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Phillip A. Silvestri, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 11276 
Greenspoon Marder LLP 
3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy., Ste. 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 978-4249 
Fax: (954) 333-4256 
phillip.silvestri@gmlaw.com 
 
Paul D. Turner, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
Benjamin L. Reiss, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
Nima Tahmassebi, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
PERLMAN, BAJANDAS, YEVOLI & ALBRIGHT, PL 
200 South Andrews Avenue, Suite 600 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 
T: 954-566-7117 / F: 954-566-7115 
pturner@pbyalaw.com  
breiss@pbyalaw.com     
ntahmassebi@pbyalaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
SOLACE ENTERPRISES, LLLP, d/b/a ÆTHER 
GARDENS, a Nevada limited liability limited 
partnership, 
 
                              Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 

CASE MANDEL, an individual, TRINIDAD 
CONSULTING, LLC, a California limited 
liability company, and TRINIDAD 
MANAGEMENT, LLC f/d/b/a CANNADIPS, 
LLC, a California limited liability company, 
 
                              Defendants. 
 

 Case No.  
 
COMPLAINT 
 
 
 
Jury Demand to be Filed 
 
 
 
 

Introduction 

1. This is the day of reckoning for Case Mandel. This third of a series of lawsuits 
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against him1 relates to Mandel inflating projections for his cannabidiol (“CBD”) business by 

over 2,000% when compared to his actual sales in order to con Solace and its related affiliates 

out of well over $1.2 million through various transactions. Simply stated, Mandel made a series 

of blatantly false representations, including through the use of make-believe projections, to lure 

in Solace and its affiliates into deals Mandel never intended to fulfill. Now, with his companies 

and business insolvent, as they cannot pay back the money borrowed under the loans, Mandel for 

the first time invented a host of excuses blaming others for the failure of his con. Unfortunately 

for Mandel, he is out of time.  

2. In May 2018, before all of these loans were executed, Solace entered into a 

Licensing Agreement (the “Agreement”) with Mandel, Trinidad, and Trinidad Management, 

which at the time was known as Cannadips, LLC2 (“Management” or “Cannadips”) (Mandel, 

Trinidad, and Cannadips collectively, “Defendants”). A true and correct copy of the Agreement 

is attached hereto as Exhibit 1, and is incorporated by reference. Through the Agreement, Solace 

obtained an exclusive license to produce and sell Mandel’s product in the State of Nevada. Under 

the Agreement, Defendants obligations included but were not limited to national and regional 

sales, marketing, advertising, and public relations. Solace and its associated parties also loaned 

Defendants substantial money that was partially to be used to ensure Defendants’ performance 

under the Agreement. Defendants didn’t do so, and instead used the money to fund Mandel’s 

lifestyle. After nearly two years, Solace never received what it bargained for as a result of 

Defendants’ failure to carry out their contractually required marketing activities.  

3. In this action, Solace seeks to hold Defendants accountable for their 

                                                                 
1 The 1st lawsuit was filed on February 18, 2020 in the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark 
County, Nevada, and is styled Solace Holdings, LLLP v. Case Mandel, et al. Case No.: A-20-
810683-C, Department 16. A copy of this complaint is incorporated herein by reference and 
attached as Exhibit 2.  
The 2nd lawsuit was initiated on February 21, 2020 in the Superior Court of the State of 
California, County of Humboldt, and is styled Telloni Holdings Limited v. Case Mandel, et al., 
Case: No. CV2000283. A copy of this complaint is incorporated herein by reference and attached 
as Exhibit 3. 
2 Upon information and belief, Cannadips, LLC changed its name to Trinidad Management, LLC 
at or around April 2019. 
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misrepresentations and performance (or lack thereof) related to the Agreement, through causes of 

action for fraud in the inducement, negligent misrepresentation, breach of contract, unjust 

enrichment, and violation of the Nevada Deceptive Trade Practices Act. Plaintiff seeks damages, 

and alleges as follows: 

The Parties 

4. Plaintiff Solace Enterprises is a Nevada limited liability limited partnership that 

maintains its principal place of business in Las Vegas, Nevada, and carries out its core executive 

and administrative functions in Clark County, Nevada.  

5. Solace’s partners are Solace Holdings General Partner, LLC (“General”) and 

Solace Holdings, LLLP (“Holdings”).  

6. General and Holdings’ members are LSP Global Ltd. (“LSP”), a United Kingdom 

private limited company, and PMC Investments Limited (“PMC”), a Nevada limited liability 

company.  

7. LSP maintains a principal place of business in London, England.  

8. The sole member of PMC is Felipe Maclean.  

9. Felipe Maclean is a citizen of Florida and resides in Florida. 

10. Upon information and belief, Defendant Mandel is a resident of Humboldt 

County, California. Mandel is the principal of the other Defendants, and is named in his personal 

capacity as Mandel’s actions, as described herein, evidence that Mandel was acting for his own 

personal gain.  

11. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

California. 

12. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad’s members reside in California.  

13. Upon information and belief, Defendant Cannadips is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

California. 

14. Upon information and belief, Defendant Cannadips’ members reside in 
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California. 

Jurisdiction and Venue 

15. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Trinidad and Cannadips as they 

expressly consented to such jurisdiction in the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 19 ¶ 9.07. Further, 

this court has personal jurisdiction over Mandel as a substantial part of the events giving rise to 

the claim against him occurred in this jurisdiction.  

16. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1332, 

as the amount in controversy exceeds the sum of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and 

there is complete diversity of citizenship. 

17. Venue is proper in this judicial district under 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because a 

substantial part of the events establishing the claims occurred here, and Defendants expressly 

consented to such venue in the Agreement. See id. 

18. All conditions precedent to the initiation of this claim have been performed, 

waived, or otherwise satisfied. 

19. Solace has retained Greenspoon Marder LLP and Perlman, Bajandas, Yevoli & 

Albright, P.L. (pro hac vice applications will be forthcoming) to enforce its rights under the 

Agreement and prosecute this action and, under the Agreement, is entitled to costs associated 

with enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses. 

General Allegations 

20. In May 2018, Solace and Defendants entered into the Agreement where Solace 

obtained an exclusive license to produce and sell Mandel’s product in the State of Nevada. To 

induce Solace to enter the Agreement, Mandel represented that his business model was sound 

and would be successful as set forth in the various projections he provided to Solace. In fact, on 

July 20, 2017, Mandel provided Solace with over-inflated projections regarding his CBD3 

                                                                 
3 CBD or cannabidiol is a substance derived directly from hemp plants that contains less than 
0.3% THC. While CBD is a component of marijuana, by itself, it does not cause a “high.” See 
Peter Grinspoon, MD, Cannabidiol (CBD) - What We Know and What We Don't, 
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business’ margins, costs of goods sold, production output of his produce, and gross profit. Not 

long thereafter, on February 17, 2018, Mandel provided Solace with projections for his business 

that grossly overstated its projected revenue and profits.  

21. On July 20, 2017, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a PowerPoint 

presentation about investing with Cannadips where Mandel represented that margins on his CBD 

product would be as high as 70-76%; cost of goods sold would be $1.91-$2.25 per tin of product; 

an average of 17,680 tins of product would be produced daily; and an average of $150,000.00 of 

gross profit would be made daily.  

22. These numbers were completely false and Mandel only presented them to induce 

Solace to enter the Agreement.  

23. In reality, at this time margins on his product were approximately 32%; cost of 

goods sold was $3.58 per tin of product sold; an average of approximately 4,000 tins of product 

were produced daily; and gross profits were closer to approximately $8,400 per day. 

24. On February 17, 2018, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a spreadsheet of 

Cannadips’ projected sales that over inflated its actual sales figures by over 2,000% in order to 

ultimately induce Solace to enter into the Agreement. These misrepresentations and false 

promises are described above and are referred to in this claim as the “Material 

Misrepresentations.” 

25. There was no reasonable factual basis to support the Misrepresentations and 

Omissions. Yet, Mandel concealed from Solace that his projections were not supportable and 

based upon assumptions that were nothing more than wild guesses, while he presented them to 

Solace as reliable and based on good-faith and sound assumptions. 

26. As Mandel intended, Solace relied on the Misrepresentations and Omissions, and 

entered into the Agreement. Upon execution of the Agreement, Solace obtained an exclusive 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               

https://bit.ly/2SseGus (March 4, 9:00 a.m.). On 12/20/18, the US passed the Agriculture 
Improvement Act of 2018, Pub. L. 115-334, (the “2018 Farm Bill”), which removed hemp from 
the Controlled Substances Act, which, in turn, legalized CBD under federal law. See FDA, 
Regulation of Cannabis and Cannabis-derived Products: Q&A Office Commissioner, 
https://bit.ly/2OVN5zk (March 4, 2020, 9:00 AM). 
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license to use Defendants’ intellectual property to produce and sell Defendants’ CBD product in 

the State of Nevada. For its part, Defendants would be responsible for matters related to the 

product including but not limited to national and regional sales, marketing, advertising, and 

public relations. See id. at p. 4 ¶ 2.04. 

27. Not long after the Agreement was executed, in July 2018, Mandel approached 

Solace’s affiliate Telloni for a loan. To effectuate this loan, a Convertible Loan Agreement was 

executed whereby Telloni funded Mandel’s CBD business with $500,000. Subsequently, that 

same year, this loan was increased to $1,000,000 (the “Primary Loan”) and memorialized in an 

Amended and Restated Convertible Loan Agreement (the “Amended Note”). A true and correct 

copy of the Amended Note is attached hereto as Exhibit 4. 

28. Under the Amended Note, Mandel’s business received $1,000,000. 

29. Then, a year later in or around July 2019, following Defendants execution of the 

Amended Note, Mandel once again made a plea to Solace’s affiliate Telloni for another loan. 

This time, Mandel claimed a need to fund his business’ marketing expenses. 

30. Under the Agreement, marketing expenses were to be paid solely by Defendants. 

See Exhibit 1 at p. 9 ¶ 5.01(a).  

31. Solace’s affiliate Holdings agreed to provide Trinidad with a new bridge loan for 

$200,000 (the “Bridge Loan”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the 

Bridge Loan, which is incorporated by reference herein.    

32. Upon information and belief, Mandel used a portion of the loan funds advanced 

for his personal benefit and to fund his lifestyle choices.  

33. All borrowed funds under the Bridge Loan, together with all accrued and unpaid 

interest, became due and owing on October 8, 2019.   

