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I. INTRODUCTION

On June 7, 2017, Plaintiffs San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation, Inc. and
Bradford Harcourt (collectively “Plaintiffs”) commenced this action by filing their Complaint
against several defendants including Razuki Investments, L.L.C., Salam Razuki (collectively, the
”Razuki Defendants”). This matter was heavily litigated and was complicated by multiple delays,
attempted interventions, court unavailability and appeals. After several continuances, this matter
was tried to a jury between October 30, 2023, and November 14, 2023. On February 14, 2024,
judgment was entered in favor of Plaintiff Bradford Harcourt against Defendant Razuki
Investments, LLC in the amount of $2,500,000.00. (Ex. 1)

On February 29, 2024, Plaintiffs timely filed a Memorandum of Costs (Summary) and
Memorandum of Costs (Worksheet). On March 19, 2024, Razuki Defendants jointly filed the
subject Motion to Tax and/or Strike Costs (“Motion”). However, its Motion is fatally deficient in
several respects. As an initial matter, Razuki Defendants’ Motion was not timely filed and
includes no excuse or explanation why it should be nonetheless heard. Further, the Motion does
not adequately shift the burden to rebut the presumptively valid Memorandum of Costs filed by
Plaintiffs. Further, even if considering Razuki Defendants’ objections line-by-line, Plaintiffs have
actually understated their recoverable costs in an attempt to avoid continued disputes with Razuki
Defendants. However, Plaintiffs are now forced file this Opposition to protect its statutory right
to the recovery of costs.

1.
ARGUMENT
A. Razuki Defendants’ Motion Is Untimely And, Therefore, All Of Their

Objections Have Been Waived.

Razuki Defendants” Motion should be denied as it was late-filed. California Rules of
Court 3.1700(b)(1) provides:

(b) Contesting costs

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS” MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE COSTS
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(1) Striking and taxing costs

Any notice of motion to strike or to tax costs must be served and filed 15 days
after service of the cost memorandum. If the cost memorandum was served by
mail, the period is extended as provided in Code of Civil Procedure section 1013.
If the cost memorandum was served electronically, the period is extended as
provided in Code of Civil Procedure section 1010.6(a)(4).

Plaintiffs’ filed and electronically served their Memorandum of Costs on Thursday
February 29, 2024. (Claybon Decl., § 3) Razuki Defendants filed their Motion nineteen (19) days
later on Tuesday, March 19, 2024. Razuki Defendants did not request or receive an extension to
file a motion nor did they consult with Plaintiffs regarding a hearing date. (Claybon Decl., 7).

A delay in challenging Memorandum of Costs waives any objection to the costs claimed.
(Douglas v. Willis (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 287, 290)

Razuki Defendants make no attempt to explain, or even mention, their delay in filing a
motion. While a party could arguably seek relief under Code Civ. Proc., § 473 to excuse the late
filing of a CRC 3.1700(b) motion to strike or tax, Razuki Defendants provide no information in
their Motion for a Court to conclude that their delay was excusable. As a result, Plaintiffs and
this Court, must be burdened by this unnecessary and untimely Motion. Further, Plaintiffs are not
afforded an opportunity in this Opposition to rebut any arguments by Razuki Defendants that
their failure to meet the requisite deadline was excusable. Therefore, Razuki Defendants have
waived any objection to the Memorandum of Costs filed by Plaintiffs and their Motion should be
denied in its entirety.

B. Razuki Defendants’ Motion is in Bad Faith and Inadequate to Shift the

Burden of Proof

Items appearing proper on the face of a Memorandum of Costs constitute prima facie
evidence that the costs and expenses were necessarily incurred by the party and the initial burden
is on the moving party to show that they were not reasonable or necessary. (612 South LLC v.
Laconic Limited Partnership, (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 1270, 1285; Santantonio v. Westinghouse
Broadcasting Co., (1994) 25 Cal. App. 4th 102, 116). Instead of showing that cost items were

unreasonable, Razuki Defendants rely heavily on citations they believe stand for the proposition

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS” MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE COSTS
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that an objection by itself shifts the burden back to the prevailing party. However, Razuki
Defendants omit the term “properly” from objected to or challenged in its repeated citations to
Melnyk and Oak Grove School Dist. (See, Melnyk v. Robledo (1976) 64 Cal.App.3d 618, 624
(“However, where the items are properly objected to, they are put in issue”); Oak Grove School
Dist. of Santa Clara County v. City Title Ins. Co. (1963) 217 Cal.App.2d 678, 698) The initial
verification of a costs bill is sufficient to establish the reasonable necessity of the costs claimed.
(Jones v. Dumrichob, (1998) 63 Cal. App. 4th 1258, 1267).

For example, Razuki Defendants request receipts or invoices for costs for which it has
actual knowledge. Razuki Defendants state that “Plaintiffs have provided no alleged supporting
invoice” regarding cost item #16 regarding the cost of mediation, when Razuki Defendants paid
an identical pro rata share for the subject mediation. (Claybon Decl., § 19 & Exhibit 9) In several
instances, Razuki Defendants argue regarding the excessiveness of certain costs or the
recoverability of certain types of costs, while claiming even larger amounts for the same or
similar costs on their Memorandum of Costs. (See, EX. 2)

Plaintiffs attempted to be conservative in the items included on its cost bill to attempt to
reduce the likelihood of continued conflict with Razuki Defendants. For example, Plaintiffs
included costs for fewer than all depositions, omitted certain travel expenses and other arguable
costs. (Claybon Decl., 19). However, this did not avoid the late-filed Motion lacking in detail
and investigation. Razuki Defendants’ Motion was filed largely to make Plaintiffs go through the
exercise of providing invoices or receipts for costs that Razuki Defendants do not devote any
substantial effort to arguing as unreasonable or inaccurate.

C. Plaintiff Bradford Harcourt Is Entitled To All Costs Claimed Without Any

Reduction Or Offset.

Generally, a “prevailing party” is entitled as a matter of right to recover its costs. See Cal.
Code Civ. Proc. § 1032(b). For purposes of recovering costs, “prevailing party” is defined to
include the following:

. A party with a net monetary recovery;

. A defendant in whose favor a dismissal is entered;

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS” MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE COSTS
4




© 00 N o ot A W N B

N RN N RN DN RN N NN P P P P P PP R e
0 ~N o 00 N W N PP O © 0o N oo ol b W N L O

. A defendant where neither plaintiff nor defendant obtains any relief; or
. A defendant as against those plaintiffs who do not recover any relief against that
defendant.
See Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 1032(a)(4).

