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I. INTRODUCTION

Petitioner  Russell  Rope seeks emergency relief  from the California  Court  of Appeal  following the

erroneous denial of a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) by the Los Angeles County Superior Court,

first by Judge James C. Chalfant (Dept. 85) on June 11, 2025, and then by Judge Stephen I. Goorvitch

(Dept.  82)  on  June  18,  2025.  Both  denials  misapplied  California  law  and  ignored  evidence  of

irreparable harm, risking permanent loss of Petitioner’s digital assets by June 30, 2025. 

Judge  Chalfant  denied  the  initial  TRO,  citing  insufficient  notice  and  unclear  allegations,  despite

evidence of Coinbase, Inc.’s refusal to respond to legal demands (Verified Compl., ¶¶13, 41). Judge

Goorvitch  denied  the  renewed application,  claiming no irreparable  harm or  likelihood of  success,

contradicting Petitioner’s verified complaint and declarations (Minute Order, 06/18/2025). These errors

deprived Petitioner of due process and warrant appellate intervention.

Petitioner requests this Court to issue a writ of mandate compelling the trial court to grant the TRO or,

alternatively, issue a stay or direct injunctive relief to prevent irreversible harm to his digital property.
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II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On June 10,  2025,  Petitioner  filed  a  Verified  Complaint  against  Coinbase,  Inc.,  alleging unlawful

lockout of his custodial Web3 Wallet since April 19, 2025, containing ~4,000 NFTs; specifically, 202

unique legendary Classy Savage NFTs valued at  $1 million minimum (Verified Compl.,  ¶¶24, 43).

Coinbase’s actions,  including coercive biometric  verification demands and intentional  NFT display

errors,  and  other  notated  actions  threaten  permanent  asset  destruction  or  theft  by  June  30,  2025

(Verified Compl., ¶¶30, 43, 48, Exh. A–B).

On June 10,  2025,  Petitioner  filed  an  Ex Parte  Application  for  TRO,  supported  by a  declaration,

screenshots  of  Coinbase’s sunset  notice,  and evidence of notice to  Coinbase’s registered agent  via

certified mail on June 6, 2025, and email to escalations@coinbase.com on June 8, 2025 (Decl. of Due

Diligence, 06/13/2025). Judge Chalfant denied the application without a hearing, citing lack of notice

and insufficient detail (Minute Order, 06/11/2025).

On June 13, 2025, Petitioner filed a Renewed Ex Parte Application, curing notice issues with additional

service attempts, clarifying his digital art business, and detailing irreparable harm (Decl., 06/13/2025,

pp. 3–5). Judge Goorvitch denied relief in chambers, stating Petitioner failed to show irreparable harm

or likelihood of success (Minute Order, 06/18/2025).
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Petitioner has clearly stated that failure to enjoin Coinbase will result in:

• Permanent  loss  of  ~4,000  NFTs,  202  unique  legendary  NFTs,  and  wallet  access  to  NFT

marketplace accounts (Verified Compl., ¶24);

• CSVG presale delay (Verified Compl., ¶38);

• Unlawful uses of biometrics and coercion into biometric surveillance;

• Reputational harm in not limited to the cryptocurrency industry (Verified Compl., ¶34).

• Continued attacks and damages to livelihood

These issues were set out in:

• Verified Complaint ¶¶43, 51;

• Declaration of Russell Rope (06/13/2025), p. 3–5;

• Renewed Application, Section "Irreparable Harm";

• Proposed TRO, Paragraph 1.

III. WHY THE SUPERIOR COURT ERRED

The trial court abused its discretion by denying Petitioner’s TRO applications, misapplying Cal. Civ. 

Code §3422 and Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §527 (IT Corp., 35 Cal.3d at 69).
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A. Judge Chalfant's Errors (June 11, 2025)

1. Notice  (CRC  3.1203): The  court  erred  in  finding  insufficient  notice,  as  Petitioner  served

Coinbase’s agent via certified mail on June 10, 2025, and made reasonable effort to provide

immediate electronic notice to escalations@coinbase.com on June 10, 2025 (Decl., 06/13/2025).