34. However, Trinidad defaulted and did not pay off the Bridge Loan when it 

matured. To date, Trinidad has refused to satisfy this debt.  

35. Now, Mandel’s companies are in default under the promissory note 

memorializing the Bridge Loan. Further, under the Amended Note, if Defendants become 

insolvent or generally fail to pay their debts as they become due—as Trinidad has done with the 
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Bridge Loan—they will be in default under the Amended Note. See Exhibit 1 at p. 11 ¶ 2(d). 

36. Thus, Mandel’s companies are also in default under the promissory note 

memorializing the Amended Note. 

37. Once the Bridge Loan became due and owing, Solace and its affiliates attempted 

to renegotiate the terms of the Bridge Loan in order to provide Mandel and his companies with 

more time to pay back what they owed under this promissory note. Mandel rejected this good 

faith proposal because, upon information and belief, he knew he did not have the ability to repay 

the money that he owed.  

38. Mandel’s failure to pay back the money he borrowed to pay his marketing 

expenses is not only a breach of the Bridge Loan, but also a breach of Defendants’ obligation to 

pay marketing costs under the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 9 ¶ 5.01(a). Thus, Defendants are 

in breach of the Agreement. 

39. Desperate in the face of his debts, on November 19, 2019, Mandel e-mailed 

Solace explaining for the first time Defendants’ position that somehow Solace breached the 

Agreement. Mandel’s assertions were patently false and a vain attempt to try and escape the 

financial hole he dug himself in. 

40. On February 20, 2020, Defendants’ attorney sent a termination letter to Solace 

stating that Defendants were terminating the Agreement effective immediately (the “Termination 

Letter”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of the Termination Letter, which 

is incorporated by reference herein.    

41. However, Defendants’ termination of the Agreement was improper because 

Defendants still owe Solace, at a minimum, a return of all capital expenditures provided by 

Solace Enterprises plus $1,000,000 in order to terminate the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 11 ¶ 

6.03(d)(i)(1). 

42. As a result of Defendants’ false representations in the Agreement and failure to 

perform their contractual duties, Solace suffered damages.  

/// 

/// 
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First Claim for Relief 

Fraud in the Inducement  

(Against all Defendants) 

43. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 

as through fully set forth herein.  

44. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and 

Trinidad, knowingly (i) made false or misleading statements of material fact to Solace, (ii) 

concealed and omitted material information from Solace, and (iii) made false promises of future 

conduct.  

45. This includes but is not limited to the Material Misrepresentations set forth in 

paragraphs 21-24, supra. 

46. At the time Defendants made the Material Misrepresentations they knew they 

were false. Defendants intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations and 

omissions in order to induce Solace to enter the Agreement. 

47. Solace did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and 

omissions.  The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace (i) to enter into the 

Agreement; (ii) to provide capital expenditures and resources to Defendants; (iii) to defer and/or 

lose other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying Solace’s entry into this 

market, and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other expenses in connection with 

the Agreement.     

48. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified. Solace would not have entered into 

and funded the Agreement, increased the original amount, or have its affiliate company fund the 

Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred and/or lost other market 

opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for Defendants’ 

misrepresentations and omissions. 

49. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars ($75,000). 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1   Filed 03/04/20   Page 8 of 12
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50. The conduct and actions of Defendants, and each of them, as alleged above were 

fraudulent, willful, wanton, intentional, oppressive, and malicious, and thereby entitle Solace to 

punitive damages in an amount to be proven at trial, in an amount constitutionally permissible. 

Count 2  

Negligent Misrepresentation 

(Against all Defendants) 

51. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 

as through fully set forth herein.  

52. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and 

Trinidad, made the Material Misrepresentations set forth in paragraphs 21-24, supra.  

53. In the exceedingly unlikely event that Mandel and Defendants did not actually 

know the Material Misrepresentations were false when they were made, and in fact believed 

these representations to be true, they had no reasonable grounds for believing the representation 

to be true when made. 

54. Defendants intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations and 

omissions in order induce Solace to enter the Agreement. 

55. Solace did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and 

omissions.  The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace (i) to enter into the 

Agreement; (ii) to provide capital expenditures and resources to Defendants; (iii) to defer and/or 

lose other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying Solace’s entry into this 

market, and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other expenses in connection with 

the Agreement.     

56. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Solace would not have entered 

into the Agreement, increased the original amount, deferred and/or lost other market 

opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for Defendants’ 

misrepresentations and omissions. 

57. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1   Filed 03/04/20   Page 9 of 12
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excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars ($75,000). 

Count 3 

 Breach of Contract (the Agreement) 

(Against Trinidad and Cannadips) 

58. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 

as through fully set forth herein . 

59. Trinidad and Cannadips materially defaulted under the terms of the Agreement as 

alleged above, by failing to make the required payment of principal and interest due on 

Trinidad’s Bridge Loan with Solace on October 8, 2019, or at any time thereafter.  

60. This, in turn, put Trinidad and Cannadips in default under the Amended Note, 

which means that all amounts (including principal and interest) under the Amended Note are past 

due and owing. See Exhibit 3 at p. 11 ¶ 2(d).  

61. Further, Trinidad’s failure to repay the Bridge Loan constitutes a breach of the 

Agreement, as the funds for the Bridge Loan were provided to fund Trinidad and Cannadips’ 

marketing expenses – a cost that was to be paid exclusively by Trinidad and Cannadips’ under 

the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 9 ¶ 5.01(a).   

62. Subsequently, following Trinidad and Cannadips’ breach of the Agreement, 

Defendants’ attorney sent Solace a Termination Letter. See Exhibit 6.    

63. Trinidad and Cannadips’ termination of the Agreement was improper because 

Trinidad and Cannadips still owe Solace, at a minimum, a return of all capital expenditures 

provided by Solace plus $1,000,000.00 in order to terminate the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 

11 ¶ 6.03(d)(i)(1). 

64. To date, no $1,000,000 payment, or capital expenditures have been received by 

Solace. Trinidad and Cannadips have also failed to pay any amounts due and owing on both the 

Primary Loan and the Bridge Loan. 

65. As a result of the above and foregoing, Trinidad and Cannadips are in an 

unremedied breach of the terms and conditions of the Agreement. 

66. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 
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and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars ($75,000). 

Count 4 

Unjust Enrichment  

(Against Trinidad and Cannadips) 

67. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 

as through fully set forth herein. 

68. Trinidad and Cannadips set into motion a series of events that induced Solace into 

entering into the Agreement as described herein.  

69. Solace conferred a benefit upon Trinidad and Cannadips by providing Trinidad 

and Cannadips with specific capital expenditures identified in the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 

31.  

70. Trinidad and Cannadips have appreciated the benefit and have accepted and 

retained the capital expenditures provided by Solace. 

71. Trinidad and Cannadips had actual knowledge that the capital expenditures 

provided by Solace were not a gift and that Solace expected return of the capital expenditures 

upon the conclusion of the Agreement. 

72. Retention by Trinidad and Cannadips of the capital expenditures received from 

Solace under the circumstances described above would be inequitable and unjust. 

73. Thus, Trinidad and Cannadips have been unjustly enriched by failing to repay the 

capital expenditures provided by Solace.  

74. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars ($75,000).  

Prayer for Relief 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests this Court enter judgment: 

1. in favor of Plaintiff against Defendants on all counts; 

2. awarding Plaintiff actual and compensatory damages in an amount to be proven at 
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trial;  

3. awarding Plaintiff punitive and exemplary damages, according to proof at trial, in 

an amount constitutionally permissible;  

5. awarding Plaintiff attorneys’ fees; 

6. awarding Plaintiff costs of suit incurred herein; and 

7.  such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

Dated this 4th day of March, 2020. 

 
 
GREENSPOON MARDER LLP 
 
/s/ Phillip A. Silvestri, Esq. 
Phillip A. Silvestri, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 11276 
 
PERLMAN, BAJANDAS, YEVOLI & ALBRIGHT, PL 
 
/s/ Paul D. Turner, Esq. 
Paul D. Turner, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
Benjamin L. Reiss, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
Nima Tahmassebi, Esq. (Florida Bar No. 121690) 
Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted  
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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Licensing Agreement 
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Complaint - Solace Holdings, 
LLLP v. Case Mandel, et al. 
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

COMP 
CLARK HILL PLC 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
E-mail: mdzarnoski@clarkhill.com
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
E-mail: mcristalli@clarkhill.com
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

SOLACE HOLDINGS, LLLP, a Nevada 
limited liability limited partnership, 

                              Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CASE MANDEL, an individual, and 
TRINIDAD CONSULTING, LLC, a limited 
liability company, 

                              Defendants. 

Case No.  ________________ 

Dept. No.  ________________ 

COMPLAINT 

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Defendant Case Mandel (“Mandel”) is desperate to raise money, and will say or 

do anything to get what he wants. Mandel inflated projections for his cannabadoil (“CBD”) 

business by over 2,000% when compared to his actual sales in order to con Plaintiff Solace 

Holdings LLLP (“Solace”) and its related affiliates out of over $1.2 million under three separate 

contracts. It started back in September 2018 when Mandel, through Cannadips, LLC 

(“Cannadips”), a wholly owned subsidiary of Defendant Trinidad Consulting, LLC (“Trinidad”), 

which Mandel owns and controls, entered into a Convertible Loan Agreement with Telloni 

Holdings Limited (“Telloni”), an affiliate of Solace. Pursuant to that agreement, Telloni provided 

Mandel (through Cannadips) with $500,000.00 to fund Mandel’s CBD business. Subsequently, 

around the beginning of 2019, Telloni and Cannadips amended the Convertible Loan Agreement  

Case Number: A-20-810683-C

Electronically Filed
2/18/2020 3:13 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: A-20-810683-C
Department 16
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2 of 9 
Plaintiff’s Complaint 

and increased the loan for Mandel’s business to $1 million. In or around July 2019, Mandel once 

again made a desperate plea for more funds, this time claiming he needed to fund his business’ 

marketing expenses. Based upon representations of Mandel and Trinidad,  Solace gave Mandel 

and his business more funds by providing Trinidad with a bridge loan for $200,000.00, which the 

parties agreed would be paid-in-full after three months with all accrued and unpaid interest. The 

bridge loan was memorialized by a Credit Facility Note for $200,000.00 with Trinidad as the 

Maker and Solace as the Holder (“Credit Facility Note”).  See Exhibit 1 hereto.  Unbeknownst 

to Solace, Mandel and Trinidad never intended to honor their representations and promises 

and/or the terms and conditions of the Credit Facility Note, and when this Credit Facility Note 

reached its maturity date, Mandel and Trinidad refused and continue to refuse to pay back what 

Solace is rightfully owed.  This lawsuit relates to the collection of funds due to Solace under the 

Credit Facility Note. Solace’s affiliate Telloni will be seeking damages in a separate jurisdiction 

for the $1 million provided by Telloni to Mandel, Cannadips, and Trinidad as referenced herein. 

