverting revenues 

from the PLPCCC through the Shell Companies;  

c) Whether the payments from the PLPCCC to the Shell Companies and/or 

Individual Defendants amount to “reasonable compensation for services 

rendered” and payment of out-of-pocket costs;  

d) Whether Defendants are operating an illegal for-profit medical 

marijuana business;  

e) Whether the Individual Defendants and/or the Shell Companies should 

be ordered to disgorge monies to the PLPCCC, and the amount of such 

disgorgement;  

f) Whether the PLPCCC’s bylaws may divest Plaintiff and the Class of 

their rights as cooperative corporation members under California’s 

medical marijuana laws;  

g) Whether Plaintiff and the Class are entitled to patronage distributions 

from the PLCCC;  
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h) Whether Defendants’ sale of marijuana as part of a for-profit enterprise 

constitutes “unlawful” business acts or practices under, inter alia, CAL. 

BUS. & PROF. CODE §§ 17200; 

a. Whether Plaintiff and the Class’ payments of money for the purchase 

of goods from the PLPCCC confers statutory standing under the 

UCL;  

b. Whether the PLPCCC’s failure to pay patronage dividends as a result 

of Defendants’ diversion of revenues from the PLPCCC to the Shell 

Companies and Individual Defendants, caused Plaintiff to suffer 

“injury in fact” and caused him to lose money or property. 

i) Whether Defendants’ engaged in unfair methods of competition in 

violation of the CLRA including: 

a.  “misrepresenting the affiliation, connection, or association” between 

the PLPCCC and the Shell Companies. Civil Code § 1770(3);  

b. misrepresenting that products sold by the PLPCC have “sponsorship 

[and] approval” that they do not have, i.e., that medical marijuana is 

sold in compliance with law. Id., § 1770(5); and  

j) Whether the Defendants have been unjustly enriched to the detriment of 

Plaintiff and the Class.  

k) The nature and extent of restitution, equitable remedies, and declaratory 

and injunctive relief to which Plaintiff and the Class are entitled; and 

l) Whether Plaintiff and the Class should be awarded attorneys’ fees and 

the costs of suit for Defendants’ violations of, at least, UCL, the CLRA, and under 

Corporations Code § 12607. 

56. A class action is superior to all other available methods for the fair and 

efficient adjudication of this controversy since joinder of all Class members is 
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impracticable.  Furthermore, as the injury and/or damages suffered by individual 

Class members may be relatively small, the expense and burden of individual 

litigation makes it impossible as a practical matter for Class members to individually 

redress the wrongs done to them.  There will be no difficulty in managing this action 

as a class action. 

57. Defendants have acted on grounds generally applicable to the entire 

Class with respect to the matters complained of herein, thereby making appropriate 

the relief sought herein with respect to the Class as a whole. 
 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
 

Corporations Code §12603 et seq 
Enforcement of Plaintiff’s Right to Cooperative Records 

58. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

59. Corporations Code Section 12603 provides:  
 
The accounting books and records and minutes of proceedings of the 
members and the board and committees of the board shall be open to 
inspection upon the written demand on the corporation of any member at 
any reasonable time, for a purpose reasonably related to such person’s 
interests as a member. 
60. The Corporation Code provides that a member’s right to such books and 

records may “not be limited by contract or by the articles or bylaws.” Corporations 

Code §§ 12583.  

61. On July 25, 2017, Plaintiff made a demand for inspection of records of 

the PLPCCC, the Shell Companies, and the Individual Defendants pursuant to 

Corporations Code §§ 12580-83, and 12603 as described herein. This was a lawful 

demand for production under the Corporations Code, and was for a purpose 

reasonably related to Plaintiff’s interests as a member, i.e., ensuring that the PLPCCC 

is operating as a non-profit in compliance with California law.  
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62. Defendants refused Plaintiff’s demand, arguing that Plaintiff does not 

have “stranding”, that the bylaws prevent disclosure, and that Plaintiff had improper 

motives for his request. Defendants had no reasonable basis to deny Plaintiff’s 

request for records. 

63. Accordingly, pursuant to Corporations Code § 12606, Plaintiff 

respectfully requests this Court to enforce Plaintiff’s demand and right of inspection, 

with or without just and proper conditions.  