Coinbase’s refusal to respond (Verified Compl., ¶41) justified ex parte urgency;

2. Clarity  of  Allegations: The  court  overlooked  Petitioner’s  business  as  an  entrepreneur  and

digital artist  (Verified Compl.,  ¶17) and the June 30, 2025, deadline’s significance (Verified

Compl., ¶43, Exh. A).

B. Judge Goorvitch's Errors (June 18, 2025)

1. Irreparable Harm: The court ignored evidence of unrecoverable NFT loss due to blockchain

immutability (Verified Compl., ¶24; Cohen, 40 Cal.3d at 286). Petitioner’s declaration detailed

$1 million minimum valuation based on comparable sales (Decl.,  06/13/2025, p. 4; Verified

Compl., ¶25).

2. Likelihood of Success: The court dismissed Petitioner’s conversion claim (Verified Compl.,

¶52), which is likely to succeed, as Coinbase’s lockout violates property rights (Fremont Indem.

Co., 148 Cal.App.4th 97, 119).

3. Due Process: Denying a hearing on both applications prejudiced Petitioner’s ability to present

evidence (Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §527(a)).

C.  Legal  Standard:  Under  §3422(c)  &  §527(a),  a  TRO  is  warranted  where  irreparable  harm is

imminent, no legal remedy exists, and equities favor relief. Petitioner’s evidence of unique NFT loss,

Coinbase’s coercive conduct, and the June 30 deadline satisfies the criteria (Verified Compl., ¶¶43, 48).

Rope v. Coinbase – Emergency Petition for Writ, Relief, & Stay or TRO – 6 of 8



IV. REQUESTED RELIEF

Petitioner respectfully requests this Court to:

1. Issue a peremptory writ  of  mandate  or prohibition directing the trial  court  to  enter  the

requested TRO as stated in Petitioner’s June 13, 2025 [Proposed] Order, including authorization

for  expedited  enforcement  and  service  by  the  Los  Angeles  (and/or  Sacramento)  County

Sheriff’s Department.

2. Or, in the alternative, grant emergency injunctive relief directly, ordering Coinbase to:

• Transfer all of Plaintiff’s Web3 assets;

• Bear the expense and liability for asset migration;

• Release Web3 Wallet private keys or seed phrases as required;

• Refrain from requiring biometric verification.

3. Grant other just relief, including costs and expedited review by June 30, 2025.
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V. CONCLUSION

The trial court’s erroneous denials misapplied §3422 and §527, ignoring evidence of irreparable harm

and denying Petitioner  due process.  To prevent permanent  loss of unique digital  assets,  this  Court

should issue a writ of mandate, stay, or direct injunctive relief.

Respectfully submitted,                                         

Dated: June 19, 2025 

/s/ Russell Rope         

Peititioner In Pro Per

justice@russellrope.com
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In Support of Emergency Petition for Writ of Mandate / TRO

COVER SHEET
Filed by: Russell Rope, In Pro Per
Date: June 19, 2025

This Appendix compiles the documentary record cited in the accompanying writ petition. All exhibits 
are true and correct copies of documents filed or received in the Superior Court of Los Angeles, Case 
No. 25STCV16692, or otherwise referenced in Petitioner’s declaration. Sensitive data (e.g., wallet 
addresses) redacted per Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 1.201.

Disclaimer & Notice of Copyright: This appendix of exhibits, including its original allegations and 
exhibits, is the work of Plaintiff Russell Rope and is protected by copyright © 2025 Russell Rope. All 
rights reserved. Reproduction or distribution for purposes other than judicial proceedings requires 
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS

# Description Filing / Date  Pages

A Verified Complaint Filed 6-10-2025 3 – 24

B First Ex Parte Application for TRO, Declarations, Exhibits Filed 6-10-2025 24 – 48

C Minute Order – Judge Chalfant Denial Issued 6-11-2025 49

D Renewed Ex Parte Application & Supplemental Declaration Filed 6-13-2025 51 – 60

E [Proposed] Temporary Restraining Order Filed 6-13-2025 61 – 63

F Minute Order – Judge Goorvitch Denial Issued 6-18-2025 64 – 66

DECLARATION OF AUTHENTICITY 

I,  Russell Rope, declare that the attached exhibits are true and correct copies of the originals on file

with the Superior Court, Case No. 25STCV16692, or in my possession. The only modifications consist

of filled-in case numbers and completed signature lines. No substantive changes have been made to the

content of these documents. I am competent to testify to these facts. I declare under penalty of perjury

under the laws of the State of California that, to the best of my knowledge, the foregoing is true and

correct.