THE PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

2. Plaintiff Solace is organized under the laws of the State of Nevada, with its 

principal place of business located in Clark County, Nevada.  

3. Upon information and belief, Defendant Mandel is a resident of Humboldt 

County, California.  

4. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

California. 

5. The exercise of jurisdiction by the above-captioned court over Defendants in this 

civil action is appropriate based upon Trinidad’s consent to jurisdiction contained in the Credit 

Facility Note and otherwise pursuant to N.R.S. § 14.065.  See Exhibit 1, p. 3 ¶ 7.  

6. Venue is proper in this district because the parties agreed that any action brought 

by Solace to enforce the Credit Facility Note at issue would be instituted and prosecuted in the 

District Court of Clark County, Nevada. See Exhibit 1, p. 3 ¶ 7.  

/ / / 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-2   Filed 03/04/20   Page 3 of 18



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

3 of 9 
Plaintiff’s Complaint 

GENERAL ALLIGATIONS 

7. In 2018, Mandel approached Solace asking for a loan to fund his CBD1 business. 

To induce Solace to provide funds, Mandel represented that the business would succeed and that 

he and his company would pay the loan back timely, and also provided Solace with projections 

for his CBD business that grossly overstated the projected revenue and profits. There was no 

reasonable factual basis to support these projections. Yet, Mandel concealed from Solace that the 

projections were not supportable, and presented them to Solace as reliable.  

8. As Mandel intended, Solace relied on the projections and Mandel’s 

representations, and agreed to loan the money. To effectuate this loan, Cannadips, LLC 

(“Cannadips”), a wholly owned subsidiary of Trinidad, which Mandel owns and controls, 

entered into a Convertible Loan Agreement with Telloni, an affiliate of Solace, pursuant to 

which Telloni provided Cannadips (and effectively, Mandel) with $500,000.00 to fund his CBD 

business.  

9. Subsequently, that same year, Mandel told Solace he needed more money to make 

the CBD business work, which would enable him (through Trinidad) to pay back the first loan. 

As such, Mandel effectively represented that without this additional loan, he and his business 

would not pay back the first loan. Solace and its affiliate Telloni trusted Mandel and reasonably 

relied on his representations and agreed to provide more money. In fact, Solace and Telloni had 

no choice but to provide more money to avoid losing any hope of being paid back on the first 

loan. As a result, Telloni and Trinidad amended this Convertible Loan Agreement and increased 

the loan for Mandel’s business to $1,000,000.00. 

10. Then, in or around July 2019, Mandel once again made a plea for funds, this time 

1 CBD or cannabidiol is a legal substance derived directly from the hemp plant that contains less 
than 0.3% THC. While CBD is a component of marijuana, by itself it does not cause a 
“high.” See Peter Grinspoon, MD, Cannabidiol (CBD) - What We Know and What We Don't, 
https://bit.ly/2SseGus (February 14, 2020, 9:00 AM). On December 20, 2018, the United States’ 
federal government passed the Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018, Pub. L. 115-334, (the 
“2018 Farm Bill”), which removed hemp from the Controlled Substances Act, which, in turn, 
legalized CBD under federal law. See Food and Drug Administration, Regulation Of Cannabis 
and Cannabis-derived Products: Q&A Office Commissioner, https://bit.ly/2OVN5zk (February 
14, 2020, 9:00 AM).
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

claiming a need to fund his business’ marketing expenses, which would be needed for the 

business to succeed to in turn ensure the previously paid loan amounts would be paid back. 

Again facing a situation where Solace and Telloni needed to provide these additional funds to 

preserve the chances of Mandel and his companies paying back the earlier loans, Solace agreed 

to provide Trinidad and, by association, Mandel, with a new bridge loan for $200,000.00 (the 

“Bridge Loan” aka “Credit Facility Note”). 

11. To effectuate this Bridge Loan, on July 8, 2019, Trinidad executed a Credit 

Facility Note (the “Credit Facility Note”) in exchange for a $200,000.00 line of credit to be 

provided by Solace. A true and correct copy of the Credit Facility Note is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 1. 

12. Solace provided Trinidad with disbursements of the entire Bridge Loan.  

13. Each disbursement accrued interest thereon at a rate of Fourteen Percent (14%) 

per annum, compounded monthly from the date it was disbursed, computed on the basis of a 360 

day year and a 30 day month. Exhibit 1, p. 1 ¶ 2(a). 

14. All borrowed funds under the Credit Facility Note, together with all accrued and 

unpaid interest, became due and owing on October 8, 2019. Id., p. 1 ¶ 2(b).  

15. Trinidad did not pay the amounts due on or before the maturity date of October 8, 

2019, and has failed and refused to pay the indebtedness due to Solace at any time since despite 

demand therefore being made. Trinidad is therefore in default under the Credit Facility Note.    

16. Under the Credit Facility Note, the principal of the Bridge Loan and interest are 

past due and owing, and interest will continue to accrue unless and until the default is cured. 

17. Solace has made reasonable and diligent efforts to locate the original of the Credit 

Facility Note, but has been unable to find it and now believes that it has been accidentally 

misplaced, destroyed or lost.      

18. Solace was and has been entitled to enforce the Credit Facility Note since its 

execution, including when loss of possession of the original occurred.   

19. Solace has not sold, negotiated, transferred, assigned or indorsed the Credit 

Facility Note in any manner whatsoever, and Solace continues to be the owner in its own right of 
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

the Credit Facility Note. The original of the Credit Facility Note has not been seized by any 

person or entity, lawfully or otherwise.  Therefore, the loss of possession of the original of the 

Credit Facility Note was not the result of an assignment or transfer by Solace or a lawful seizure.   

20. Solace cannot reasonably obtain possession of the original of the Credit Facility 

Note because it was either destroyed or its whereabouts cannot be determined.     

21. The copy of the Credit Facility Note attached hereto in this action is a complete, 

accurate, and authentic copy, and contains identical terms and conditions to the original Credit 

Facility Note.     

22. All conditions precedent to the prosecution of this action have been performed, 

satisfied, excused or waived. 

23. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses.  

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Fraud in the Inducement against Mandel and Trinidad) 

24. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 23 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

25. Solace sues Mandel and Trinidad for fraudulent inducement of Solace to enter 

into the Note.  

26. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Trinidad, 

knowingly (i) made false or misleading statements of material fact to Solace, (ii) concealed and 

omitted material information from Solace, and (iii) made false promises of future conduct. This 

includes but is not limited to instances such as (i) when, on February 17, 2018, Mandel e-mailed 

employees of Solace a spreadsheet of Cannadips’ projected sales that over inflated its actual 

sales figures by over 2,000% in order to induce Solace to enter into the Credit Facility Note; and 

(ii) when, on November 13, 2018, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a presentation titled 
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6 of 9 
Plaintiff’s Complaint 

“Cannadips Update & CBD Production” where Mandel projects Cannadips to bring in $9.2 

million in revenue in 2019, when in reality the company only generated approximately $1.9 

million in revenue in 2019, in order to induce Solace to enter into the Credit Facility Note. These 

misrepresentations, omissions and false promises are described above and are referred to in this 

claim as the “misrepresentations and omissions.” 

27. Mandel and Trinidad were obligated to disclose omitted material facts, among 

other reasons, to prevent statements and representations from being misleading.  

28. Mandel and Trinidad intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations 

and omissions, and Solace did detrimentally rely upon the misrepresentations and omissions.  

The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace, in reliance, (i) to enter into the Bridge 

Loan; (ii) to provide funds to Mandel and Trinidad, including the funding of the Bridge Loan; 

(iii) to defer and/or lose other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying 

Solace’s entry into this market, and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other 

expenses in connection with the Credit Facility Note.     

29. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Solace would not have entered 

into and funded the Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred and/or lost 

other market opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for Mandel’s and 

Trinidad’s misrepresentations and omissions. 

30. Mandel’s and Trinidad’s conduct constitutes fraud in the inducement.  

31. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00).   

32. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses. 

/ / / 
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
 (Breach of Note against Trinidad) 

33. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 32 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

34. Trinidad materially defaulted under the terms of the Credit Facility Note as 

alleged above, including by failing to make the required payment of principal and interest due on 

October 8, 2019, or at any time thereafter. All amounts (including principle and interest) under 

the Credit Facility Note are past due and owing.   

35. By virtue of Trinidad’s default and pursuant to the terms of the Credit Facility 

Note, Solace has declared, and hereby again does declare, the full amount of the Credit Facility 

Note and accrued interest due and owing by Trinidad to Solace.   

36. Consequently, as of October 8, 2019, Trinidad has owed and continues to owe 

Solace the full unpaid principal under the Credit Facility Note, together with accrued and 

accruing interest, and other charges, including but not limited to attorneys’ fees and costs which 

are also recoverable under the Credit Facility Note.  Attorneys’ fees and costs, interest and other 

charges continue to accrue.    

37. To date, no payment has been received and interest is continuing to accrue on the 

Note.   

38. As a result of the above and foregoing, Trinidad is in an unremedied breach of the 

terms and conditions of the Credit Facility Note. 

39. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00). 

40. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses 
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THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Unjust Enrichment against Trinidad and Mandel) 

41. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 40 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

42. Mandel and Trinidad set into motion a series of events that induced Solace into 

lending Trinidad the Bridge Loan referenced above.  

43. Solace conferred a benefit upon Trinidad by providing Trinidad $200,000.00 

pursuant to the Credit Facility Note.   

44. Upon information and belief, some or all of the Bridge Loan funds provided to 

Trinidad have been transferred to Mandel or otherwise have inured to the benefit of Mandel thus 

providing Mandel a benefit conferred by Solace. 

45. Trinidad and Mandel have appreciated the benefit and have accepted and retained 

the $200,000.00 provided by Solace pursuant to the Bridge Loan. 