64. Plaintiff also requests, pursuant to Corporations Code § 12606, that the 

Court appoint one or more competent inspectors or independent accountants to audit 

the financial statements kept in this state and investigate the property, funds and 

affairs of the PLPCCC, the Shell Companies, and/or the Individual Defendants, and 

report on such investigation to Plaintiff and the Court.   By this Complaint, Plaintiff 

has demonstrated good cause.  

65. Pursuant to Corporations Code § 12607, Plaintiff respectfully request an 

award of reasonable costs and expenses, including reasonable attorneys’ fees, in 

connection with this enforcement action. 
 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
 

Violation of CAL. BUS. & PROF. CODE §§ 17200, et seq. - 
Unlawful Business Practices 

 
66. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

67. Defendants’ acts, conduct and practices, as described herein, constitute 

unfair,  unlawful and deceptive business acts and practices under the UCL. 

68. Defendants’ violations of California’s medical marijuana laws as 

described herein constitutes “unlawful” business practices under the UCL.  
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69. Defendants’ violations of the CLRA as complained of herein, constitute 

“unlawful” business practices within the meaning of the UCL.  

70. Because Plaintiff and the Class paid monies to the PLPCCC, a portion of 

which they are legally entitled to recoup as patronage distributions under California’s 

medical marijuana laws and the Consumer Cooperative Corporation Law, (the 

“CCCL”, CAL. CORP. CODE § 12200 et seq.), Plaintiff and the Class have suffered 

injury in fact, and suffered a deprivation of money or property to which they are 

legally entitled.  

71. Defendants' unfair, unlawful and deceptive acts and practices occurred 

repeatedly in Defendants' business, and are capable of continually harming Plaintiff 

and a substantial portion of the consuming public. 

72. Defendants acted in concert and/or were otherwise each others’ agent, 

alter ego, aiders and abettors, enablers, or duly authorized representatives with 

respect to the illegal for-profit operation of a medical marijuana dispensary, or 

otherwise aided and abetted or enabled the misconduct of other defendants as alleged 

herein.   

73. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unfair, unlawful and 

deceptive business acts and practices, Plaintiff and members of the Class have been 

wrongfully deprived of money or property. Plaintiff suffered injury-in-fact as a result 

of Defendants’ actions and omissions, as complained of herein. Had Defendants not 

engaged in the actions and omissions complained of herein, Plaintiff would never 

have agreed to transact with Defendants.  

74. As a result of Defendants’ unlawful, unfair and fraudulent acts and 

practices, Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated, and as 

appropriate, on behalf of the general public of the state of California, seeks injunctive 

relief prohibiting Defendants from continuing these wrongful practices, and such 
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other equitable relief, including full restitution and the disgorgement of all improper 

revenues and ill-gotten profits derived from Defendants’ wrongful conduct to the 

fullest extent permitted by law.  Additionally, Plaintiff requests that the Court award 

all members of the Class, who were of the attained age of 65 at the time of the 

Defendants’ wrongful acts and omissions as alleged herein, to receive a statutory 

trebling of their restitutionary award pursuant to CAL. CIV. CODE § 3345. 
 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
 

Violation of CAL. CIV. CODE §§ 1770, et seq. - 
Unfair Competition and Deceptive Acts and Practices 

 
75. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

76. Defendants sell “goods” from the PLPCCC storefront as defined by 

California Civil Code §1761(a). 

77. Defendants are "persons" as defined by California Civil Code §1761(c). 

78. Plaintiff and Class Members are "consumers" within the meaning of 

California Civil Code §1761(d) because they transacted with Defendants for personal 

use. 

79. Plaintiff and Class members’ purchases from the PLPCCC are 

“transactions” as defined by California Civil Code §1761(e). 

80. Defendants’ engaged in unfair methods of competition in violation of 

the CLRA by: 

a. “misrepresenting the affiliation, connection, or association” 

between the PLPCCC and the Shell Companies. Civil Code § 

1770(3);  

b. misrepresenting that products sold by the PLPCC have 

“sponsorship [and] approval” that they do not have, i.e., that 
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medical marijuana is sold in compliance with California law. Id., 

§ 1770(5).  

81. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' conduct, Plaintiff and 

Class members were harmed and suffered actual damages in the form of out of 

pocket payments to Defendants for products at the PLPCCC. Had Defendants 

disclosed the true nature of their for-profit marijuana business, reasonable consumers 

such as Plaintiff and the Class would not have purchased products from the PLPCCC.  

82. Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all other similarly situated California 

consumers, and as appropriate, on behalf of the general public of the state of 

California, seeks damages and injunctive relief prohibiting Defendants continuing 

these unlawful practices pursuant to California Civil Code § 1782(a)(2).  

83. Plaintiff provided Defendants with notice of their alleged violations of 

the CLRA pursuant to California Civil Code § 1782(a) via certified mail, demanding 

that Defendants correct such violations. Defendants failed to remedy the violations 

complained of herein within thirty days of notification. Plaintiff now seeks all 

available damages under the CLRA for all violations complained of herein, 

including, but not limited to, statutory damages, punitive damages, attorney’s fees 

and cost and any other relief that the Court deems proper. Additionally, Plaintiff 

requests that the Court award all members of the Class, who were of the attained age 

of 65 at the time of the Defendants’ wrongful acts and omissions as alleged herein, to 

receive a statutory trebling of their restitutionary award pursuant to CAL. CIV. 

CODE § 3345. 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Conversion 

Against All Defendants 
84. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 
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85. California’s medical marijuana laws require that a cooperative or 

collective selling medical marijuana must be “democratically controlled”, “jointly 

owned and operated by members of a group”, not be “organized to make a profit” but 

“primarily for their members as patrons.” Moreover, “cooperatives must follow strict 

rules on … distributions of earnings.”6 

86. Thus, under California’s medical marijuana laws and Corporations Code 

as described herein, Plaintiff and the Class had a legal right to distributions of 

PLPCCC revenues in excess of (legitimate) costs, i.e. “patronage distributions” as 

defined by, and as calculated by, the Corporations code.  

87. The Individual Defendants, through the instrumentalities of the Shell 

Companies, intentionally and substantially interfered with Plaintiff and Class 

members’ right to PLPCCC revenues in excess of (legitimate) costs by diverting 

revenues to themselves through the Shell Companies in violation of law. Defendants 

have and continue to exercise dominion and control over such PLPCCC revenues 

wrongfully diverted.  

88. Defendants also intentionally and substantially interfered with Plaintiff 

and the Class’ right to PLPCCC revenues in excess of (legitimate) costs by inserting 

illegal clauses in the PLPCCC bylaws purporting to divest Plaintiff and the Class of 

all legal rights as members of a medical marijuana cooperative corporation.  

89. Plaintiff and the Class interests in patronage dividends are reflected in 

the books and records of the Defendants, which are accounts showing amounts owed 

to Plaintiff and the Class. Defendants’ books and records reflect each transaction 

between Plaintiff and the Class on one hand, and the PLPCCC in the other, the date 

of the transaction, the amount of the transaction, and other items necessary to 

                                                                                                                                        6 Guidelines, at p. 8 
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determine the liquidated amount of patronage distributions owed to Plaintiff and the 

Class pursuant to Corporations Code §§ 12201.5, and 12243.  

90. On or about July 25, 2017 Plaintiff demanded that Defendants remedy 

their unlawful conversion of Plaintiff and the Class proprietary rights to PLPCCC 

revenues in excess of (legitimate) costs by, inter alia, disgorging moneys wrongfully 

taken, back to the PLPCCC. The Defendants refused.  

91. Plaintiff and the Class were unaware of Defendants’ scheme to obtain 

dominion and control over PLPCCC revenues as described herein, and did not 

consent to it. Indeed, Defendants contractually prohibited Plaintiff and the Class from 

discovering Defendants’ scheme through the PLPCCC bylaws, thereby depriving 

Plaintiff and the class access to Defendants’ books and records, and voting rights 

over PLPCCC cooperative property.  

92. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ wrongful actions, 

Plaintiff and the Class have been deprived of patronage distributions, to be calculated 

in accordance with Corporations Code §§ 12201.5, and 12243, in an amount to be 

proven at trial.  
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Unjust Enrichment 

Against The Individual Defendants and Shell Companies 
93. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

94. The Shell Companies, and by extension, the Individual Defendants that 

wholly control those Shell Companies, have been unjustly enriched at the expense of 

Plaintiff and the Class by the unlawful diversion of funds from the PLPCCC to hide 

an illegal for-profit medical marijuana business.  

95.  Patronage distributions to Plaintiff and the Class are necessary for 

members to ensure that the PLPCCC operates as a non-profit corporation, and 
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represent fees paid to the cooperative by Plaintiff and the Class in excess of what is 

reasonably calculated to cover (true) overhead costs and operating expenses. 

Therefore it would be unjust to allow Defendants to retain these monies.  

96. Plaintiff and each member of the Class are entitled to restitution and/or 

disgorgement of funds from the Shell Companies and Individual Defendants in an 

amount to be proven at trial.  

VI. PRAYER FOR RELIEF  
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff and the Class pray for relief and judgment as follows: 

A. For an Order enforcing Plaintiff’s records demand pursuant to 

Corporations Code § 12206, ordering the appointment of one or more independent 

accountants to audit Defendants’ books and records, and order a report thereon, at 

Defendants’ expense;  

B. For an order declaring that this action is properly maintained as a class 

action, certifying the Class described herein (or hereafter defined), and appointing 

Plaintiff as representative for the Class, and appointing Plaintiff's counsel as Class 

Counsel; 

C. That Defendants bear the costs of any notice sent to the Class; 

D. For an order awarding Plaintiff and the members of the Class actual 

damages, restitution and/or disgorgement; 

E. For an order enjoining Defendants from continuing to engage in the 

unlawful and unfair business acts and practices as alleged herein; 

F. For an award of statutory trebling of awards for all members of the Class 

who were of the attained age of 65 at the time of the Defendants' wrongful acts and 

omissions as alleged herein, pursuant to Cal. Civ. Code § 3345; 

G. For an order awarding Plaintiff and the members of the Class pre- and 

post-judgment interest; 
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H. For an order awarding attorneys' fees and costs of suit, including expert's 

witnesses fees and electronic discovery fees as permitted by law, including 

reimbursement for reasonable costs and expenses, as well as reasonable attorneys’ 

fees, pursuant to Corporations Code § 12607; and

I. Such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

VII. JURY TRIAL DEMAND
Plaintiff demands a trial by jury for all of the claims asserted in this Complaint 

so triable.

       Respectfully submitted,
DATED: October 6, 2017
       THE RESTIS LAW FIRM, P.C.

________________________
William Restis, Esq. 
550 West C Street, Suite 1760 
San Diego, CA 92101
Tel: +1.619.270.8383  
Email: william@restislaw.com

FINKELSTEIN & KRINSK LLP
Jeffrey R. Krinsk, Esq. (SBN 109234)
jrk@classactionlaw.com 
550 West C St., Suite 1760
San Diego, California 92101
Telephone: (619) 238-1333
Facsimile:  (619) 238-5425

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF

_______________________
William Restis, Esq. 

50 W C S S i 1760
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August 30, 2017 

Via Electronic and First Class Mail  
Gina M. Austin 
Austin Legal Group, APC 
3990 Old Town Avenue, Suite A-112 
San Diego, CA 92110 
gaustin@austinlegalgroup.com 

Re:  Karl Beck v. Point Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative, et al.  

Dear Ms. Austin,  

We are in receipt of your letter dated August 29, 2017, and are concerned by your apparent disregard for 
the seriousness of our allegations. 

 Please go back and review Mr. Krinsk’s July 25, 2017 demand letter (the “Letter”) as being sent on behalf 
of “Karl Beck”, a member of the PLPCC.1 It appears the names of two clients were combined, which caused your 
understandable confusion. However, your office had more than a month to meet and confer concerning the correct 
parties.  

 In addition, we take your “express den[ial of] the alleged violations in []our letter” to be insufficient 
response under California Corporations Code § 12490, and Civil Code § 1782. These statutes do not require the 
plaintiff to spell their name correctly, only put the defendants on notice of the alleged wrongdoing and request 
appropriate remedies prior to bringing suit. Mr. Krink’s Letter was more than sufficient to put PLPCC (and the 
other defendants) on notice of the claims against them.  