Executed this 19th day of June, 2025, at Los Angeles, California.

/s/ Russell Rope, Petitioner (In Pro Per)
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EXHIBIT B

First Ex Parte Application for TRO, Declarations, Exhibits

Filed 6-10-2025
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EXHIBIT C

Minute Order – Judge Chalfant Denial

Issued 6-11-2025
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
Civil Division Central District, 
Stanley Mosk Courthouse, 
Department 85
25STCV16692 

RUSSELL ROPE vs COINBASE, INC.

June 11, 2025 8:30 AM

Judge: Honorable James C. Chalfant Judicial Assistant; Gerardo Garcia Courtroom Assistant: Carmen 
Del Rio

CSR: None ERM: None Deputy Sheriff: None

APPEARANCES:
For Plaintif(): Russell Rope For Defendant(s): No Appearances

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 
Hearing on Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining Order

In chambers, the Court makes the followings findings and order: The Ex Parte Application for 
Temporary Restraining Order filed by Russell Rope on 06/10/2025 is Denied.

Plaintiff applies for a temporary protective order to prevent Defendant from requiring biometric 
verification for entry to Plaintiffs account. No notice given because Defendant did not respond to cease 
and desist order.

Plaintiff says that he is NFT creator and digital artist. He has collections on three major marketplaces. 
He opened a Coinbase account in Nov. 2023 using his driver's license. On April 19, Defendant 
demanded biometric verification for access to his "wallet". This is not standard practice. It is interfering
w/ Plaintiff's business. Defendant has created a 6/30 deadline at which something will happen, not clear
what.

Denied in chambers without hearing for the following reasons. First, lack of notice. Notice is required 
under CRC 3.1203.Defendant's lack of response to cease and desist does not overcome this 
requirement. Second, Plaintiff does not adequately explain his business, Defendant's business, or the 
June deadline. Plaintiff also provides no legal authority why Defendant has no right to change its 
access requirements. Third, Plaintiff does not explain why he cannot take his business elsewhere. 
Therefore, inadequate showing of probability of success and irreparable harm. Clerk to give notice.

(text from smart phone scan of clerk printout)
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Renewed Ex Parte Application & Supplemental Declaration

Filed 6-13-2025
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RUSSELL ROPE
ID 1607 POB 1198
Sacramento, CA 95812
310-663-7655
justice@russellrope.com
In Pro Per

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RUSSELL ROPE,

Plaintiff,

v.

COINBASE, INC. & DOES 1-20,

Defendant(s)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: 25STCV16692

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION

of Russell Rope – Filed in Support of Renewed 

Ex Parte Application for TRO – June 20, 2025

Disclaimer & Notice of Copyright: This declaration and the exhibits attached to the Renewed Ex Parte 

Application are the work of Plaintiff Russell Rope and are protected by copyright © 2025 Russell Rope. 

All rights reserved. Reproduction or distribution for purposes other than judicial proceedings requires 

express written permission from the copyright holder. 
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I, Russell Rope, declare as follows. I am over the age of 18, of sound mind, and competent to make this 

declaration.

1) I am the Plaintiff, appearing in pro per, and submit this declaration to support my Renewed Ex Parte 

Application for a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO), addressing the Court’s June 11, 2025, denial. I 

respectfully request a live hearing to clarify my notice efforts and to ensure the Court has the 

opportunity to fully review the merits of this renewed application.

2) On June 11, 2025, I appeared at Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Department 85, for my original Ex Parte 

Application hearing. I had proof of service showing the TRO packet was mailed to Coinbase, Inc.’s 

registered agent (Corporation Service Company, 2710 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150N, Sacramento, 

CA 95833) via USPS Priority Express Mail (Tracking #ER195326498US) on June 10, 2025, with 

confirmed delivery on June 12, 2025.  