46. Although Trinidad and Mandel had actual knowledge that the money provided by 

Solace was a loan and not a gift and that Solace expected to be reimbursed therefore, Trinidad 

failed to make the required payment due on the Loan’s maturity date, October 8, 2019, or any 

subsequent day thereafter. Mandel has likewise paid no compensation to Solace for any benefits 

received by Mandel. 

47. Retention by Trinidad and Mandel of the $200,000.00 benefit received from 

Solace under the circumstances described above would be inequitable and unjust. 

48. Thus, Trinidad and Mandel have been unjustly enriched by failing to repay the 

amount loaned by Solace.  

49. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00).  

50. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Solace prays for relief as follows: 

1. Monetary damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount 
being in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00); 

2. For enforcement of the Credit Facility Note; 

3. For attorney fees and costs; and 

4. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

Dated this 18th day of February, 2020. 

 CLARK HILL PLC 

  /s/ Mark S. Dzarnoski, Esq. 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500  
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff  

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-2   Filed 03/04/20   Page 10 of 18



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

1 of 1 

CLARK HILL PLC 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
E-mail: mdzarnoski@clarkhill.com
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
E-mail: mcristalli@clarkhill.com
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

SOLACE HOLDINGS, LLLP, a Nevada 
limited liability limited partnership, 

                              Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CASE MANDEL, an individual, and 
TRINIDAD CONSULTING, LLC, a limited 
liability company, 

                              Defendants. 

CASE NO. A-20-810683-C 
DEPT. 16 

EXHIBIT 1 TO COMPLAINT 

Case Number: A-20-810683-C

Electronically Filed
2/18/2020 3:43 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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COMPLAINT 

Agreement with Telloni. Pursuant to this Agreement, Telloni provided Trinidad, and by association 

Mandel, with $500,000.00 in cash to fund Mandel’s CBD business.  

2. Subsequently, around the beginning of 2019, based on representations made by 

Mandel, Telloni renegotiated with Mandel, Trinidad, and Trinidad Management, LLC, which at the 

time was known as Cannadips, LLC2 (“Cannadips”) (Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips are 

collectively, “Defendants” or the “Borrowers”), and amended the Convertible Loan Agreement to 

increase the loan amount to Mandel’s business to $1 million (the “Primary Loan”). Then, in or 

around July 2019, Mandel once again made a desperate plea for more funds, this time claiming he 

needed to fund his business’s marketing expenses. Based upon representations made by Mandel and 

Trinidad, Telloni’s affiliate, Solace Holdings, LLLP (“Solace”), gave Mandel and his business more 

funds by providing Trinidad with a bridge loan for $200,000.00 (the “Bridge Loan”).  Under the 

terms of the Bridge Loan, the parties agreed that the $200,000.00 would be paid-back-in-full after 

three months with all accrued and unpaid interest. However,  unbeknownst to Solace or Telloni, 

Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips never intended to honor any of their representations and promises 

with regard to any of their loans, and when the Bridge Loan reached its maturity date, Mandel and 

Trinidad refused and continued to refuse to pay back what Solace is rightfully owed.  

3. Because Mandel and his affiliate companies are in default on the Bridge Loan, that 

such default qualifies as an Event of Default on the Primary Loan with Telloni, which, in turn, now 

forms the basis for this lawsuit.  

THE PARTIES 

4. Plaintiff Telloni is organized under the laws of the British Virgin Islands, with its 

principal place of business located in London, United Kingdom.   

5. Upon information and belief, Defendant Mandel is a resident of Humboldt County, 

California and conducts business within the State of California. 

6. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

2 Upon information and belief, Cannadips, LLC changed its name to Trinidad Management, LLC on 
or around April 22, 2019. 
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California, and conducts business within the State of California. 

7. Upon information and belief, Defendant Cannadips is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

California, and conducts business within the State of California. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

8. The Court has jurisdiction over this matter and Defendants because Defendants are 

located in the State of California, in Humboldt County, and expressly consented to the exclusive 

jurisdiction of the State of California, Humboldt County in the Amended and Restated Convertible 

Loan Agreement.  See Exhibit A (at 5 ¶ 9.4), a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference.   

9. Venue is further proper in this district because the parties agreed that any action 

brought by Telloni to enforce the promissory note at issue would be brought in the state of 

California, County of Humboldt. See id.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

10. In July 2018, Case Mandel approached Telloni and its affiliates asking for a loan to 

fund his CBD3 business. To induce Telloni to provide funds, Mandel represented that the business 

would succeed and that he and his company would pay the loan back timely, and also provided 

Telloni with projections for his CBD business that grossly overstated the projected revenue and 

profits. There was no factual basis for these projections. Yet, Mandel concealed from Telloni that the 

projections were not supportable, and presented them to Telloni as reliable.  

11. As Mandel intended, Telloni relied on these projections and Mandel’s 

representations, and agreed to loan him and his affiliates the money. To effectuate this loan, Trinidad 

entered into a Convertible Loan Agreement with Telloni pursuant to which Telloni provided 

3 CBD or cannabidiol is a legal substance derived directly from the hemp plant that contains less 
than 0.3% THC. While CBD is a component of marijuana, by itself it does not cause a “high.” See
Peter Grinspoon, MD, Cannabidiol (CBD) - What We Know and What We Don't, 
https://bit.ly/2SseGus (February 14, 2020, 9:00 AM). On December 20, 2018, the United States’ 
federal government passed the Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018, Pub. L. 115-334, (the “2018 
Farm Bill”), which removed hemp from the Controlled Substances Act, which, in turn, legalized 
CBD under federal law. See Food and Drug Administration, Regulation of Cannabis and Cannabis-
derived Products: Q&A Office Commissioner, https://bit.ly/2OVN5zk (February 14, 2020, 9:00 
AM). 
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Trinidad with $500,000.00 to fund Mandel’s CBD business.  

12. Subsequently, that same year, Mandel told Telloni he needed more money to make 

the CBD business work, which would ultimately enable him (through Trinidad and Cannadips) to 

pay back the first loan. As such, Mandel effectively represented that without this additional loan, he 

and his business would not pay back the first loan. Telloni trusted Mandel and relied on his 

representations, and agreed to provide more money. As a result, Telloni and Borrowers increased the 

loan for Mandel’s business to $1,000,000.00 (the “Primary Loan”). 

13. To effectuate this Primary Loan, on January 23, 2019, the Borrowers entered into an 

Amended and Restated Convertible Loan Agreement (the “Amended Note”) in exchange for a 

$1,000,000.00 line of credit to be provided by Telloni. A true and correct copy of the Amended Note 

is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

14. Pursuant to the Amended Note, Telloni then provided the Borrowers with 

disbursements of the entire Primary Loan amount.  

15. Each disbursement accrued interest thereon at a rate of three percent (3%) per annum 

on the principal, with all accrued interest and principal due and payable at the Primary Loan’s 

maturity date.  See Exhibit A at 2 ¶ 2.5. 

16. All borrowed funds under the Amended Note, together with all accrued and unpaid 

interest, became due and owing on the maturity date of October 1, 2020.  Id. at 2 ¶ 2.1.  

17. Then, following the Borrowers execution of the Amended Note, Mandel once again 

made a plea for funds in or around July 2019.  This time, Mandel claimed a need to fund his 

business’s marketing expenses, which would be needed and essential for the business to succeed to 

in turn ensure the previously paid loan amounts would be paid back. In order to preserve the chances 

of Mandel and his companies paying back the earlier loans, Telloni’s affiliate Solace agreed to 

provide Trinidad and, by association, Mandel, with a new bridge loan for $200,000.00 (the “Bridge 

Loan”). 

18. All borrowed funds under the Bridge Loan, together with all accrued and unpaid 

interest, became due and owing on October 8, 2019.   

19. However, Trinidad, and by association Mandel, did not pay the amounts due on the 
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Bridge Loan on or before the maturity date of October 8, 2019, and has failed and refused to pay the 

indebtedness due to Solace at any time since. Trinidad is therefore in default under the promissory 

note memorializing the Bridge Loan.  Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the 

Bridge Loan, which is incorporated by reference herein.    

20. Under the express provisions of the Amended Note, if the Borrowers become 

insolvent or generally fail to pay their debts as they become due—as Trinidad has done with the 

Bridge Loan—they will be in default under the Amended Note.  See Exhibit A at 11 ¶ 2(d). 

21. Thus, under the Amended Note, the Borrowers are in default, have not cured such 

default, and the principal and accrued interest under the Primary Loan are now past due and owing, 

and interest will continue to accrue unless and until the default is cured. 

22. Telloni has made reasonable and diligent efforts to locate the original of the Amended 

Note, but has been unable to find it and now believes that it has been accidentally misplaced, 

destroyed or lost.   

23. Telloni was and has been entitled to enforce the Amended Note since its execution, 

including when loss of possession of the original occurred.   

24. Telloni has not sold, negotiated, transferred, assigned or indorsed the Amended Note 

in any manner whatsoever, and Telloni continues to be the owner in its own right of the Note. The 

original of the Amended Note has not been seized by any person or entity, lawfully or otherwise.  

Therefore, the loss of possession of the original of the Amended Note was not the result of an 

assignment or transfer by Telloni or a lawful seizure.  

25. Telloni cannot reasonably obtain possession of the original of the Amended Note 

because it was either destroyed or its whereabouts cannot be determined.    

26. The copy of the Amended Note attached hereto in this action is a complete, accurate, 

and authentic copy, and contains identical terms and conditions to the original Amended Note.   

27. All conditions precedent to the prosecution of this action have been performed, 

satisfied, excused or waived. 

28. Telloni has been required to retain the services Greenspoon Marder LLP and 

Perlman, Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. (pro hac vice applications will be forthcoming) to 
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enforce its rights under the Amended Note and prosecute this action and, under the Amended Note, 

is entitled to costs associated with enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable 

attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses.  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Fraud in the Inducement against Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips) 

29. Plaintiff Telloni repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 28 above as if set forth 

fully herein. 

30. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and 

Trinidad, knowingly (i) made false or misleading statements of material fact to Telloni, (ii) 

concealed and omitted material information from Telloni, and (iii) made false promises of future 

conduct. This includes but is not limited to instances such as (i) when, on February 17, 2018, Mandel 

e-mailed employees of Telloni a spreadsheet of Cannadips’ projected sales that over inflated its 

actual sales figures by over 2,000% in order to ultimately induce Telloni to enter into the Amended 

Note; and (ii) when, on November 13, 2018, Mandel e-mailed employees of Telloni a presentation 

titled “Cannadips Update & CBD Production” where Mandel projects Cannadips to bring in $9.2 

million in revenue in 2019, when in reality the company only generated approximately $1.9 million 

in revenue in 2019, in order to induce Telloni to enter into the Amended Note and Bridge Loan. 

These misrepresentations, omissions and false promises are described above and are referred to in 

this claim as the “misrepresentations and omissions.” 

31. The Borrowers were obligated to disclose these omitted material facts, among other 

reasons, to prevent statements and representations from being misleading.  

32. The Borrowers intended for Telloni to rely and act on the misrepresentations and 

omissions in order to loan the Borrowers money pursuant to both the Amended Note and the Bridge 

Loan. 

33. Telloni did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and omissions.  

The misrepresentations and omissions induced Telloni (i) to enter into the Amended Note; (ii) to 

provide funds to the Borrowers, including the funding of the Primary Loan; (iii) to defer and/or lose 

other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying Telloni’s entry into this market, 
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and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other expenses in connection with the Amended 

Note.     

34. Telloni’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Telloni would not have entered into 

the Amended Note and funded the Primary Loan, increased the original amount of the loan, or have 

its affiliate company fund the Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred 

and/or lost other market opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for 

Borrowers’ misrepresentations and omissions. 

35. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Telloni has suffered and 

will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess 

of the jurisdictional limit of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00).   

36. The conduct and actions of Defendants, and each of them, as alleged above were 

fraudulent, willful, wanton, intentional, oppressive, and malicious, and thereby entitle Telloni to 

punitive damages in an amount to be proven at trial, in an amount constitutionally permissible. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Negligent Misrepresentation against Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips) 

37. Plaintiff Telloni repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 36 above as if set forth 

fully herein. 

38. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and 

Trinidad, negligently represented Cannadips’ projected sales to Telloni. 

39. Mandel’s negligent representations were not true as Cannadips’ (i) projected sales 

were inflated by over 2,000% and (ii) its projected revenue was severely inflated to $9.2 million for 

2019, when in reality the company only generated approximately $1.9 million in revenue in 2019. 

40. These representations were false.  

41. That even if Mandel and the Borrowers believed these representations to be true, they 

had no reasonable grounds for believing the representation to be true when made. 

42. The Borrowers intended for Telloni to rely and act on the misrepresentations and 

omissions in order to loan Borrowers money pursuant to both the Amended Note and the Bridge 

Loan. 
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43. Telloni did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and omissions.  

The misrepresentations and omissions induced Telloni (i) to enter into the Amended Note; (ii) to 

provide funds to the Borrowers, including the funding of the Primary Loan; (iii) to defer and/or lose 

other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying Telloni’s entry into this market, 

and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other expenses in connection with the Amended 

Note.     

44. Telloni’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Telloni would not have entered into 

the Amended Note and funded the Primary Loan, increased the original amount of the loan, or have 

its affiliate company fund the Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred 

and/or lost other market opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for 

Borrowers’ misrepresentations and omissions. 

45. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Telloni has suffered and 

will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess 

of the jurisdictional limit of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00).   

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Breach of Contract against Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips) 

46. Plaintiff Telloni repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 45 above as if set forth 

fully herein. 

47. Telloni entered into a contract, the Amended Note, with Trinidad and Cannadips. 

48. Telloni did all, or substantially all, of the significant things that the Amended Note 

required it to do, or that Telloni was excused from having to due to the Borrowers’ breach of the 

Amended Note. 

49. The Borrowers materially defaulted under the terms of the Amended Note as alleged 

above, by failing to make the required payment of principal and interest due on Trinidad’s Bridge 

Loan with Solace on October 8, 2019, or at any time thereafter. This, in turn, put the Borrowers in 

default under the Amended Note, which means that all amounts (including principle and interest) 

under the Amended Note are past due and owing. See Exhibit A at 11 ¶ 2(d). 

50. By virtue of the Borrowers’ default and pursuant to the terms of the Amended Note, 
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Telloni has declared, and hereby again does declare, the full amount of the Amended Note and 

accrued interest due and owing by Borrowers to Telloni.   

51. Consequently, as of October 8, 2019, Borrowers owed and continue to owe Telloni 

the full unpaid principal under the Amended Note, together with accrued and accruing interest, and 

other charges, including but not limited to attorneys’ fees and costs which are also recoverable under 

the Amended Note.  Attorneys’ fees and costs, interest and other charges continue to accrue.  

52. To date, no payment has been received and interest is continuing to accrue on the 

Amended Note.   

53. As a result of the above and foregoing, Borrowers are in an unremedied breach of the 

terms and conditions of the Amended Note. 

54. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Telloni has suffered and 

will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess 

of the jurisdictional limit of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00). 

55. Telloni has been required to retain the services Greenspoon Marder LLP and 

Perlman, Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. (pro hac vice applications will be forthcoming) to 

enforce its rights under the Amended Note (or Primary Loan) and prosecute this action and, under 

the Amended Note, is entitled to costs associated with enforcing this action, including without 

limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Unjust Enrichment against Mandel, Trinidad, and Cannadips) 

56. Plaintiff Telloni repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 55 above as if set forth 

fully herein. 

57. Borrowers set into motion a series of events that induced Telloni into lending 

Borrowers the Primary Loan referenced above.  

58. Telloni conferred a benefit upon Borrowers by providing Borrowers $1,000,000.00 

pursuant to the Amended Note.   

59. Borrowers have appreciated the benefit and have accepted and retained the 

$1,000,000.00 provided by Telloni pursuant to the Amended Note. 
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60. Although Borrowers had actual knowledge that the money provided by Telloni was a 

loan and not a gift and that Telloni expected to be reimbursed therefore, Borrowers failed to make 

the required payment due on the Primary Loan when it immediately became due and owing after 

Trinidad defaulted on the Bridge Loan. Borrowers have paid no compensation to Telloni for any 

benefits received by Borrowers. 

61. Retention by Borrowers of the $1,000,000.00 benefit received from Telloni under the 

circumstances described above would be inequitable and unjust. 

62. Thus, Borrowers have been unjustly enriched by failing to repay the amount loaned 

by Telloni.  

63. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Telloni has suffered and 

will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess 

of the jurisdictional limit of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00).  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants, and each of them, as 

follows: 

1. That judgment be entered in favor of Plaintiff and against Defendants; 

2. That Plaintiff be awarded actual and compensatory damages in an amount to be 

proven at trial;  

3. That Plaintiff be awarded punitive and exemplary damages, according to proof at 

trial, in an amount constitutionally permissible;  

4. For Plaintiff’s attorneys’ fees; 

5. For costs of suit incurred herein; and 

6.  Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

DATED:  February 21, 2020 GREENSPOON MARDER LLP

By:
Blake L. Osborn

Attorney for Plaintiff Telloni Holdings Limited 
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COMP 
CLARK HILL PLC 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
E-mail: mdzarnoski@clarkhill.com
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
E-mail: mcristalli@clarkhill.com
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

SOLACE HOLDINGS, LLLP, a Nevada 
limited liability limited partnership, 

                              Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CASE MANDEL, an individual, and 
TRINIDAD CONSULTING, LLC, a limited 
liability company, 

                              Defendants. 

Case No.  ________________ 

Dept. No.  ________________ 

COMPLAINT 

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Defendant Case Mandel (“Mandel”) is desperate to raise money, and will say or 

do anything to get what he wants. Mandel inflated projections for his cannabadoil (“CBD”) 

business by over 2,000% when compared to his actual sales in order to con Plaintiff Solace 

Holdings LLLP (“Solace”) and its related affiliates out of over $1.2 million under three separate 

contracts. It started back in September 2018 when Mandel, through Cannadips, LLC 

(“Cannadips”), a wholly owned subsidiary of Defendant Trinidad Consulting, LLC (“Trinidad”), 

which Mandel owns and controls, entered into a Convertible Loan Agreement with Telloni 

Holdings Limited (“Telloni”), an affiliate of Solace. Pursuant to that agreement, Telloni provided 

Mandel (through Cannadips) with $500,000.00 to fund Mandel’s CBD business. Subsequently, 

around the beginning of 2019, Telloni and Cannadips amended the Convertible Loan Agreement  

Case Number: A-20-810683-C

Electronically Filed
2/18/2020 3:13 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: A-20-810683-C
Department 16
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Plaintiff’s Complaint 

and increased the loan for Mandel’s business to $1 million. In or around July 2019, Mandel once 

again made a desperate plea for more funds, this time claiming he needed to fund his business’ 

marketing expenses. Based upon representations of Mandel and Trinidad,  Solace gave Mandel 

and his business more funds by providing Trinidad with a bridge loan for $200,000.00, which the 

parties agreed would be paid-in-full after three months with all accrued and unpaid interest. The 

bridge loan was memorialized by a Credit Facility Note for $200,000.00 with Trinidad as the 

Maker and Solace as the Holder (“Credit Facility Note”).  See Exhibit 1 hereto.  Unbeknownst 

to Solace, Mandel and Trinidad never intended to honor their representations and promises 

and/or the terms and conditions of the Credit Facility Note, and when this Credit Facility Note 

reached its maturity date, Mandel and Trinidad refused and continue to refuse to pay back what 

Solace is rightfully owed.  This lawsuit relates to the collection of funds due to Solace under the 

Credit Facility Note. Solace’s affiliate Telloni will be seeking damages in a separate jurisdiction 

for the $1 million provided by Telloni to Mandel, Cannadips, and Trinidad as referenced herein. 

THE PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

2. Plaintiff Solace is organized under the laws of the State of Nevada, with its 

principal place of business located in Clark County, Nevada.  

3. Upon information and belief, Defendant Mandel is a resident of Humboldt 

County, California.  

4. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad is a California limited liability 

company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, 

California. 

5. The exercise of jurisdiction by the above-captioned court over Defendants in this 

civil action is appropriate based upon Trinidad’s consent to jurisdiction contained in the Credit 

Facility Note and otherwise pursuant to N.R.S. § 14.065.  See Exhibit 1, p. 3 ¶ 7.  

6. Venue is proper in this district because the parties agreed that any action brought 

by Solace to enforce the Credit Facility Note at issue would be instituted and prosecuted in the 

District Court of Clark County, Nevada. See Exhibit 1, p. 3 ¶ 7.  