A successful plaintiff is entitled to recover the whole of his costs despite a limited victory,
and an corresponding defendant is not entitled to an offset even though the defendant prevailed to
some lesser extent. (Michell v. Olick, (1996) 49 Cal. App. 4th 1194, 1200, 1201). As long as that
party obtains a “net monetary recovery,” he is entitled to recover costs as a matter of right.
(Vought Const. Inc. v. Stock (2022) 84 Cal.App.5th 622, 635)

All of the costs included in the Memorandum of Costs submitted by Plaintiffs were
necessary for a net recovery of $2,500,000.00 by Plaintiff Harcourt against Defendant Razuki
Investments, LLC. This is not a “mixed result” matter, specifically with regard to Plaintiff
Harcourt against Defendant Razuki Investments. While Plaintiffs did not prevail on all claims
against all parties, it cannot be disputed that there was a substantial net recovery against Razuki
Investments. Therefore, there is no substantial argument presented in the Motion that would
entitle any measure of apportionment or offset for any allowable cost.

D. Verification for Itemized Costs

For the sake of completeness, Plaintiffs will briefly address each of the line items
challenged by the Razuki Defendants. Plaintiffs will also attach relevant proof of charges and/or
payments for all costs.

1. Item #1 (Filing and Motion Fees)

Razuki Defendants do not challenge dollar amount of the $435 statutory filing fee for the
service of Plaintiffs’ Complaint. They only argue that Plaintiffs were not a fully prevailing party.

Plaintiff Bradford Harcourt clearly obtained a net recovery against Razuki Investments,
LLC. (Ex. 1) Therefore, he is entitled to all costs without offset. This Court should allow the
recovery for the cost of this most essential filing in this matter.

2. Item #2 (Jury Fees)

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS” MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE COSTS
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This matter had several trial continuances. Accordingly, Plaintiffs were require to make
more than one jury deposit.

Razuki Defendants had actual knowledge of the jury deposits made in this action as they
were served copies of Plaintiffs’ multiple Notice of Posting of Jury Fees. (Ex. 3) In fact,
Plaintiffs may have underestimated the number of deposits made by $150.00 as Notices were
served three times: November 2, 2017, April 12, 2023 and July 21, 2023. (Claybon Decl., { 10)

Notwithstanding, Plaintiffs will provide the invoice for the balance of jury fees owed as
of November 14, 2023 in the amount of $2,355.78. (Ex. 3) Recovery by Plaintiff Harcourt
against Razuki Investments was not possible without the payment of jury fees. Therefore, this
cost, or the higher actual cost, should be allowed by this Court.

3. Item #4 (Deposition Costs)

The deposition costs of Plaintiffs were underestimated. Plaintiffs claimed costs for fewer
than all depositions in this matter to focus on those depositions which were most central to
leading to a recovery against the Razuki Defendants. Furthermore, travel costs were only
included for one in-person deposition despite the early deposition of Keith Henderson being
attended by an attorney based in Los Angeles for a deposition taking place in San Diego.

With regard to the in-person deposition of Ninus Malan, it is proper that an award of
costs include the travel and lodging expenses incurred by out-of-county counsel. (Thon v.
Thompson, (1995) 29 Cal. App. 4th 1546, 1548) Attorney for Plaintiffs, Charles Cavanagh
attended the deposition of Ninus Malan as he was co-lead trial counsel in the matter. The Motion
does not indicate an objection on record or any indication that the Razuki Defendants stated any

objection to either Mr. Cavanagh’s personal attendance nor requesting that any counsel appear

via Zoom.
Additionally, Razuki Defendants claim that deposition costs related to the subject
deponents are “very high alleged costs.” However, assuming that Razuki Defendants ordered

copies of transcripts and/or knew of the lengths and exhibits associated with each deposition,
they should have an estimate of the costs associated with each deposition. However, Plaintiffs

will provide documentation regarding costs from the court reporting services engaged. (Ex. 4)
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Plaintiffs video recorded the depositions of named defendants Ninus Malan and Salam
Razuki. While it is true that video excerpts from these depositions were not used at trial, that
does not make their costs non-recoverable. In fact, they are explicitly recoverable pursuant to
Code Civ. Proc., § 1033.5 (a)(3)(A). (“Taking, video recording, and transcribing necessary
depositions...”) It was known before trial that Salam Razuki would likely be medically unable to
be called as a witness in trial even via Zoom or other means. Therefore, it was known and
reasonable to video record his deposition.

Finally, Plaintiffs inadvertently underestimated the costs associated with Salam Razuki.
Plaintiffs’ cost memorandum only included the amounts from one invoice received for Mr.
Razuki’s deposition ($554.80, $320.00) when additional invoices captured the entire cost of
taking and transcribing Mr. Razuki’s deposition. The total amount invoiced and paid by
Plaintiffs was $4,692.70. (Claybon Decl., 111-12, Ex. 4) To the extent allowable, Plaintiff
Harcourt should be able to recover these costs.

4. Item #5 (Service of Process)

A Dbill for the cost of serving Razuki Investments, LLC which corresponds to the

approximate date of service of the party is included as Exhibit 15.
5. Item #8 (Ordinary Witness Fees)

For the relatively nominal total of $215.75, Razuki Defendants again challenge costs
based upon the “fail[ure] to supply even one alleged invoice in support of the alleged witness
fees.” Notwithstanding the fact that Razuki Defendants could reasonably estimate or calculate
these amounts, Plaintiffs will provide proof of payments made for these purposes. (Ex. 6) Again,
Razuki Defendants’ request for documentation for small, predictable amounts are in bad faith
and meant only to impose a burden on Plaintiffs and this Court.

6. Item #11 (Court Reporter Fees, mislabeled as Item #12)

Regarding court reporter fees, Plaintiffs only included the cost of a rough transcript that
was provided to the Court upon the Court’s request. There was no claim for any other
appearance fees, real time transcription or other transcripts. A copy of an invoice is provided as

Exhibit 7

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS” MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE COSTS
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7. Item #12 (Exhibits, mislabled as Item #11)

Plaintiffs most certainly did not claim “all their photocopy costs in this manner.” Those
costs would be many times larger than $1,967.34. As clearly stated on the Memorandum of Costs
(Worksheet), $1,967.34 represents the cost of 2 copies of a court set of exhibit binders. This total
was based upon the cost of creating 7 full sets of binders multiplied by (2/7). (Claybon Decl.,
16 & Ex. 8)

With regard to the electronic presentation of exhibits, these costs are actual and very
reasonable. In fact, prior to the commencement of trial, Plaintiffs provided an estimate of such
costs to the Razuki Defendants to seek an agreement between Plaintiffs and codefendants to split
the cost of use of such equipment. Razuki Defendants refused to split costs and instead their
counsel operated separate projection equipment that did not provide images to witnesses on the
stand. At multiple points during the trial, the equipment of Razuki Defendants failed and counsel
for Plaintiffs needed to project images for the opposing party without any compensation or
reimbursement of any kind. (Claybon Decl., {{ 17-18, Ex. 9)

Plaintiffs’ electronic presentation of exhibits were a significant factor in their
presentation to the jury. Further, by assigning an attorney to manage electronic presentation
rather than hiring a courtroom tech, Plaintiffs absorbed expenditures in the form of attorneys fees
rather than in recoverable costs related to the electronic presentation of exhibits. Therefore,
Plaintiffs’ costs were actual, reasonable and helpful to this matter.