3) The Court’s “lack of notice” denial overlooked my notice efforts. I mailed the packet to CSC on June 

10, 2025, emailed Coinbase’s verified escalations email address on June 10, 2025, uploaded documents 

to their support portal on June 10, 2025, and posted public notice on my website and social platforms on 

June 10, 2025. On June 13, 2025, I served the renewed TRO packet via Certified Mail to CSC for the 

requested June 20, 2025 hearing, per Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 3.1204(a), and again made efforts to 

provide fair notice via the aforementioned methods of communication. Should they not appear and 

provide opposition prior to June 20, 2025, Coinbase’s non-response to my May 14, 2025, cease-and-

desist letter, together with my good faith attempts to provide notice by multiple methods in addition to 

formal service, justify a notice waiver (Verified Complaint, ¶ 13).

4) My business, Classy Savage (classysavageart.com), manages ~4,000 NFTs (202 unique items, valued 

at $1M–$100M+, Verified Complaint, ¶ 24) on OpenSea, Rarible, and Magic Eden. I create and own all 

assets, develop the website and CSVG token for digital art monetization. I personally conduct all 

creative, technical, marketing, business, and legal operations. My Coinbase Web3 Wallet is critical for 

NFT transactions.  
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5) Coinbase, Inc., a cryptocurrency exchange, provides custodial Web3 Wallet services, controlling 

private keys (Verified Complaint, ¶ 10). On April 19, 2025, Coinbase locked my verified account, 

demanding biometric verification (invasive 3D selfies) beyond my initial authentication (email, phone, 

driver’s license).

6) Coinbase’s June 30, 2025, policy will make deactivated Web3 Wallets inaccessible, threatening loss 

of my ~4,000 NFTs, 0.018 ETH ($47.07), and ~$10 in other crypto. Because Coinbase maintains 

custodial control of the wallet, I am unable to transfer the contents myself, and Coinbase’s unilateral 

sunset deadline will result in permanent loss (Verified Complaint, ¶ 43).  

7) The Court allegedly found no legal authority against Coinbase’s predatory biometric demands. 

Requiring biometrics after verified identity violates Cal. Civ. Code §1798.81.5, which requires 

businesses to implement reasonable security procedures and practices. Forcing users to submit facial 

biometric data after already verifying identity — and without offering reasonable alternatives — 

exceeds that threshold and creates undue risk.  

8) The Court’s suggestion to “take my business elsewhere” is the plan, yet infeasible, as Coinbase holds 

my private keys and passphrase (Verified Complaint, ¶ 30). Losing my unique NFTs is irreparable harm 

(Cal. Civ. Code §3422; Robbins v. Superior Court (1985) 38 Cal.3d 199, 207).  

9) I have a likelihood of success on Claim and Delivery (Cal. Civ. Code §3379) and Intentional 

Interference (Verified Complaint, ¶¶ 50–65) due to Coinbase’s wrongful withholding.  

10) The Court wrongly implied I refused KYC by omitting my email and phone verifications, 

mentioning only my ID. I complied with all verifications until Coinbase locked me out and demanded 

invasive biometric selfies as a fourth layer, ignoring requests for alternative recovery options.  

11) Coinbase’s non-responsiveness supports my Claim and Delivery claim, requiring no appearance 

(Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §512.020(a)).  
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12) I seek an order for Coinbase to transfer my ~4,000 NFTs and cryptocurrency on the Ethereum and 

Polygon blockchains to my cold wallet (0xe56f69BE1F7b5F3f807F0f3a5f89AD79d2bdacff) at their 

expense and liability, and to release the passkey(s) and passphrase in order to add my cold wallet as 

admin to my marketplace accounts, as I cannot afford, nor should be liable for, gas fees related to their 

predatory forced NFT transfers. Temporary account restoration is insufficient, as it burdens me with 

unaffordable gas fees. It was presented as a potential alternative but is not a viable substitute for full 

asset return. It imposes undue burdens, including substantial gas fees I cannot afford, and it fails to 

resolve the underlying deprivation of property.

13) To protect my due process rights, I respectfully assert that a live hearing is necessary on June 20, 

2025 — not merely as a request, but as a demand grounded in my right to be heard. This is essential to 

ensure I am not again overlooked without full consideration of the record, and to allow me to fully 

present and prove my claims.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 

correct.