/ / / 
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GENERAL ALLIGATIONS 

7. In 2018, Mandel approached Solace asking for a loan to fund his CBD1 business. 

To induce Solace to provide funds, Mandel represented that the business would succeed and that 

he and his company would pay the loan back timely, and also provided Solace with projections 

for his CBD business that grossly overstated the projected revenue and profits. There was no 

reasonable factual basis to support these projections. Yet, Mandel concealed from Solace that the 

projections were not supportable, and presented them to Solace as reliable.  

8. As Mandel intended, Solace relied on the projections and Mandel’s 

representations, and agreed to loan the money. To effectuate this loan, Cannadips, LLC 

(“Cannadips”), a wholly owned subsidiary of Trinidad, which Mandel owns and controls, 

entered into a Convertible Loan Agreement with Telloni, an affiliate of Solace, pursuant to 

which Telloni provided Cannadips (and effectively, Mandel) with $500,000.00 to fund his CBD 

business.  

9. Subsequently, that same year, Mandel told Solace he needed more money to make 

the CBD business work, which would enable him (through Trinidad) to pay back the first loan. 

As such, Mandel effectively represented that without this additional loan, he and his business 

would not pay back the first loan. Solace and its affiliate Telloni trusted Mandel and reasonably 

relied on his representations and agreed to provide more money. In fact, Solace and Telloni had 

no choice but to provide more money to avoid losing any hope of being paid back on the first 

loan. As a result, Telloni and Trinidad amended this Convertible Loan Agreement and increased 

the loan for Mandel’s business to $1,000,000.00. 

10. Then, in or around July 2019, Mandel once again made a plea for funds, this time 

1 CBD or cannabidiol is a legal substance derived directly from the hemp plant that contains less 
than 0.3% THC. While CBD is a component of marijuana, by itself it does not cause a 
“high.” See Peter Grinspoon, MD, Cannabidiol (CBD) - What We Know and What We Don't, 
https://bit.ly/2SseGus (February 14, 2020, 9:00 AM). On December 20, 2018, the United States’ 
federal government passed the Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018, Pub. L. 115-334, (the 
“2018 Farm Bill”), which removed hemp from the Controlled Substances Act, which, in turn, 
legalized CBD under federal law. See Food and Drug Administration, Regulation Of Cannabis 
and Cannabis-derived Products: Q&A Office Commissioner, https://bit.ly/2OVN5zk (February 
14, 2020, 9:00 AM).
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claiming a need to fund his business’ marketing expenses, which would be needed for the 

business to succeed to in turn ensure the previously paid loan amounts would be paid back. 

Again facing a situation where Solace and Telloni needed to provide these additional funds to 

preserve the chances of Mandel and his companies paying back the earlier loans, Solace agreed 

to provide Trinidad and, by association, Mandel, with a new bridge loan for $200,000.00 (the 

“Bridge Loan” aka “Credit Facility Note”). 

11. To effectuate this Bridge Loan, on July 8, 2019, Trinidad executed a Credit 

Facility Note (the “Credit Facility Note”) in exchange for a $200,000.00 line of credit to be 

provided by Solace. A true and correct copy of the Credit Facility Note is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 1. 

12. Solace provided Trinidad with disbursements of the entire Bridge Loan.  

13. Each disbursement accrued interest thereon at a rate of Fourteen Percent (14%) 

per annum, compounded monthly from the date it was disbursed, computed on the basis of a 360 

day year and a 30 day month. Exhibit 1, p. 1 ¶ 2(a). 

14. All borrowed funds under the Credit Facility Note, together with all accrued and 

unpaid interest, became due and owing on October 8, 2019. Id., p. 1 ¶ 2(b).  

15. Trinidad did not pay the amounts due on or before the maturity date of October 8, 

2019, and has failed and refused to pay the indebtedness due to Solace at any time since despite 

demand therefore being made. Trinidad is therefore in default under the Credit Facility Note.    

16. Under the Credit Facility Note, the principal of the Bridge Loan and interest are 

past due and owing, and interest will continue to accrue unless and until the default is cured. 

17. Solace has made reasonable and diligent efforts to locate the original of the Credit 

Facility Note, but has been unable to find it and now believes that it has been accidentally 

misplaced, destroyed or lost.      

18. Solace was and has been entitled to enforce the Credit Facility Note since its 

execution, including when loss of possession of the original occurred.   

19. Solace has not sold, negotiated, transferred, assigned or indorsed the Credit 

Facility Note in any manner whatsoever, and Solace continues to be the owner in its own right of 
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the Credit Facility Note. The original of the Credit Facility Note has not been seized by any 

person or entity, lawfully or otherwise.  Therefore, the loss of possession of the original of the 

Credit Facility Note was not the result of an assignment or transfer by Solace or a lawful seizure.   

20. Solace cannot reasonably obtain possession of the original of the Credit Facility 

Note because it was either destroyed or its whereabouts cannot be determined.     

21. The copy of the Credit Facility Note attached hereto in this action is a complete, 

accurate, and authentic copy, and contains identical terms and conditions to the original Credit 

Facility Note.     

22. All conditions precedent to the prosecution of this action have been performed, 

satisfied, excused or waived. 

23. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses.  

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Fraud in the Inducement against Mandel and Trinidad) 

24. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 23 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

25. Solace sues Mandel and Trinidad for fraudulent inducement of Solace to enter 

into the Note.  

26. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Trinidad, 

knowingly (i) made false or misleading statements of material fact to Solace, (ii) concealed and 

omitted material information from Solace, and (iii) made false promises of future conduct. This 

includes but is not limited to instances such as (i) when, on February 17, 2018, Mandel e-mailed 

employees of Solace a spreadsheet of Cannadips’ projected sales that over inflated its actual 

sales figures by over 2,000% in order to induce Solace to enter into the Credit Facility Note; and 

(ii) when, on November 13, 2018, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a presentation titled 
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“Cannadips Update & CBD Production” where Mandel projects Cannadips to bring in $9.2 

million in revenue in 2019, when in reality the company only generated approximately $1.9 

million in revenue in 2019, in order to induce Solace to enter into the Credit Facility Note. These 

misrepresentations, omissions and false promises are described above and are referred to in this 

claim as the “misrepresentations and omissions.” 

27. Mandel and Trinidad were obligated to disclose omitted material facts, among 

other reasons, to prevent statements and representations from being misleading.  

28. Mandel and Trinidad intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations 

and omissions, and Solace did detrimentally rely upon the misrepresentations and omissions.  

The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace, in reliance, (i) to enter into the Bridge 

Loan; (ii) to provide funds to Mandel and Trinidad, including the funding of the Bridge Loan; 

(iii) to defer and/or lose other business opportunities in the CBD industry, thereby delaying 

Solace’s entry into this market, and (iv) to necessarily incur legal fees and costs and other 

expenses in connection with the Credit Facility Note.     

29. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Solace would not have entered 

into and funded the Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred and/or lost 

other market opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for Mandel’s and 

Trinidad’s misrepresentations and omissions. 

30. Mandel’s and Trinidad’s conduct constitutes fraud in the inducement.  

31. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00).   

32. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses. 

/ / / 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 34 of 52



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

7 of 9 
Plaintiff’s Complaint 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
 (Breach of Note against Trinidad) 

33. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 32 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

34. Trinidad materially defaulted under the terms of the Credit Facility Note as 

alleged above, including by failing to make the required payment of principal and interest due on 

October 8, 2019, or at any time thereafter. All amounts (including principle and interest) under 

the Credit Facility Note are past due and owing.   

35. By virtue of Trinidad’s default and pursuant to the terms of the Credit Facility 

Note, Solace has declared, and hereby again does declare, the full amount of the Credit Facility 

Note and accrued interest due and owing by Trinidad to Solace.   

36. Consequently, as of October 8, 2019, Trinidad has owed and continues to owe 

Solace the full unpaid principal under the Credit Facility Note, together with accrued and 

accruing interest, and other charges, including but not limited to attorneys’ fees and costs which 

are also recoverable under the Credit Facility Note.  Attorneys’ fees and costs, interest and other 

charges continue to accrue.    

37. To date, no payment has been received and interest is continuing to accrue on the 

Note.   

38. As a result of the above and foregoing, Trinidad is in an unremedied breach of the 

terms and conditions of the Credit Facility Note. 

39. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00). 

40. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 

enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses 
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THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Unjust Enrichment against Trinidad and Mandel) 

41. Plaintiff Solace repeats and re-alleges Paragraphs 1 through 40 above as if set 

forth fully herein. 

42. Mandel and Trinidad set into motion a series of events that induced Solace into 

lending Trinidad the Bridge Loan referenced above.  

43. Solace conferred a benefit upon Trinidad by providing Trinidad $200,000.00 

pursuant to the Credit Facility Note.   

44. Upon information and belief, some or all of the Bridge Loan funds provided to 

Trinidad have been transferred to Mandel or otherwise have inured to the benefit of Mandel thus 

providing Mandel a benefit conferred by Solace. 

45. Trinidad and Mandel have appreciated the benefit and have accepted and retained 

the $200,000.00 provided by Solace pursuant to the Bridge Loan. 

46. Although Trinidad and Mandel had actual knowledge that the money provided by 

Solace was a loan and not a gift and that Solace expected to be reimbursed therefore, Trinidad 

failed to make the required payment due on the Loan’s maturity date, October 8, 2019, or any 

subsequent day thereafter. Mandel has likewise paid no compensation to Solace for any benefits 

received by Mandel. 

47. Retention by Trinidad and Mandel of the $200,000.00 benefit received from 

Solace under the circumstances described above would be inequitable and unjust. 

48. Thus, Trinidad and Mandel have been unjustly enriched by failing to repay the 

amount loaned by Solace.  

49. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered 

and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in 

excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00).  

50. Solace has been required to retain the services Clark Hill PLC and Perlman, 

Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. to enforce its rights under the Credit Facility Note and 

prosecute this action and, under the Credit Facility Note, is entitled to costs associated with 
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enforcing this action, including without limitation, all reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and 

expenses 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Solace prays for relief as follows: 

1. Monetary damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount 
being in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00); 

2. For enforcement of the Credit Facility Note; 

3. For attorney fees and costs; and 

4. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

Dated this 18th day of February, 2020. 