8. Item #16 (Other, Mediation)

Mediation costs may be awarded in the trial court's discretion (Berkeley Cement, Inc. v.
Regents of University of California, (2019) 30 Cal. App. 5th 1133, 242, 257-58)

Razuki Defendants claim that “Plaintiffs have provided no alleged supporting invoice”
regarding a court ordered mediation when Razuki Defendants participated in this mediation and
have full knowledge of the pro rata amounts charged to various parties for the mediation. An
invoice showing respective pro rata shares are being provided. (Claybon Decl., 1 19 & Ex. 10)

V.
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Razuki Defendants’ Motion should be denied, and Plaintiff
Bradford Harcourt should be awarded the costs claimed in his Memorandum or any other costs

deemed proper.

Dated: May 13, 2024 Respectfully submitted,

MESSNER REEVES, LLP

By /sl

Allan B. Claybon
Charles C. Cavanagh
Mark B. Collier
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed in the City and County of Denver, Colorado. | am over the age of eighteen years
and not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 1550 Wewatta Street, Suite

710, Denver, CO 80202.

On May 13, 2024, | caused to be served the foregoing document described as PLAINTIFF’S
OPPOSITION TO RAZUKI DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO TAX AND/OR STRIKE

COSTS on the interested parties as follows:

Douglas Jaffe

LAW OFFICES OF DOUGLAS JAFFE 501
West Broadway, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

T.:(619) 400-4945

F.: (619) 400-4947

E.. dougjaffelaw@gmail.com

Attorney for Defendants Razuki Investments,
L.L.C and Defendant/Cross-Complainant
Salam Razuki

J. Scott Russo

RUSSO & DUCKWORTH, LLP

3404 Via Oporto, Suite 201

Newport Beach, CA 92663

T.: (949) 752-7106

F.: (949) 752-0629

E.: jsrusso@russoandduckworth.com
Attorney for Defendant Keith Henderson

PARK LAWLESS & TREMONTI LLP
Charles C. Cavanagh (SBN 198468)

515 South Flower Street, 18" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Telephone: (213) 640-3770

E-mail: ccavanagh@parklawless.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs San Diego Patients
Cooperative Corporation, Inc. and Bradford
Harcourt

David K. Demergian

DEMERGIAN LAW

501 West Broadway, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

T: (619) 239-3015

F: (619) 239-3029

E: david@demergianlaw.com

Attorney for Defendants/Cross-Defendants
Ninus Malan, San Diego United Holdings,
LLC, American Lending and Holdings, LLC

CHILDS MCCUNE ATTORNEY'S

Mark b. Collier (Pro Hac Vice)

821 17" Street, Suite 500

Denver, CO 80202

Telephone: (303) 296-7300

Facsimile: (720) 625-3637

E-mail: mcollier@childsmccune.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs San Diego Patients
Cooperative Corporation, Inc. and Bradford
Harcourt

[ 1 By United States mail: | enclosed the documents in a sealed envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses specified in item 4 and placed the envelope for
collection and mailing, following our ordinary business practices. | am readily familiar with this
business’s practice for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing. On the same day
that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of
business with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid at

the address listed in Paragraph 2 above.

Case No. 16-cv-02200

PROOF OF SERVICE




© O N o o A W N BB

N N D RN N RN RNDND R B P P R B R R R
0 N o OO~ W NP O © 0 N o o W N P O

[ 1 By overnight delivery: 1 enclosed the documents in an envelope or package provided
by an overnight delivery carrier and addressed to the persons at the addresses in item 4. 1 placed
the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an office or a regularly utilized
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier.

By messenger: | served the documents by placing them in an envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses listed in item 4 and providing them to a messenger for
service.

[X] BY FACSIMILE OR EMAIL TRANSMISSION Based upon an agreement of
the parties to accept service by facsimile transmission or email, | caused said document, along
with an unsigned copy of this Declaration to be transmitted to a facsimile machine telephone
number or email address as last given by said counsel or party in propria persona as noted
above. No error was reported by the fax machine or email program and a true and correct copy
of the facsimile confirmation or email transmission sheet is attached to the original of this Proof
of Service.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Colorado that the forgoing is
true and correct.

Dated: May 13, 2024 /s/ Tara L. Nelson
Tara L. Nelson, Declarant

Case No. 16-cv-02200
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ELECTRONICALLV FILED
Superior Court ol Califoria.
County ol San Diego

02/1412024 a 09:51:00 Al

Cler ol the Superor Court
By lauriejo Guyot. Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE ) Case No. 37-2017-00020661-CU-CO- CTL

CORPORATION, INC., a Califoria

cooperative corporation, and BRADFORD ) Honorable Eddie C. Sturgeon, Dept. C-67

HARCOURT, an individual,
Plaintifs, [PROPOSED) JUDGMENT ON JURY

VERDICT—

V.

RAZUKI INVESTMENTS, L.L.C., a
Califoria limited liability company;
BALBOA AVE COOPERATIVE, a
Califoria cooperative corporation;
AMERICAN LENDING AND
HOLDINGS, LLC, a Califoria limited
liability company; SAN DIEGO UNITED
HOLDINGS GROUP, LLC, a Califoria
limited liability company; CALIFORNIA
CANNABIS GROUP, a nonprofit mutual
beneft cororation; SALAM RAZUKI, an
individual; NINUS MALAN, an individual,
KEITH HENDERSON, an individual, AND
DOES 1-20, INCLUSIVE,

Complaint Filed: June 7, 2017
Trial Date: October 27, 2023

Defendants.
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The parties tried this action to a jury between October 30, 2023, and November 14,
2023, the Honorable Eddie C. Sturgeon presiding.

Plaintifs San Diego San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation, Inc. (*San Diego
Patients Cooperative") and Brad#¥rd Harcourt ("Harcourt") (together, "Plaintiffs") were
represented by Mark Collier, Charles Cavanagh, and Allan Claybon with Messner Reeves LLP.

Defndants Salam Razuki ("Razuki*) and Razuki Investments, LLC ("Razuki
Investments") were represented by Douglas JaFe, Esg. with Law Offices of Douglas Jaffe.

Defndants Ninus Malan ("Malan”) and American Lending & Holdings, LLC.
("American Lending™) were represented by David Demergian, Esg. with Demergian Law.

A jury of persons was regularly impaneled and swor. Witnesses were swor and
testified.

Afer Plaintiffs rested their case, Plaintifs dismissed their Second, Third, Fifh, Sixth and
Tenth Causes Of Action, and Plaintifs’ Thirteenth and Fourteenth Causes Of Action were deemed to
be moot and dismissed. At that time, Plaintiffs were also permitted to amend their First and Eleventh
Causes of Action to add Razuki Investments as a Defendant with respect to both of those causes of
action.