Dated this 13th day of June, 2025

 

Russell Rope, Pro Se Plaintiff

/s/ Russell Rope
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RUSSELL ROPE
ID 1607 POB 1198
Sacramento, CA 95812
310-663-7655
justice@russellrope.com
In Pro Per

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RUSSELL ROPE,

Plaintiff,

v.

COINBASE, INC. & DOES 1-20,

Defendant(s)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: 25STCV16692

RENEWED EX PARTE APPLICATION FOR 

PROPOSED TRO (CH-110); 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 

AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION IN 

SUPPORT; DECLARATION RE NOTICE

Hearing Date: June 20, 2025; 8:30 AM  Dept: 85

Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant

Disclaimer & Notice of Copyright: This renewed application, including its original allegations and 

exhibits, is the work of Plaintiff Russell Rope and is protected by copyright © 2025 Russell Rope. All 

rights reserved. Reproduction or distribution for purposes other than judicial proceedings requires 

express written permission from the copyright holder. 
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ROPE V. COINBASE – RENEWED EX PARTE APPLICATION – PAGE - 2

TO THE COURT AND TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES: 

1) Plaintiff Russell Rope applies ex parte for a TRO to compel Defendant Coinbase, Inc., to transfer 

~4,000 NFTs and cryptocurrency on Ethereum and Polygon blockchains to Plaintiff’s cold wallet 

(0xe56f69BE1F7b5F3f807F0f3a5f89AD79d2bdacff) at their expense and liability, and release 

passkey(s) and passphrase to enable Plaintiff to add the cold wallet as admin and remove the custodial 

wallet from marketplace accounts. 

2) This application is made pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure §527, California Civil Code 

§3422, and related equitable principles. Plaintiff seeks emergency relief due to Coinbase’s imminent 

June 30, 2025, deadline threatening permanent destruction of Plaintiff’s digital assets, including unique 

NFTs, resulting in irreparable harm (Verified Complaint, ¶¶ 43, 51). Additionally, pursuant to Cal. Civ. 

Code §1798.81.5 (CCPA, biometric privacy, from Supplemental Declaration (¶ 7).

RELIEF REQUESTED

3) Plaintiff requests the Court issue a TRO ordering Coinbase, Inc., its agents, employees, and those 

acting in concert, to: 

a) Transfer ~4,000 NFTs and cryptocurrency on Ethereum and Polygon blockchains to Plaintiff’s 

cold wallet (0xe56f69BE1F7b5F3f807F0f3a5f89AD79d2bdacff) at Coinbase’s expense and 

liability (CH-110, ¶ 10(a)).

b) Securely release passkey(s) and passphrase to Plaintiff, preferably in court on June 20, 2025, so 

he can safely add his cold wallet and remove the original admin to marketplace accounts 

(OpenSea, Rarible, Magic Eden) (CH-110, ¶ 10(b)).

c) Cease requiring biometric verification (e.g., 3D selfies) for Plaintiff’s Web3 Wallet or account 

(CH-110, ¶ 10(c)).

d) Refrain from destroying, transferring, or rendering inaccessible Plaintiff’s digital assets until 

transfer is complete (CH-110, ¶ 10(d)).
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ROPE V. COINBASE – RENEWED EX PARTE APPLICATION – PAGE - 3

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. Introduction

4) Plaintiff is an entrepreneur, brand, and NFT creator whose Coinbase Web3 Wallet contains unique 

digital assets, primarily NFT collections (~4,000 NFTs valued at $1M–$100M+, potentially higher, 

Verified Complaint, ¶ 24). These assets are critical to Plaintiff’s business operations on OpenSea, 

Rarible, and Magic Eden (Complaint, ¶ 17). Since April 19, 2025, Coinbase has locked Plaintiff out of 

the Web3 Wallet and Coinbase account, demanding predatory biometric verification (e.g., facial scans, 

3D selfies) not previously required (Complaint, ¶¶ 10, 30; Declaration, ¶¶ 18, 27). Coinbase’s June 30, 

2025 “sunset” notice threatens permanent loss of access and assets, causing irreparable harm 

(Complaint, ¶ 43, 51; Declaration, § 38). 