/ / / 

/ / / 

1 I note that immediately following our Letter, the PLPCC was renamed to “Golden State Greens.” Please interpret 
the Letter’s request under CAL. CORP. CODE §§ 12340 et seq. to include all documents as they refer or relate to 
Golden State Greens.  

note that immediately following our Letter, the PLPCC was renamed to “Golden State Greens.” Please interprety g , p
the Letter’s request under CAL. CORP. CODE §§ 12340 et seq. to include all documents as they refer or relate to q
Golden State Greens. 



Since it will take a few days to prepare the complaint, we will allow you until September 11, 2017 to 
provide the documentation requested pursuant to CAL. CORP. CODE §§ 12340 et seq. If we do not receive the 
requested evidence by that time, and begin the process of providing appropriate remedial remedies on a class-
wide basis, I am afraid litigation is unavoidable. I wish we could provide additional time, but your waste of more 
than a month, combined with our fiduciary duty to vigorously advocate class interests, require us to proceed.  

Also, your letter indicated that you only represent the PLPCC. Please advise whether you represent any 
of the other putative defendants, and if not, have their counsel contact me.  

        ________________________ 
        William R. Restis, Esq.  

THE RESTIS LAW FIRM, P.C. 
william@restislaw.com 

        
cc: Jeffrey R. Krinsk, Esq.          

      John Rickards     Via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested  
      Adam Knopf 
      Sinner Brothers, Inc. 
      3452 Hancock Street, San Diego, CA 92110 

      Adam Knopf       Via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested
      Justus H. Henkes IV 
      419 Consulting Inc.,   
      Justus H. Henkes IV, LLC 
      7742 Herschel Ave., Suite M 
      La Jolla, CA 92037 

      Adam Knopf       Via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested
      Justus H. Henkes IV 
      Far West Management, LLC  
      Far West Operating, LLC 
      Far West Staffing, LLC 
      7734 Herschel Ave., Suite L 
      La Jolla, CA 92037 

     (sent with additional copy of July 25th Letter) 

______________________
William R. Restis, Esq.  
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KNOPF DECL. RE. DEFENDANTS’ FIRST YEAR ACCTG. OF PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS

Gina M. Austin (SBN 246833)
E-mail: gaustin@austinlegalgroup.com
Tamara M. Leetham (SBN 234419)
E-mail: tamara@austinlegalgroup.com
AUSTIN LEGAL GROUP, APC
3990 Old Town Ave, Ste A-112
San Diego, CA 92110
Phone: (619) 924-9600
Facsimile: (619) 881-0045

Attorneys for Defendants
Point Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative,
Golden State Greens, LLC, Far West Management, LLC
Far West Operating, LLC, and Far West Staffing, LLC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

KARL BECK, individually and on behalf 
of all other similarly situated California 
residents,

Plaintiff,

vs.

POINT LOMA PATIENTS CONSUMER 
COOPERATIVE CORPORATION, a 
California corporation, ADAM KNOPF, an 
individual, JUSTUS H. HENKES IV, an 
individual, 419 CONSULTING INC, a 
California corporation, GOLDEN STATE 
GREENS LLC, a California LLC, FAR 
WEST MANAGEMENT LLC, a 
California LLC, FAR WEST 
OPERATING, LLC, a California LLC, 
FAR WEST STAFFING LLC, a California 
LLC, and DOES 1-50;

Defendants.

CASE NO. 37-2017-00037524-CU-BT-CTL

DECLARATION OF ADAM KNOPF 
REGARDING DEFENDANTS' FIRST 
YEAR ACCOUNTING OF PATRONAGE 
DISTRIBUTION CREDITS (JULY 23, 2019-
JULY 23, 2020)

Judge:   Hon. Joel Wohlfeil
Dept.:    73
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KNOPF DECL. RE. DEFENDANTS’ FIRST QTR OF YEAR TWO OF PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS AND 
NOTICE OF EXHAUSTION OF SETTLEMENT FUND