Also afer Plaintifs rested their case, motions ¥r non-suit were made by Razuki Investments,
Razuki, Malan, and American Lending as to all causes of action. The Court granted the motion ¥r
non-suit by Razuki Investments and Razuki regarding the Seventh, Eighth and Twelh Causes Of
Action. The Court granted the motions ¥r non-suit by Malan and American Lending regarding the
Ninth ad Twelfh Causes Of Action.

Afer hearing evidence and arguments of counsel, the jury was duly instructed by the
Court, and the Fllowing claims were presented to the jury: 1) plaintiff Brad®¥rd Harcourt's
claim against defndants Razuki Investments, LLC and Salam Razuki for breach of joint
venture agreement; 2) plaintif Brad®rd Harcourt's claim against defndants Razuki
Investments, LLC and Salam Razuki ¥r breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair

dealing; 3) plaintif San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation, Inc.'s claim against

1
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defndants Razuki Investments, LLC and Salam Razuki for breach of the implied covenant of
good Fith and Fir dealing; and 4) plainti® Bradford Harcourt's claim against defendants
Razuki Investments, LLC and Salam Razuki for breach of fduciary duty. The jury deliberated
and thereafer rendered its verdict as follows:
SPECIAL VERDICT FORMS—SALAM RAZUKI

We, the jury, ¥nd the Fllowing special verdict on the questions submitted to us as

follows:
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #1 —BREACH OF JOINT VENTURE AGREEMENT
1. Did Plainti® Harcourt and De¥ndant Razuki enter into a joint venture agreement?

Answer: Yes No X

SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #2—BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT
OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

1. Did Plainti®Harcourt and Defndant Razuki enter into a joint venture agreement?
Answer: Yes No X
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #3—BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT
OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

1. Did Plainti ¥ San Diego Patients Cooperative and Defndant Razuki enter into a joint
venture agreement?
Answer: Yes No 2

SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #4—BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

1. Were Plainti®Harcourt and Def¥ndant Razuki joint venturers?

Answer: Yes No X

Have the presiding juror sign and date this Special Verdict Form.
Noti T the bailifthat you are ready to present your verdict in the courtroom.

Dated: 1111312023 By: Isl Presiding Juror

Presiding Juror
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SPECIAL VERDICT FORMS—RAZUKI INVESTMENTS
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #1—BREACH OF JOINT VENTURE AGREEMENT

1. Did Plaintiff Harcourt and Defndant Razuki Investments enter into a joint venture
agreement?

Answer: Yes x  No__

If your answer to question 1 is yes, then answer question 2. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #2.

2. Did Plaintif Harcourt do all or substantially all of the significant things that the joint
venture agreement required him to do and/or was Plainti®f Harcourt excused fom having to do
all or substantially all of the significant things that the joint venture agreement required him to
do?

Answer: Yes —x%—- No

If your answer to question 2 is yes, then answer question 3. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #2.

3. Did Defendant Razuki Investments either Fil to do something that the joint venture
agreement required it to do or do something that the joint venture agreement prohibited it fom
doing?

Answer: Yes _x  No

If your answer to question 3 is yes, then answer question 4. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #2.

4. Was PlaintifHarcourt harmed?

Answer: Yes X No

3
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If your answer to question 4 is yes, then answer question 5. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #2.

5. Was DeFndant Razuki Investments’s breach of the joint venture agreement a
substantial Fctor in causing Plainti®Harcourt's harm?

Answer: Yes X No

If your answer to question 5 is yes, then you must also answer the questions contained in
the Special Verdict Form - Damages.
Proceed to Special Verdict Form #2.
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #2—BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT
OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

1. Did PlaintifHarcourt and Defndant Razuki Investments enter into a joint venture
agreement?

Answer: Yes X No

If your answer to question 1 is yes, thenanswer question 2. 1f youanswered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #3.

2. Did PlaintifHarcourt do all or substantially all of the significant things that the joint
venture agreement required him to do and/or was PlaintifHarcourt excused from having to do
all or substantially all of the significant things that the joint venture agreement required him to
do?

Answer: Yes X No

If your answer to question 2 is yes, then answer question 3. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no “Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #2.

3. Did Defndant Razuki Investments prevent, or unfairly interfre with, PlaintiF

Harcourt's right to receive the benefits of the joint venture agreement?

4
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Answer: Yes X No

If your answer to question 3 is yes, then answer question 4. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #3.

4. Was Plainti® Harcourt harmed?

Answer: Yes x  No__

If your answer to question 4 is yes, then answer question 5. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form, and proceed to the Special
Verdict Form #3.

5. Was DeFndant Razuki Investments's prevention of, or unfir interference with,
PlaintifHarcourt's right to receive the benefits of the joint venture agreement a substantial
Fctor in causing Plainti® Harcourt's harm?

Answer: Yes LIxLJ No

If your answer to question 5 is yes, then you must also answer the questions contained in
the Special Verdict Form - Damages.

Proceed to Special Verdict Form #3.
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #3—BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT

OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

1. Did Plainti¥ San Diego Patients Cooperative and Defndant Razuki Investments enter
into a joint venture agreement?
Answer: Yes No _X__

SPECIAL VERDICT FORM #4—BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

1. Were PlaintiF Harcourt and Defndant Razuki Investments joint venturers?

Answer: Yes _Xx__ No

If your answer to question 1 is yes, then answer question 2. If you answered no, stop

here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form.

5
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2. Did Defndant Razuki Investments Fil to act as a reasonably care ¥l joint venturer
would have acted under the same or similar circumstances, or knowingly act against Plaintiff
Harcourt's interests in connection with operating a Medical Marijuana Consumer Cooperative?

Answer: Yes—0O— No___

If your answer to question 2 is yes, then answer question 3. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form.

3. Was Plaintif Harcourt harmed?

Answer: Yes—I— No

If your answer to question 3 is yes, then answer question 4. If you answered no, stop
here, answer no Frther questions on this Special Verdict Form.

4, Was Defendant Razuki Investments's conduct a substantial factor in causing Plainti¥

Harcourt's harm?

Answer: Yes 2  No

If your answer to question 4 is yes, then you must also answer the questions contained in

the Special Verdict Form - Damages.
SPECIAL VERDICT FORM - DAMAGES

This Special Verdict Form should be completed only if you were specifically instructed
to do so in response to the answers you provided on one or more of the other Special Verdict
Forms.

We, the jury in the above-captioned action, find the Fllowing special verdict on the
questions submitted to us as Fllows:

1. What are Plaintiff Harcourt's damages, if any, against De®¥ndant Razuki Investments?

Answer: $ .25 @000500]

2. What are Plainti® San Diego Patients Cooperative's damages, if any, against

Defndant Razuki Investments?

Answer: $0— — — — — —

6
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3. Did Defndant Razuki Investments engage in conduct towards Plainti® Harcourt with
malice or oppression?

Answer: Yes X No

Have the presiding juror sign and date this Special Verdict Form.
NotiF the bailifthat you are ready to present your verdict in the courtroom.