II. Legal Standard

5) Under Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §527(a), a TRO may issue ex parte to prevent immediate and irreparable 

injury before a hearing. Irreparable harm is established where monetary compensation is inadequate or 

the property is unique (Cal. Civ. Code §3422; Robbins v. Superior Court (1985) 38 Cal.3d 199, 207). 

The court balances hardships, favoring the applicant if harm outweighs defendant’s burden (IT Corp. v. 

County of Imperial (1983) 35 Cal.3d 63, 69–70). Protection of constitutional privacy rights, including 

against coerced biometric data collection, further justifies relief (White v. Davis (1975) 13 Cal.3d 757, 

775; Cal. Civ. Code §1798.81.5). Explanation: Changed Robbins pinpoint to 207 for specific irreparable

harm discussion. 

III. Application 

6) Irreparable Harm: Plaintiff’s Web3 Wallet contains unique NFTs (~4,000, Complaint, ¶ 24), critical 

to business operations. Permanent loss by June 30, 2025, cannot be compensated monetarily 

(Declaration, ¶ 38).
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7) Balance of Hardships: Plaintiff faces loss of livelihood, reputation, and investments, while Coinbase 

faces minimal burden in transferring assets and disclosing passkey/passphrase (Declaration, ¶¶ 34, 39; 

TRO, ¶¶ 2–3). 

8) Biometric Privacy: Coinbase’s biometric demands (e.g., 3D facial scans) exceed reasonable KYC, 

security practices, and privacy rights (Complaint, ¶ 30; Declaration, ¶ 21; Cal. Civ. Code §1798.81.5). 

9) Likelihood of Success: Plaintiff’s claims (e.g., Claim and Delivery, Intentional Interference, 

Complaint, ¶¶ 50–65) are supported by evidence, if granted permission, to be filed under seal, such as 

but not limited to support chat transcripts, true identities pending discovery, and business practices of 

Coinbase’s and DOES 1–20’s malice and non-responsiveness (Declaration, ¶¶ 28–31, 37; Complaint, ¶¶ 

19, 27, 31).

10) Without a TRO, Plaintiff’s NFTs and business face permanent loss by June 30, 2025, due to 

Coinbase’s predatory actions.

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION IN SUPPORT

11) [Incorporated by reference: Supplemental Declaration of Russell Rope, filed concurrently, detailing 

lockout since April 19, 2025, predatory biometric demands, NFT value, and June 30, 2025, urgency 

(Supplemental Declaration, ¶¶ 5, 6, 12).] 

DECLARATION RE: NOTICE

I, Russell Rope, declare: 

12)  I am the Plaintiff in this action.

13)  This is an ex parte request due to imminent and irreparable harm—Coinbase’s policy threatens asset

loss by June 30, 2025 (Verified Complaint, ¶ 43; Declaration, ¶ 38). 

14)  I attempted to provide notice of this and the original application to Defendant. On June 10, 2025, I 

served via Priority Express mail (USPS tracking #ER195326498US delivered June 12, 2025) to CSC, 

emailed Coinbase, uploaded documents to their portal, and posted public notice. On June 13, 2025, I 
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served this application via Certified Mail to CSC (Supplemental Declaration, ¶ 3). Defendant failed to 

respond to my formal cease-and-desist letter sent May 14, 2025, and subsequent communications 

(Verified Complaint, ¶ 13; Declaration, ¶ 28). Further delay risks irreversible loss of digital assets by 

June 30, 2025, and emergency relief is necessary to prevent injustice (Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 3.1204).

15) I posted public notices and attempted to resolve the matter through Coinbase support channels (case

#23176995, April 19, 2025) and legal demand, to no avail (Declaration, ¶¶ 19, 28).

16) I request a notice waiver due to Coinbase’s non-responsiveness and the urgent June 30 deadline

(CRC 3.1204).”