 CLARK HILL PLC 

  /s/ Mark S. Dzarnoski, Esq. 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500  
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff  
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CLARK HILL PLC 
MARK S. DZARNOSKI 
Nevada Bar No. 3398 
E-mail: mdzarnoski@clarkhill.com
MICHAEL V. CRISTALLI 
Nevada Bar No. 6266 
E-mail: mcristalli@clarkhill.com
3800 Howard Hughes Pkwy., #500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Tel:  (702) 862-8300 
Fax:  (702) 862-8400 
Attorneys for Plaintiff

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

SOLACE HOLDINGS, LLLP, a Nevada 
limited liability limited partnership, 

                              Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CASE MANDEL, an individual, and 
TRINIDAD CONSULTING, LLC, a limited 
liability company, 

                              Defendants. 

CASE NO. A-20-810683-C 
DEPT. 16 

EXHIBIT 1 TO COMPLAINT 

Case Number: A-20-810683-C

Electronically Filed
2/18/2020 3:43 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 38 of 52



EXHIBIT 1 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 39 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 40 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 41 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 42 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 43 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 44 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 45 of 52



EXHIBIT C 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 46 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 47 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 48 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 49 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 50 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 51 of 52



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-3   Filed 03/04/20   Page 52 of 52



 

 

 

 Page 16 of 18 

43567072v1 

G
R

E
E

N
S

P
O

O
N

 M
A

R
D

E
R

 L
L

P
 

3
99

3
 H

o
w

ar
d 

H
ug

he
s 

P
ar

k
w

ay
, S

ui
te

 4
00

 
L

as
 V

eg
as

, 
N

ev
ad

a 
8

91
6

9 
T

d
: 

(7
02

) 
97

8
-4

2
49

 F
ax

: 
(9

54
) 

3
33

-4
2

56
 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 
 
 
 

 
 

Exhibit 4 
Amended Note 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 1 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 2 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 3 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 4 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 5 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 6 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 7 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 8 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 9 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 10 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 11 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 12 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 13 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 14 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 15 of 16



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-4   Filed 03/04/20   Page 16 of 16



 

 

 

 Page 17 of 18 

43567072v1 

G
R

E
E

N
S

P
O

O
N

 M
A

R
D

E
R

 L
L

P
 

3
99

3
 H

o
w

ar
d 

H
ug

he
s 

P
ar

k
w

ay
, S

ui
te

 4
00

 
L

as
 V

eg
as

, 
N

ev
ad

a 
8

91
6

9 
T

d
: 

(7
02

) 
97

8
-4

2
49

 F
ax

: 
(9

54
) 

3
33

-4
2

56
 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 
 
 
 

 
 

Exhibit 5 
Bridge Loan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 1 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 2 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 3 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 4 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 5 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 6 of 7



Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-5   Filed 03/04/20   Page 7 of 7



 

 

 

 Page 18 of 18 

43567072v1 

G
R

E
E

N
S

P
O

O
N

 M
A

R
D

E
R

 L
L

P
 

3
99

3
 H

o
w

ar
d 

H
ug

he
s 

P
ar

k
w

ay
, S

ui
te

 4
00

 
L

as
 V

eg
as

, 
N

ev
ad

a 
8

91
6

9 
T

d
: 

(7
02

) 
97

8
-4

2
49

 F
ax

: 
(9

54
) 

3
33

-4
2

56
 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Exhibit 6 
Termination Letter 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case 2:20-cv-00455   Document 1-6   Filed 03/04/20   Page 1 of 4



www.rimonlaw.com 
 

 
  
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 
 

BRIAN T. HAFTER | ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 400, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
P: (415) 810-8403 |brian.hafter@rimonlaw.com 

February 20, 2020 
 
 
Via Email 
 
Paul D. Turner, Esq. 
pturner@pbyalaw.com 
Perlman, Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. 
200 South Andrews Avenue, Suiter 600 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 
 
 Re: Trinidad Consulting, LLC and Cannadips, LLC / Solace Enterprises LLLP – Notice of  
  Termination of Licensing Agreement of May 1, 2018 
 
Dear Mr. Turner: 
 
 We are litigation counsel for Trinidad Consulting, LLC and Cannadips, LLC (collectively 
“Cannadips”).   We understand from Per Bjorkman’s email of today’s date that you are counsel for  
Solace Enterprises LLLP (“Solace”), and that we should direct all communications related to the parties’ 
business relationship to your attention.   Please similarly direct any such communications to our 
attention. 
 
 In Case Mandel’s email of November 19,, 2019 to Mr. Bjorkman, he explained Cannadips’ 
position that Solace had breached the parties’ Licensing Agreement of May 1, 2018 (“Agreement”) by, 
among other things, failing to pay royalties owed to Cannadips and/or provide the required royalty 
reports.    This was not the first time that Mr. Mandel had brought these breaches to Mr. Bjorkman’s 
attention.  Mr. Mandel’s email also expressly referenced the Agreement’s 30-day cure provision.    
 
 On February 6, 2020 – after well more than 30 days had passed – Solace still had not cured these 
and other breaches.   As a result of the foregoing, Cannadips had the right to terminate the Agreement 
immediately if it so chose.    
 
 Instead of immediate termination, Cannadips scheduled an in-person meeting to be held in Los 
Angeles today – where the parties could attempt to negotiate a resolution informally.    Solace, however, 
abruptly and unilaterally cancelled the meeting before it commenced; stated that the business 
relationship had “escalated to legal”; and demanded that Cannadips not have any further direct contact 
with Solace personnel.   As a result, Solace has frustrated Cannadips’ efforts to engage in four face-to-
face discussions designed to resolve this dispute, as required by Section 9.08 of the Agreement. 
 
 Given that Cannadips’ good faith efforts to resolve the dispute have failed, Cannadips has no 
choice but to terminate the Agreement.   Accordingly, pursuant to Section 6.02(a) and (b), and 
Section 6.03(a), Cannadips hereby terminates the Agreement effective immediately.   
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 As a result of the foregoing termination, Solace has no rights to use Cannadips’ intellectual 
property, or any derivation thereof, for any purpose, anywhere in the world.  Among other things, we 
direct you to Section 6.04(a) and (b) of the Agreement, which provide:   
 
 “(a) The License and all other rights, licenses, and privileges granted to the Licensee under 
this Agreement shall immediately cease and terminate, except as specifically preserved, extended or 
imposed by another provision of this Agreement; 
 
 (b) Licensee shall discontinue the use of any CANNADIPS IP and any items bearing the 
CANNADIPS IP, including the Packaging, and shall cease all manufacturing and production of the 
Products (and Licensee shall cause any permitted assignee or sub-licensee or other distributor approved 
by Licensor to immediately cease all manufacturing and production of the Products), except that 
Licensee and any permitted assignee or sub-licensee or other distributor approved by Licensor may sell 
its remaining inventory of Products pursuant to Section 6.05 below”; 
 
 Accordingly, we hereby demand that Solace abide in full by its post-termination obligations not 
to use Cannadips’ intellectual property.   If Solace engages in any breach of its post-termination 
obligations and/or violation of intellectual property law, Cannadips will seek appropriate damages and 
relief. 
 
 In addition, we direct you to Section 6.05(a) of the Agreement, which provides:  “(c) Licensee 
shall deliver to Licensor within fifteen (15) business days a statement indicating the number and 
description of the Products in stock or in the process of manufacture or purchase order received as of the 
date of termination of this Agreement.”   Please direct the required statement to our attention as soon as 
possible. 
 
 In addition to the foregoing, Cannadips continues to contend that Solace owes past royalties 
under the Agreement.    Having tried to resolve this issue without success previously, Cannadips hereby 
invokes the mediation procedures set forth in Section 9.08 of the Agreement.   Section 9.08 provides, in 
pertinent part:  “If the dispute is not resolved by these negotiations, unless otherwise agreed to by the 
Parties in writing, the matter will be submitted for mediation administered by JAMS before a single 
mediator who shall have experience in the subject matter of the dispute.  The Parties shall jointly select 
the mediator within fifteen (15) business days following the commencement of such action.  If the 
Parties cannot agree upon the mediator within fifteen (15) business days following the commencement 
of such action, each Party shall select a mediator with experience in the subject matter of the dispute, 
and the two (2) selected mediators shall select a third mediator with such experience, who shall mediate 
such dispute in Las Vegas, Nevada.  The Parties shall share any fees or expenses of the mediator.” 
 
 We trust that Solace will abide by its contractual obligation to mediate.   Indeed, we believe that 
it is in both parties’ best interests to participate in mediation as soon as possible in order to effect the 
orderly transition of the parties’ business affairs.  Please contact me so that we can try to reach 
agreement on who the mediator will be, and when said mediation will be held.    
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 I look forward to hearing from you at the earliest opportunity.    In the meantime, Cannadips 
expressly reserves and does not waive all of its rights and claims against Solace. 
  