Dated: 11/13/2023 By: [s/ Presiding Juror

Presiding Juror

Afer Plaintifs rested their case with respect to punitive damages, Razuki Investments made
a motion Fr non-suit rgarding punitive damages. The Court grated the motion for non-suit
regarding punitive damages.

On January 26, 2024, the Court conducted a hearing on, and denied, motions by Razuki
Investments Fr judgment notwithstanding the verdict and ¥r a new trial.

Based on the Fregoing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that final
judgment is hereby ENTERED in Fvor ofplainti® Bradford Harcourt and against de¥ndant
Razuki Investments, LLC in the amount 0¥$2,500,000.00,,witk 4 terost.d:eieQA-athe-iae- <=
|2 eH100" 1-pet mmam-&am<th:Jaleefthe: &3 @fthiiludgredtiLiilpat L1

1
. 02/141024 It
Dated: By — —
Honorable Eddie C. Sturgeon
Submitted By: MESSNER REEVES LLP

(b A

Allan B. Claybon 7
Mark Collier

Charles C. Cavanagh
Attoreys for Plaintiffs

7
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PROOF OF SERVICE

(1013A(3) Code Civ. Proc. Revised 5/1/88)

STATE OF COLORADO, COUNTY OF DENVER

| am employed in the City and County of Denver, Colorado. | am over the age of eighteen years and
not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 1550 Wewatta Street, Suite 710, Denver, CO
80202.
On January 31, 2024, | served the foregoing document described as:
[PROPOSED] JUDGMENT ON JURY VERDICT

on the interested parties as Fllows:

Douglas Jafe David K. Demergian

LAW OFFICES OF DOUGLAS JAFFE DEMERGIAN LAW

501 West Broadway, Suite 800 501 West Broadway, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101

T.:(619) 400-4945 T: (619) 239-3015

F.: (619) 400-4947 F: (619) 239-3029

E.: dougjafFelaw@gmail.com E: david@demergianlaw.com
Attorney Fr Defendants Razuki Attorney  Fr  Defndants/Cross-

Investments, L.L.C. and Keith Henderson De¥ndants Ninus Malan, San Diego
and DefFndant/Cross-Complainant Salam  United Holdings, LLC, American
Razuki Lending and Holdings, LLC

J. Scott Russo

RUSSO & DUCKWORTH, LLP

3404 Via Oporto, Suite 201

Newport Beach, CA 92663

T.: (949) 752-7106

F.: (949) 752-0629

E.: jsrusso@russoandduckworth.com
Attorney Fr Defndant Keith Henderson

[ by mail as Fllows: | am "readily Fmiliar" with the firm's practice of collecting and processing
correspondence Fr mailing. Under that practice, it would be deposited with the U.S Postal Service on that
same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Denver, Colorado in the ordinary course of business. | am
aware that on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage
meter date is more than one day afer date of deposit for mailing in aFidavit.

[ by personal delivery to:

[1 by overnight delivery via Federal Express pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1013.

[X] by email transmission [CCP §81013(e) 1010.6(a)(6)] | caused such document to be served on this
date by electronic transmission in accordance with standard procedures and to the email address listed on the
attached service list.

PROOF OF SERVCE
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[X] (STATE) | declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Colorado that the
above is true and correct.

[1 (FEDERAL) | declare that | am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this Court at

whose direction the service was made.

Tara Nelson, Declarant

Executed on January 31, 2024, at Denver, Colorado.

-2
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address): FOR COURT USE ONLY

Nima Darouian (CA Bar No. 271367)

MESSNER REEVES LLP EIS_ECTR%HICAfLé_TfFIL_EI]
- . . upenar ourt o alliTomia,
11620 Wilshire Blvc(ié,1§;ig% 95(;(24!(_)03 Angeles, CA 90025 S County of San Diega
TELEPHONE NO.: - FAX NO.{Optional) i
A AOORESS ot rlaroLian @ P 11/02/2017 at 10:31:00 2
o onalj:
’ n a.r(?UIan messner.com Clerk of the Superior Court
ATTORNEY FOR (Name): Plainitffs By Richard Day,Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

[X] CENTRAL DIVISION, HALL OF JUSTICE, 330 W. BROADWAY, SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
[CJ EAST COUNTY DIVISION, 250 E. MAIN ST., EL CAJON, CA 92020

[CJ NORTH COUNTY DIVISION, 325 S. MELROSE DR., SUITE 1000, VISTA, CA 92081

[J SOUTH COUNTY DIVISION, 500 3RD AVE., CHULA VISTA, CA 91910

PLAINTIFF(S) JUDGE

San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation, Inc., and Bradford Harcourt Honorable Kenneth J Medel
DEFENDANT(S) DEPT

Razuki Investments, L.L.C., et al. C-66

CASE NUMBER

NOTICE OF PAYMENT OF ADVANCE JURY FEE fagdie =L NARN -

NOTICE

TO: The above court, the clerk thereof, and all concerned parties:

The statutory advance jury fee is tendered herewith on behalf of the

Plaintiff [] Defendant San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation, Inc., and Bradford Harcourt
(Full Name)

Parcel No.(s) (if appropriate)

Date: November 2, 2017 /L/ @___,

DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL

I declare that: | am over the age of 18 years and not a party to this case; | am employed in, or am a resident of the County
where the mailing took place; and my residence or business address is:
11620 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 500, Los Angeles, CA 90025

Signature

| served the NOTICE OF PAYMENT OF ADVANCE JURY FEE by placing a true copy in separate envelopes addressed
to each addressee, respectively, as follows:

Tamara M. Leetham, AUSTIN LEGAL GROUP, APC, 3990 Old Town Ave., Ste A-112, San Diego, CA 92110;

Douglas Jaffe, LAW OFFICES OF DOUGLAS JAFFE, 501 West Broadway, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101

I then sealed each envelope and, with postage thereon fully prepaid, placed each for deposit in the United States Postal
Service, on the date shown below at (City and State) Los Angeles, CA

| declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing is true and correct.

e lphrm=—

Date: November 2, 2017

Kylee Ashmore
Type or Print Name

Signature

SDSC CIV-105 (Rev. 9/12) NOTICE OF PAYMENT OF ADVANCE JURY FEE

Save This Form
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MESSNER REEVES LLP

Allan Claybon (SBN 239021)

650 Town Center Drive, Suite 700
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
Telephone: (310) 909-7440
Facsimile: (310) 889-0896
E-mail: aclaybon@messner.com

Mark Collier (Pro Hac Vice)
Charles C. Cavanagh (SBN 198468)
1550 Wewatta Street, Suite 710
Denver, CO 80202
Telephone: (303) 623-1800
Facsimile: (303) 623-0552
E-mail: mcollier@messner.com
ccavanagh@messner.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE CORPORATION, INC;
and BRADFORD HARCOURT

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE ) Case No.: 37-2017-00020661-CU-CO-CTL
CORPORATION, INC., a California ) )
HARCOURT, an individual, g
. ) NOTICE OF POSTING JURY FEES
Plaintiffs, )
)
) )
RAZUKI INVESTMENTS, L.L.C., a ) ActionFiled:  June 7, 2017
California limited liability company; g Trial Date: August 25, 2023
BALBOA AVE COOPERATIVE, a )
California cooperative corporation; )
AMERICAN LENDING AND HOLDINGS, )
| LC, a California limited liability company; )

SAN DIEGO UNITED HOLDINGS
GROUP, LLC, a California limited liability
company; CALIFORNIA CANNABIS
GROUP, a nonprofit mutual benefit
corporation; SALAM RAZUKI, an
ndividual; NINUS MALAN, an individual,
KEITH HENDERSON, an individual, AND
DOES 1-20, INCLUSIVE

Defendants.
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiffs San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation,

Inc. and Bradford Harcourt hereby deposit the sum of $150.00 for jury fees in the above matter.