This renewed application is supported by the following documents, which are attached hereto and 

incorporated by reference: 

a) Supplemental Declaration of Russell Rope (June 13, 2025), clarifying the record regarding notice,

account verification, and irreparable harm; b) Declaration of Due Diligence (June 10, 2025),

documenting multiple methods of notice and good faith service efforts; c) Proof of Service by Mail

(June, 10, 2025), confirming service on Defendant’s registered agent via USPS Priority Express Mail; d)

Exhibits originally submitted with Plaintiff’s initial TRO filing;e) New and completed form CH-110, for

TRO; f) New and completed form SER-001, for Sheriff service.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 

correct.

Dated this 13th day of June, 2025

 Russell Rope, Plaintiff In Pro Per

/s/ Russell Rope
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[Proposed] Temporary Restraining Order
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RUSSELL ROPE
ID 1607 POB 1198
Sacramento, CA 95812
310-663-7655
justice@russellrope.com
In Pro Per

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RUSSELL ROPE,

Plaintiff,

v.

COINBASE, INC. & DOES 1-20,

Defendant(s)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: 25STCV16692

[PROPOSED]

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

[PROPOSED] TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

This matter came before the Court on Plaintiff’s Renewed Ex Parte Application for Temporary 

Restraining Order against Defendant COINBASE, INC., filed concurrently with the Verified 

Complaint and Declaration of Russell Rope.
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Having reviewed Plaintiff’s Verified Complaint, filed previously, Declarations, and supporting 

documents, and good cause appearing due to Coinbase’s predatory lockout since April 19, 2025, and 

imminent threat of permanent asset loss by June 30, 2025 (Verified Complaint ¶¶ 43, 51):

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1) Defendant COINBASE, INC., its agents, employees, and those acting in concert, shall: a)

Transfer ~4,000 NFTs and cryptocurrency on Ethereum and Polygon blockchains to Plaintiff’s

cold wallet (0xe56f69BE1F7b5F3f807F0f3a5f89AD79d2bdacff) at Defendant’s expense and

liability; b) Securely release passkey(s) and passphrase in court on June 20, 2025, to enable

Plaintiff to add cold wallet as admin and remove custodial wallet from marketplace accounts

(OpenSea, Rarible, Magic Eden); c) Cease requiring biometric verification (e.g., 3D selfies) for

Plaintiff’s Web3 wallet or account; d) Refrain from destroying, transferring, or rendering

inaccessible Plaintiff’s digital assets until transfer is complete.

2) Impose no gas fees on Plaintiff for NFT transfers.

3) This Order remains in effect until the hearing on June 20, 2025, 8:30 AM, Dept. 85, or further

order.

4) Pursuant to Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §995.240, bond is waived due to Plaintiff’s approved in forma

pauperis status (Case No. 25STCV16692).

5) This Order shall be served on Defendant via Sheriff by June 25, 2025, with fees waived per

Plaintiff’s in forma pauperis status, at Corporation Service Company, 2710 Gateway Oaks Drive,

Suite 150N, Sacramento, CA 95833.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated this _______ day of June, 2025

 Judge of The Superior Court
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EXHIBIT F

Minute Order – Judge Goorvitch Denial

Issued 6-18-2025
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Department 82

25STCV16692 June 18, 2025
RUSSELL ROPE vs COINBASE, INC. 10:45 AM

Judge: Honorable Stephen I. Goorvitch CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: R. Mendoza ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 1 of 2

APPEARANCES:

For Plaintiff(s): No Appearances

For Defendant(s):  No Appearances

 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: Court Order: Order on Ex Parte Application

The matter is not called for hearing.

The matter is held in Department 82 as Department 85 is dark the date of the scheduled Ex Parte 
Application.

The court in chambers reviews the ex parte application and rules as follows:

Plaintiff Russell Rope (“Plaintiff”), a self-represented party, filed this action against Coinbase, 
Inc. (“Coinbase” or “Defendant”) for “wrongfully withholding access to Plaintiff’s Web3 Wallet 
containing potentially priceless Digital Assets valued at $2 million to hundreds of millions, with 
intend to cause injury.” Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that “Defendants are attempting to coerce 
Biometic Verification without consent.” 