  
      Very truly yours, 
 

 /s/ Brian T. Hafter 
  
 Brian T. Hafter 
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	1. This is the day of reckoning for Case Mandel. This third of a series of lawsuits against him  relates to Mandel inflating projections for his cannabidiol (“CBD”) business by over 2,000% when compared to his actual sales in order to con Solace and i...
	2. In May 2018, before all of these loans were executed, Solace entered into a Licensing Agreement (the “Agreement”) with Mandel, Trinidad, and Trinidad Management, which at the time was known as Cannadips, LLC  (“Management” or “Cannadips”) (Mandel, ...
	3. In this action, Solace seeks to hold Defendants accountable for their misrepresentations and performance (or lack thereof) related to the Agreement, through causes of action for fraud in the inducement, negligent misrepresentation, breach of contra...
	4. Plaintiff Solace Enterprises is a Nevada limited liability limited partnership that maintains its principal place of business in Las Vegas, Nevada, and carries out its core executive and administrative functions in Clark County, Nevada.
	5. Solace’s partners are Solace Holdings General Partner, LLC (“General”) and Solace Holdings, LLLP (“Holdings”).
	6. General and Holdings’ members are LSP Global Ltd. (“LSP”), a United Kingdom private limited company, and PMC Investments Limited (“PMC”), a Nevada limited liability company.
	7. LSP maintains a principal place of business in London, England.
	8. The sole member of PMC is Felipe Maclean.
	9. Felipe Maclean is a citizen of Florida and resides in Florida.
	10. Upon information and belief, Defendant Mandel is a resident of Humboldt County, California. Mandel is the principal of the other Defendants, and is named in his personal capacity as Mandel’s actions, as described herein, evidence that Mandel was a...
	11. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad is a California limited liability company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, California.
	12. Upon information and belief, Defendant Trinidad’s members reside in California.
	13. Upon information and belief, Defendant Cannadips is a California limited liability company that maintains or has maintained a principal place of business in Humboldt County, California.
	14. Upon information and belief, Defendant Cannadips’ members reside in California.
	Jurisdiction and Venue
	15. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Trinidad and Cannadips as they expressly consented to such jurisdiction in the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 19  9.07. Further, this court has personal jurisdiction over Mandel as a substantial part of t...
	16. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1332, as the amount in controversy exceeds the sum of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and there is complete diversity of citizenship.
	17. Venue is proper in this judicial district under 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because a substantial part of the events establishing the claims occurred here, and Defendants expressly consented to such venue in the Agreement. See id.
	18. All conditions precedent to the initiation of this claim have been performed, waived, or otherwise satisfied.
	19. Solace has retained Greenspoon Marder LLP and Perlman, Bajandas, Yevoli & Albright, P.L. (pro hac vice applications will be forthcoming) to enforce its rights under the Agreement and prosecute this action and, under the Agreement, is entitled to c...
	20. In May 2018, Solace and Defendants entered into the Agreement where Solace obtained an exclusive license to produce and sell Mandel’s product in the State of Nevada. To induce Solace to enter the Agreement, Mandel represented that his business mod...
	21. On July 20, 2017, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a PowerPoint presentation about investing with Cannadips where Mandel represented that margins on his CBD product would be as high as 70-76%; cost of goods sold would be $1.91-$2.25 per tin of ...
	22. These numbers were completely false and Mandel only presented them to induce Solace to enter the Agreement.
	23. In reality, at this time margins on his product were approximately 32%; cost of goods sold was $3.58 per tin of product sold; an average of approximately 4,000 tins of product were produced daily; and gross profits were closer to approximately $8,...
	24. On February 17, 2018, Mandel e-mailed employees of Solace a spreadsheet of Cannadips’ projected sales that over inflated its actual sales figures by over 2,000% in order to ultimately induce Solace to enter into the Agreement. These misrepresentat...
	25. There was no reasonable factual basis to support the Misrepresentations and Omissions. Yet, Mandel concealed from Solace that his projections were not supportable and based upon assumptions that were nothing more than wild guesses, while he presen...
	26. As Mandel intended, Solace relied on the Misrepresentations and Omissions, and entered into the Agreement. Upon execution of the Agreement, Solace obtained an exclusive license to use Defendants’ intellectual property to produce and sell Defendant...
	27. Not long after the Agreement was executed, in July 2018, Mandel approached Solace’s affiliate Telloni for a loan. To effectuate this loan, a Convertible Loan Agreement was executed whereby Telloni funded Mandel’s CBD business with $500,000. Subseq...
	28. Under the Amended Note, Mandel’s business received $1,000,000.
	29. Then, a year later in or around July 2019, following Defendants execution of the Amended Note, Mandel once again made a plea to Solace’s affiliate Telloni for another loan. This time, Mandel claimed a need to fund his business’ marketing expenses.
	30. Under the Agreement, marketing expenses were to be paid solely by Defendants. See Exhibit 1 at p. 9  5.01(a).
	31. Solace’s affiliate Holdings agreed to provide Trinidad with a new bridge loan for $200,000 (the “Bridge Loan”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Bridge Loan, which is incorporated by reference herein.
	32. Upon information and belief, Mandel used a portion of the loan funds advanced for his personal benefit and to fund his lifestyle choices.
	33. All borrowed funds under the Bridge Loan, together with all accrued and unpaid interest, became due and owing on October 8, 2019.
	34. However, Trinidad defaulted and did not pay off the Bridge Loan when it matured. To date, Trinidad has refused to satisfy this debt.
	35. Now, Mandel’s companies are in default under the promissory note memorializing the Bridge Loan. Further, under the Amended Note, if Defendants become insolvent or generally fail to pay their debts as they become due—as Trinidad has done with the B...
	36. Thus, Mandel’s companies are also in default under the promissory note memorializing the Amended Note.
	37. Once the Bridge Loan became due and owing, Solace and its affiliates attempted to renegotiate the terms of the Bridge Loan in order to provide Mandel and his companies with more time to pay back what they owed under this promissory note. Mandel re...
	38. Mandel’s failure to pay back the money he borrowed to pay his marketing expenses is not only a breach of the Bridge Loan, but also a breach of Defendants’ obligation to pay marketing costs under the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 9  5.01(a). Thus...
	39. Desperate in the face of his debts, on November 19, 2019, Mandel e-mailed Solace explaining for the first time Defendants’ position that somehow Solace breached the Agreement. Mandel’s assertions were patently false and a vain attempt to try and e...
	40. On February 20, 2020, Defendants’ attorney sent a termination letter to Solace stating that Defendants were terminating the Agreement effective immediately (the “Termination Letter”). Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of the ...
	41. However, Defendants’ termination of the Agreement was improper because Defendants still owe Solace, at a minimum, a return of all capital expenditures provided by Solace Enterprises plus $1,000,000 in order to terminate the Agreement. See Exhibit ...
	42. As a result of Defendants’ false representations in the Agreement and failure to perform their contractual duties, Solace suffered damages.
	///
	///
	43. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 as through fully set forth herein.
	44. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and Trinidad, knowingly (i) made false or misleading statements of material fact to Solace, (ii) concealed and omitted material information from Solace, and (iii) made fal...
	45. This includes but is not limited to the Material Misrepresentations set forth in paragraphs 21-24, supra.
	46. At the time Defendants made the Material Misrepresentations they knew they were false. Defendants intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations and omissions in order to induce Solace to enter the Agreement.
	47. Solace did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and omissions.  The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace (i) to enter into the Agreement; (ii) to provide capital expenditures and resources to Defendants; (iii) to d...
	48. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified. Solace would not have entered into and funded the Agreement, increased the original amount, or have its affiliate company fund the Bridge Loan, conducted due diligence and investigation, deferred and...
	49. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars (...
	50. The conduct and actions of Defendants, and each of them, as alleged above were fraudulent, willful, wanton, intentional, oppressive, and malicious, and thereby entitle Solace to punitive damages in an amount to be proven at trial, in an amount con...
	51. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 as through fully set forth herein.
	52. Mandel, both individually and as a representative and/or agent of Cannadips and Trinidad, made the Material Misrepresentations set forth in paragraphs 21-24, supra.
	53. In the exceedingly unlikely event that Mandel and Defendants did not actually know the Material Misrepresentations were false when they were made, and in fact believed these representations to be true, they had no reasonable grounds for believing ...
	54. Defendants intended for Solace to rely and act on the misrepresentations and omissions in order induce Solace to enter the Agreement.
	55. Solace did, in fact, detrimentally rely upon these misrepresentations and omissions.  The misrepresentations and omissions induced Solace (i) to enter into the Agreement; (ii) to provide capital expenditures and resources to Defendants; (iii) to d...
	56. Solace’s reliance was reasonable and justified.  Solace would not have entered into the Agreement, increased the original amount, deferred and/or lost other market opportunities, or incurred significant fees, costs and expenses, but for Defendants...
	57. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars (...
	58. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 as through fully set forth herein .
	59. Trinidad and Cannadips materially defaulted under the terms of the Agreement as alleged above, by failing to make the required payment of principal and interest due on Trinidad’s Bridge Loan with Solace on October 8, 2019, or at any time thereafter.
	60. This, in turn, put Trinidad and Cannadips in default under the Amended Note, which means that all amounts (including principal and interest) under the Amended Note are past due and owing. See Exhibit 3 at p. 11  2(d).
	61. Further, Trinidad’s failure to repay the Bridge Loan constitutes a breach of the Agreement, as the funds for the Bridge Loan were provided to fund Trinidad and Cannadips’ marketing expenses – a cost that was to be paid exclusively by Trinidad and ...
	62. Subsequently, following Trinidad and Cannadips’ breach of the Agreement, Defendants’ attorney sent Solace a Termination Letter. See Exhibit 6.
	63. Trinidad and Cannadips’ termination of the Agreement was improper because Trinidad and Cannadips still owe Solace, at a minimum, a return of all capital expenditures provided by Solace plus $1,000,000.00 in order to terminate the Agreement. See Ex...
	64. To date, no $1,000,000 payment, or capital expenditures have been received by Solace. Trinidad and Cannadips have also failed to pay any amounts due and owing on both the Primary Loan and the Bridge Loan.
	65. As a result of the above and foregoing, Trinidad and Cannadips are in an unremedied breach of the terms and conditions of the Agreement.
	66. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars (...
	Count 4
	Unjust Enrichment
	(Against Trinidad and Cannadips)
	67. Solace repeats and realleges the factual allegations contained in paragraphs 1-42 as through fully set forth herein.
	68. Trinidad and Cannadips set into motion a series of events that induced Solace into entering into the Agreement as described herein.
	69. Solace conferred a benefit upon Trinidad and Cannadips by providing Trinidad and Cannadips with specific capital expenditures identified in the Agreement. See Exhibit 1 at p. 31.
	70. Trinidad and Cannadips have appreciated the benefit and have accepted and retained the capital expenditures provided by Solace.
	71. Trinidad and Cannadips had actual knowledge that the capital expenditures provided by Solace were not a gift and that Solace expected return of the capital expenditures upon the conclusion of the Agreement.
	72. Retention by Trinidad and Cannadips of the capital expenditures received from Solace under the circumstances described above would be inequitable and unjust.
	73. Thus, Trinidad and Cannadips have been unjustly enriched by failing to repay the capital expenditures provided by Solace.
	74. As a direct and proximate result of the above and foregoing, Solace has suffered and will continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial with said amount being in excess of the jurisdictional limit of seventy-five thousand dollars (...
	Prayer for Relief
	WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests this Court enter judgment:
	1. in favor of Plaintiff against Defendants on all counts;
	2. awarding Plaintiff actual and compensatory damages in an amount to be proven at trial;
	3. awarding Plaintiff punitive and exemplary damages, according to proof at trial, in an amount constitutionally permissible;
	5. awarding Plaintiff attorneys’ fees;
	6. awarding Plaintiff costs of suit incurred herein; and
	7.  such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.
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