Dated: April 12, 2023 Respectfully submitted,

MESSNER REEVES, LLP

B
Y /sl

Allan B. Claybon
Mark Collier
Charles C. Cavanagh
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed in the City and County of Denver, Colorado. | am over the age of eighteen years
and not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 1550 Wewatta Street, Suite
710, Denver, CO 80202.

On April 12, 2023, | caused to be served the foregoing document described as NOTICE OF
POSTING JURY FEES on the interested parties as follows:

Douglas Jaffe David K. Demergian

LAW OFFICES OF DOUGLAS JAFFE 501 DEMERGIAN LAW

West Broadway, Suite 800 501 West Broadway, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101

T.:(619) 400-4945 _ i

F.: (619) 400-4947 T:(619) 239-3015

E.: dougjaffelaw@gmail.com F: (619) 239-3029

Attorney for Defendants Razuki Investments, E: david@demergianlaw.com

L.L.C. and Keith Henderson and Attorney for Defendants/Cross-Defendants
Defendant/Cross-Complainant Salam Razuki Ninus Malan, San Diego United Holdings,

LLC, American Lending and Holdings, LLC

Balboa Ave Cooperative
8963 Balboa Avenue, Unit E

San Diego, CA 92123 California Cannabis Group

1011 Camiro Del Rio S #210
San Diego, CA 92108

[X] By United States mail: | enclosed the documents in a sealed envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses specified in item 4 and placed the envelope for
collection and mailing, following our ordinary business practices. | am readily familiar with this
business’s practice for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing. On the same day
that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of
business with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid at
the address listed in Paragraph 2 above.

[1 By overnight delivery: | enclosed the documents in an envelope or package provided
by an overnight delivery carrier and addressed to the persons at the addresses in item 4. | placed
the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an office or a regularly utilized
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier.

By messenger: | served the documents by placing them in an envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses listed in item 4 and providing them to a messenger for
service.

[] BY FACSIMILE OR EMAIL TRANSMISSION Based upon an agreement of
the parties to accept service by facsimile transmission or email, | caused said document, along
with an unsigned copy of this Declaration to be transmitted to a facsimile machine telephone
number or email address as last given by said counsel or party in propria persona as noted
above. No error was reported by the fax machine or email program and a true and correct copy

Case No. 16-cv-02200

PROOF OF SERVICE
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of the facsimile confirmation or email transmission sheet is attached to the original of this Proof

of Service.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Colorado that the forgoing is

true and correct.

Dated: April 12, 2023

/s/ Tara L. Nelson

Tara L. Nelson, Declarant

Case No. 16-cv-02200

PROOF OF SERVICE
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MESSNER REEVES LLP

Allan Claybon (SBN 239021)

650 Town Center Drive, Suite 700
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
Telephone: (310) 909-7440
Facsimile: (310) 889-0896
E-mail: aclaybon@messner.com

Mark Collier (Pro Hac Vice)
Charles C. Cavanagh (SBN 198468)
1550 Wewatta Street, Suite 710
Denver, CO 80202
Telephone: (303) 623-1800
Facsimile: (303) 623-0552
E-mail: mcollier@messner.com
ccavanagh@messner.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE CORPORATION, INC;
and BRADFORD HARCOURT

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE ) Case No.: 37-2017-00020661-CU-CO-CTL
CORPORATION, INC., a California ) )
HARCOURT, an individual, g
. ) NOTICE OF POSTING JURY FEES
Plaintiffs, )
)
) )
RAZUKI INVESTMENTS, L.L.C., a ) ActionFiled:  June 7, 2017
California limited liability company; g Trial Date: August 25, 2023
BALBOA AVE COOPERATIVE, a )
California cooperative corporation; )
AMERICAN LENDING AND HOLDINGS, )
| LC, a California limited liability company; )

SAN DIEGO UNITED HOLDINGS
GROUP, LLC, a California limited liability
company; CALIFORNIA CANNABIS
GROUP, a nonprofit mutual benefit
corporation; SALAM RAZUKI, an
ndividual; NINUS MALAN, an individual,
KEITH HENDERSON, an individual, AND
DOES 1-20, INCLUSIVE

Defendants.
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiffs San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation,

Inc. and Bradford Harcourt hereby deposit the sum of $150.00 for jury fees in the above matter.

Dated: July 21, 2023 Respectfully submitted,

MESSNER REEVES, LLP

B
Y /sl

Allan B. Claybon
Mark Collier
Charles C. Cavanagh
Attorneys for Plaintiffs




© 0O N o o A W DN PP

N RN N DN NN NN R R R R R R R R R
o N oo o M WO N P O O 00O N O D wWw DD e o

PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed in the City and County of Denver, Colorado. | am over the age of eighteen years
and not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 1550 Wewatta Street, Suite
710, Denver, CO 80202.

On July 21, 2023, 1 caused to be served the foregoing document described as NOTICE OF
POSTING JURY FEES on the interested parties as follows:

Douglas Jaffe David K. Demergian

LAW OFFICES OF DOUGLAS JAFFE 501 DEMERGIAN LAW

West Broadway, Suite 800 501 West Broadway, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101

T.:(619) 400-4945 _ i

F.: (619) 400-4947 T:(619) 239-3015

E.: dougjaffelaw@gmail.com F: (619) 239-3029

Attorney for Defendants Razuki Investments, E: david@demergianlaw.com

L.L.C. and Keith Henderson and Attorney for Defendants/Cross-Defendants
Defendant/Cross-Complainant Salam Razuki Ninus Malan, San Diego United Holdings,

LLC, American Lending and Holdings, LLC

Balboa Ave Cooperative
8963 Balboa Avenue, Unit E

San Diego, CA 92123 California Cannabis Group

1011 Camiro Del Rio S #210
San Diego, CA 92108

[X] By United States mail: | enclosed the documents in a sealed envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses specified in item 4 and placed the envelope for
collection and mailing, following our ordinary business practices. | am readily familiar with this
business’s practice for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing. On the same day
that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of
business with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid at
the address listed in Paragraph 2 above.