On June 10, 2025, Plaintiff filed an ex parte application for a temporary restraining order 
enjoining Coinbase from destroying/deleting/transferring his account and from denying him 
access to his account. Plaintiff also sought a TRO preventing Coinbase from requiring/imposing 
biometric verification. The court (Chalfant, J.) denied the ex parte application because: (1) 
Plaintiff did not provide notice to Defendant; (2) Plaintiff did not adequately explain his 
business, Defendant’s business, or the purported deadline; (3) Plaintiff cited no legal authority 
why Defendant has no right to change its access requirements; and (4) Plaintiff did not explain 
why he cannot “take his business elsewhere.” (See Court’s Minute Order, dated June 11, 2025.) 

On June 13, 2025, Plaintiff filed a “renewed” ex parte application for a TRO. Because 
Department 85 is dark this week, this matter was reassigned to Department 82. The court rules 
on this ex parte application in chambers, without a hearing, per Code of Civil Procedure section 
166(a)(1). 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

Central District, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Department 82

25STCV16692 June 18, 2025
RUSSELL ROPE vs COINBASE, INC. 10:45 AM

Judge: Honorable Stephen I. Goorvitch CSR: None
Judicial Assistant: R. Mendoza ERM: None
Courtroom Assistant: None Deputy Sheriff: None

Minute Order Page 2 of 2

Plaintiff now seeks a TRO for the same relief, as well as an order requiring Coinbase to transfer 
his cryptocurrency and release his passkey(s), preferably in court. The court need not determine 
whether this ex parte application is governed Code of Civil Procedure section 1008 and must be 
heard in Department 85. Reaching the merits, Plaintiff argues that requiring “biometrics” after 
his identity has been verified violates California Civil Code section 1798.81.5, because it is 
unreasonable. Plaintiff does not demonstrate a sufficient likelihood of success on the merits in 
pursuing this argument, which is a requirement to obtain a TRO. The court need not reach the 
issue of irreparable harm.

Based upon the foregoing, Plaintiff’s ex parte application is denied. The court’s clerk shall serve 
this order upon Plaintiff. Plaintiff shall provide notice and file proof of service with the court. 

The Renewed Ex Parte Application for Proposed TRO (CH-110) filed by Russell Rope on 
06/13/2025 is Denied. 

On the Court's own motion, the Hearing on Ex Parte Application for Proposed TRO (CH-110) 
scheduled for 06/20/2025 is advanced to this date and vacated. 

Certificate of Service is attached.

App. 66



Russell Rope  
Petitioner In Pro Per  
ID 1607 POB 1198
Sacramento, CA 95812
justice@russellrope.com  
(310) 663-7655 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT

RUSSELL ROPE,
Petitioner, 

vs. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, &

THE HONORABLE STEPHEN I. GOORVITCH,
Respondents,

COINBASE, INC.,
Real Party in Interest.

Case No. _________________
Superior Court Case No. 25STCV16692

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
In Support of Emergency Petition

Filed by: Russell Rope, In Pro Per
Date: June 20, 2025

The undersigned certifies that this petition complies with the requirements of California Rules of Court,
Rule 8.204(c)(1).

The petition contains 1,157 words, as counted by the software used to generate this document.

Respectfully submitted,                                         
Dated: June 20, 2025 
/s/ Russell Rope         
Peititioner In Pro Per

justice@russellrope.com



Russell Rope  
Petitioner In Pro Per  
ID 1607 POB 1198
Sacramento, CA 95812
justice@russellrope.com  
(310) 663-7655 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT

RUSSELL ROPE,
Petitioner, 

vs. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, &

THE HONORABLE STEPHEN I. GOORVITCH,
Respondents,

COINBASE, INC.,
Real Party in Interest.

Case No. _________________
Superior Court Case No. 25STCV16692

CERTIFICATE OF INTERESTED
ENTITIES OR PERSONS

In Support of Emergency Petition

Filed by: Russell Rope, In Pro Per
Date: June 20, 2025

Pursuant to Rule 8.208 of the California Rules of Court, Petitioner Russell Rope certifies that:
No entities or persons have an ownership interest in the outcome of this case that must be disclosed 
under Rule 8.208.

Respectfully submitted,                                         
Dated: June 20, 2025 
/s/ Russell Rope         
Peititioner In Pro Per

justice@russellrope.com
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