Gina M. Austin (SBN 246833)
E-mail: gaustin@austinlegalgroup.com
Tamara M. Leetham (SBN 234419)
E-mail: tamara@austinlegalgroup.com
AUSTIN LEGAL GROUP, APC
3990 Old Town Ave, Ste A-112
San Diego, CA 92110
Phone: (619) 924-9600
Facsimile: (619) 881-0045

Attorneys for Defendants
Point Loma Patients Consumer Cooperative,
Golden State Greens, LLC, Far West Management, LLC
Far West Operating, LLC, and Far West Staffing, LLC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

KARL BECK, individually and on behalf 
of all other similarly situated California 
residents,

Plaintiff,

vs.

POINT LOMA PATIENTS CONSUMER 
COOPERATIVE CORPORATION, a 
California corporation, ADAM KNOPF, an 
individual, JUSTUS H. HENKES IV, an 
individual, 419 CONSULTING INC, a 
California corporation, GOLDEN STATE 
GREENS LLC, a California LLC, FAR 
WEST MANAGEMENT LLC, a 
California LLC, FAR WEST 
OPERATING, LLC, a California LLC, 
FAR WEST STAFFING LLC, a California 
LLC, and DOES 1-50;

Defendants.

CASE NO. 37-2017-00037524-CU-BT-CTL

DECLARATION OF ADAM KNOPF 
REGARDING DEFENDANTS' FIRST 
QUARTER OF SECOND YEAR 
ACCOUNTING OF PATRONAGE 
DISTRIBUTION CREDITS (JULY 24, 2020-
NOVEMBER 22, 2020) AND NOTICE OF 
EXHAUSTION OF SETTLEMENT FUND

Judge:   Hon. Joel Wohlfeil
Dept.:    73
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KNOPF DECL. RE. DEFENDANTS’ FIRST QTR OF YEAR TWO OF PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS AND 
NOTICE OF EXHAUSTION OF SETTLEMENT FUND

I, Adam Knopf, declare as follows:

1. I am a defendant in this action, am over the age of 18, and have personal 

knowledge of the facts stated in this declaration, except as to those facts stated upon information 

and belief, which facts I believe to be true. If called as a witness, I would testify competently 

thereto.  I make this declaration as the Chief Executive Officer and President for defendant 

PLPCC, on behalf of all Defendants, and as required pursuant to the Amended Stipulation and 

Settlement Agreement (“Agreement”) Section 3(1)(c), (d), and (f).

2. On July 23, 2019, pursuant to Section 3(1)(c) of the Agreement, PLPCC made 

Patronage Distribution Credits available for Settlement Class members to redeem for free or 

discounted products. PLPCC made the Patronage Distributions Credits available for Settlement 

Class members for 12 months (July 23, 2019 through July 23, 2020). Pursuant to Section 

3(1)(a)(i) of the Agreement, $600,480 is allocated for Patronage Distribution Credits to 

Settlement Class Members.

3. As of July 23, 2020, Settlement Class members had redeemed $76,790.30 in 

Patronage Distribution Credits, leaving $523,689.70 of the $600,480 Settlement Fund.

4. Pursuant to Section 3(1)(d), PLPCC must exhaust the $523,689.70 Settlement 

Fund by July 24, 2021, by crediting $5.00 toward each purchase.

5. In order to ensure PLPCC exhausts the remaining Settlement Fund, PLPCC will be 

offering larger credits toward PLPCC customer purchases as it is concerned that on a $5.00 per 

transaction basis, it will not exhaust the Settlement Fund by July 24, 2021.

6. As of November 22, 2020, PLPCC has exhausted the entire Settlement Fund, 

having paid out the remaining $523,689.70 in the first quarter of the second year. 

///

///

///

///

///

///
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KNOPF DECL. RE. DEFENDANTS’ FIRST QTR OF YEAR TWO OF PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS AND 
NOTICE OF EXHAUSTION OF SETTLEMENT FUND

7. Defendants make this declaration pursuant to Section 3(1)(f) of the Settlement 

Agreement to notify the Court and Class Counsel that the Settlement Fund has been exhausted 

and Defendants obligations pursuant to the Settlement Agreement have concluded.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: December 8, 2020 ______________________
Adam Knopf
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