[1 By overnight delivery: | enclosed the documents in an envelope or package provided
by an overnight delivery carrier and addressed to the persons at the addresses in item 4. | placed
the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an office or a regularly utilized
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier.

By messenger: | served the documents by placing them in an envelope or package
addressed to the persons at the addresses listed in item 4 and providing them to a messenger for
service.

[X] BY FACSIMILE OR EMAIL TRANSMISSION Based upon an agreement of
the parties to accept service by facsimile transmission or email, | caused said document, along
with an unsigned copy of this Declaration to be transmitted to a facsimile machine telephone
number or email address as last given by said counsel or party in propria persona as noted
above. No error was reported by the fax machine or email program and a true and correct copy

Case No. 16-cv-02200

PROOF OF SERVICE
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of the facsimile confirmation or email transmission sheet is attached to the original of this Proof

of Service.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Colorado that the forgoing is

true and correct.

Dated: July 21, 2023

/s/ Tara L. Nelson

Tara L. Nelson, Declarant

Case No. 16-cv-02200

PROOF OF SERVICE




SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT 67

330 W. Broadway
San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 450-7067

November 13, 2023

Case Number: 2017-20661

Case Title: San Diego Patients Cooperative Corp. Inc. vs. Razuki Investments, et
al

Attorney: Charles Cavanagh, Mark Collier, Allan Clayborn

Client: San Diego Patients Cooperative and Bradford Harcourt

Jury Fees Due:  $2355.78

These fees cover the time period of October 30, 2023, up to and including November 14,
2023.

Please make your check payable to the “Clerk of the Superior Court”. Please return this
form with your remittance by December 15, 2023. Please have payment delivered
directly to me in the Department. Do not drop off payment in the Civil Business
Office.

**FAILURE TO PAY JURY FEES TIMELY WILL BE BROUGHT TO THE
COURT’S ATTENTION IMMEDIATELY**

K)kiou-
Herlinda Chavarin
Superior Court Clerk

Department 67
(619) 450-7067



INVOICE

A R i .
ptus Court Reporting Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.

600 West Broadway, Suite 300
San Diego CA 92101 1046679 7/31/2018 10045533

Phone:619.546.9151 Fax:619.546.9152
Job Date Case No.

7/23/2018

Case Name

San Diego Patients Cooperative v. Razuki

Nima Darouian
Messner Reeves LLP Payment Terms

11620 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 500

Due upon receipt
Los Angeles CA 90025

1 CERTIFIED COPY OF TRANSCRIPT OF:

Bradford Harcourt 903.80
SALES TAX 9.52
TOTAL DUE >>> $913.32

Thank you, your business is greatly appreciated.
Aptus Court Reporting - CA, LLC. Customer is ultimately responsible for payment within our terms.
TO REMIT PAYMENT VIA ACH OR WIRE TRANSFER:

APTUS COURT REPORTING  CHASE BANK ~ACCOUNT 825514128
WIRE PYMT RTE # 021000021 ACH PYMT RTE # 322271627

(-) Payments/Credits: 0.00

(+) Finance Charges/Debits: 0.00

(=) New Balance: 913.32
Tax ID: 27-4460942 Phone: 310.909.7440 Fax:

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Job No. : 10045533 BU ID : AptusSD
Nima Darouian Case No.
Messner Reeves LLP Case Name : San Diego Patients Cooperative v. Razuki
11620 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 500
Los Angeles CA 90025
Invoice No. ;1046679 Invoice Date 1 7/31/2018
Total Due : $913.32

PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD

Cardholder's Name:

Card Number:

. . Exp. Date: Phone#:
Remit To:  Aptus Court Reporting —
600 West Broadway, Suite 300 Billing Address:
San Diego CA 92101 Zip: Card Security Code:

Amount to Charge:

Cardholder's Signature:

Email:
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1 JILIO-RYAN

BE COURY REPORTERS
JiHio-Ryan, Hunter & Qlsen, [nc.
14661 Franklin Avenue, Suite 150
Tustin, CA 92780
P: 7144249902 F 714.424.9987

Nima Darouian, Esq.

Messner Reeves, LLP

11620 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 90025

INVOICE

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.
65267 8/7/2018 80691
Job Date Case No.
7/24/2018 37-2017-00020661 CU-CO-CTL

Case Name

San Diego Patients Cooperative Corparation, Inc. vs. Razuki
Investments, L.L.C,

Payment Terms

Net 60

Original & One (includes processing fee)
Keith Henderson
Exhibits
ASCII Fite & Condensed Transcript (Complimentary)
CD-Rom (Complimentary)
Transcript Emailed (complimentary)
Legal Video - 7.5 Hours @ $295/95
Legal Video on DVD - 1 Set of 4 (discounted rate w/service)
Videographer Parking

Your patronage and confidence in us is greatly appreciated.

2,080.30
67.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
817.50
140.00
28.00

TOTAL DUE >>>
AFTER 10/6/2018 PAY

$3,133.40
$3,446.74

Tax ID: 27-0074784

Please detach bottom portion and retwrn with payment,

Nima Darouian, Esq.

Messner Reeves, LLP

11620 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Remit To: JILIO-RYAN, HUNTER & OLSEN, INC.
14661 FRANKLIN AVENUE, SUITE 150
TUSTIN, CA 92780

Invoice No.
Invoice Date
Total Due

65267
8/7/2018
$ 3,133.40

AFTER 10/6/2018 PAY $3,446.74

Job No.

BU ID
Case No.
Case Name

80691
7-HUNTER
37-2017-00020661 CU-CO-CTL

San Diego Patients Cooperative Corporation,
Inc. vs. Razuki Investments, L.L.C.




& ESQUIRE

)SITION SOLUTIONS

1500 Centre Pkwy Date 11/30/2022 Client Number (C06446
Suite 100 Terms Net 30 Esquire Office Denver
East Point GA 30344 Due Date 12/30/2022 Proceeding Type Deposition
888'486'4044 . Name of Insured
www.esquiresolutions.com Adjuster

Tax ID # 45-3463120 Firm Matter/File #

Client VAL ID
Date of Loss

Bill To Services Provided For
Messner Reeves LLP - Denver Messner Reeves LLP - Denver
1430 Wynkoop Street Cavanagh, Charles

Suite 300 1430 Wynkoop Street

Denver CO 80202 Suite 300

Denver CO 80202

11/22/2022 | J8784165 Los Angeles, CALIFORNIA SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE AND BRADFORD HARCOUI
CERTIFICATE OF NON-APPEARANCE Salam Razuki 1 500.00 No $500.00
Salam Razuki 8 0.60 No $4.80

PROCESS & COMPLIANCE Salam Razuki 1 50.00 No $50.00
Subtotal 554.80

. _— i Shipping Cost (n/a) 0.00
Representing Client: Messner Reeves LLP - Denver Total $554.80

Amount Due 554.80

Attorney is responsible for anment of all charges incurred. Payment is due bg “Due Date” shown on invoice. Failure to pay by “Due Date” may result in the assessment
of a late fee. Transcript package typically includes transcript/word index, exhibits, appearance fee, condensed transcript, litigation support disk, shipping, video charges
and may include other service charges based onljob or region. Some services and rates may vary by job or region. Please contact your local office for specific detail and
questions. Full Terms and Conditions are viewable online at www.esquiresolutions.com/terms-conditions. These stated terms and conditions, to the extent they
contradict the rules and regulations in Arizona, do not apply. All aspects of this invoice and other business terms comply with the ethical obligations set forth in the AZ

Code of Judicial Administration Section 7-206())(1)(g)(3) through (6).

Please detach and return this bottom portion with your payment or
pay online or obtain W9 at www.esquireconnect.com or to pay just this invoice with CC/ACH: Pay Now

Client Name Messner Reeves LLP -

Denver
Remit to: Federal Express, UPS or Overnight USPS: Client # C06446
Es%uire Deposition Solutions, LLC Esquire Deposition Solutions, LLC Invoice # INV2353199
P. O. Box 846099 Lockbox 846099
Dallas, TX 75284-6099 1950 N. Stemmons Freeway Invoice Date 11/30/2022
Suite 5010
Dallas, TX 75208 Due Date 12/30/2022

Amount Due $554.80



Invoice INV2616986

&) ESQUIRE

)SITION SOLUTIONS

Date 10/23/2023
Terms Net 30
Due Date 11/22/2023

Client Number (C06446
Esquire Office Denver
Proceeding Type Deposition
Name of Insured
Adjuster
Firm Matter/File #
Client VAL ID
Date of Loss

1500 Centre Pkwy

Suite 100

East Point GA 30344
888-486-4044
www.esquiresolutions.com
Tax ID # 45-3463120

Bill To

Messner Reeves LLP - Denver
1550 Wewatta Street

Suite 710

Denver CO 80202

Services Provided For

Messner Reeves LLP - Denver
Cavanagh, Charles

1550 Wewatta Street

Suite 710

Denver CO 80202

10/12/2023 | J10306190 Rochester, MINNESOTA SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE V. RAZUKI INVESTMENTS E

APP FEE: FIRST HOUR Salam Razuki, Conf 1 60.00 $60.00
APP FEE: ADDITIONAL HOURS Salam Razuki, Conf 6 60.00 $360.00
TRANSCRIPT - O&1-VC-VID-WI Salam Razuki, Conf 199 5.40 $1,074.60
6 DAY EXPEDITE Salam Razuki, Conf 50% $537.30
E-EXHIBITS B&W ORIG Salam Razuki, Conf 186 0.65 $120.90
CONDENSED TRANSCRIPT Salam Razuki, Conf 1 35.00 $35.00
REMOTE VIDEO CONFERENCING - ZOOM Salam Razuki, Conf 1 150.00 $150.00
PROCESSING & COMPLIANCE Salam Razuki, Conf 1 55.00 $55.00
E- EXHIBITS COLOR ORIG Salam Razuki, Conf 4 0.65 $2.60
Subtotal 2,395.40

. . Shipping Cost (n/a 0.00
Representing Client: Messner Reeves LLP (P) : Messner Reeves LLP - Denver pping 'I('ota} $2.395.40
Amount Due 2,395.40

Attorney is responsible for anment of all charges incurred. Paer(]j
es transcript/wor

of a late fee. Transcript package typically inclu

index, exhi

ent is due bg “Due Date” shown on invoice. Failure to pay by “Due Date” may result in the assessment
its, appearance fee, condensed transcript, litigation support disk, shipping, video charges

and may include other service charges based onljob or region. Some services and rates may vary by job or region. Please contact your local office for specific detail and

questions. Full Terms and Conditions are viewab

e online at www.esquiresolutions.com/terms-conditions. These stated terms and conditions, to the extent they

contradict the rules and regulations in Arizona, do not apply. All aspects of this invoice and other business terms comply with the ethical obligations set forth in the AZ

Code of Judicial Administration Section 7-206())(1)(g)(3) through (6).

Please detach and return this bottom portion with your payment or
pay online or obtain W9 at www.esquireconnect.com or to pay just this invoice with CC/ACH: Pay Now

Remit to:

Es%uire Deposition Solutions, LLC
P. O. Box 846099
Dallas, TX 75284-6099

Federal Express, UPS or Overnight USPS:

Esquire Deposition Solutions, LLC
Lockbox 846099

1950 N. Stemmons Freeway
Suite 5010

Dallas, TX 75208

Client Name

Client #
Invoice #
Invoice Date
Due Date
Amount Due

Messner Reeves LLP -
Denver

C06446
INV2616986
10/23/2023
11/22/2023
$2,395.40



& ESQUIRE

)SITION SOLUTIONS

1500 Centre Pkwy Date 10/23/2023 Client Number (06446
Suite 100 Terms Net 30 Esquire Office Denver
East Point GA 30344 Due Date 11/22/2023 Proceeding Type Deposition
888-486-4044 i Name of Insured
www.esquiresolutions.com Adjuster
Tax ID # 45-3463120 Firm Matter/File #

Client VAL ID

Date of Loss

Bill To Services Provided For
Messner Reeves LLP - Denver Messner Reeves LLP - Denver
1550 Wewatta Street Cavanagh, Charles

Suite 710 1550 Wewatta Street

Denver CO 80202 Suite 710

Denver CO 80202

10/12/2023 | J10306190 Rochester, MINNESOTA SAN DIEGO PATIENTS COOPERATIVE V. RAZUKI INVESTMENTS E
REMOTE VIDEO FIRST 2 HOURS Salam Razuki 1 250.00 $250.00
REMOTE VIDEO HOURLY Salam Razuki 5 125.00 $625.00
SYNCHRONIZED VIDEO-SAN-SUM-T/C MAP-TD-LN | Salam Razuki 5.5 95.00 $522.50
HANDLING FEE Salam Razuki 1 25.00 $25.00

Subtotal 1,422.50

Shipping Cost (n/a) 0.00
Total $1,422.50

Amount Due 1,422.50

Attorney is responsible for anment of all charges incurred. Payment is due bg “Due Date” shown on invoice. Failure to pay by “Due Date” may result in the assessment
of a late fee. Transcript package typically includes transcript/word index, exhibits, appearance fee, condensed transcript, litigation support disk, shipping, video charges
and may include other service charges based onljob or region. Some services and rates may vary by job or region. Please contact your local office for specific detail and
questions. Full Terms and Conditions are viewable online at www.esquiresolutions.com/terms-conditions. These stated terms and conditions, to the extent they
contradict the rules and regulations in Arizona, do not apply. All aspects of this invoice and other business terms comply with the ethical obligations set forth in the AZ
Code of Judicial Administration Section 7-206())(1)(g)(3