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Dear City Council members:

My family owns the shopping center at Atlantic and Garvey (795 W. Garvey Avenue)'

except foithe 99 Ranch Market and its parking area. We have had a lot of trouble getting the

City;s building-related departments to finalize plans and permits we need to complete the work

theie so that the 7 Leaves Caf6 can open. Over the past two years, City staff people have lost

documents we had already submitted, made us submit the same things bunches of times, and

given our contractors completely contrary instructions'

In April 2024,we all met at City Hall with the City's lawyer Mr. Campen and the City's

staff involvjd in th" 7 Leaves Caf6 construction project. Your official, Dennis Tarango, clearly

told us to work directly with the City's environmental consultant. I have it recorded on my

phone. When I did that, I got a hostile email fromZiadMazboudi from your Engineering
-clepartment 

telling me not to do what Mr. Tarango had directed us to do' Then your lawyers

,.nt u letter to -y lu*y"r saying I am not allowed to communicate with City staff directly about

my own property. Then your lawyer filed a motion in court saying that because I worked with

thl company that Tarango told me to work with, I was somehow acting as a general contractor'

It's been really frustrating.

One of the reasons that there were some work holdups on the project earlier this year was

because our earlier general contractor, Lactaeon Joven ofJoven's Engineering, abandoned our

project without telliirg us. His office staff said he was on another project up north, but he

completely stopped answering our calls or emails. I think he left because he didn't want to get

mixed up in the City's lawsuit against us about this construction project. If it really was other

work, oivisiting family overseas as they also told us, I think he would have gotten back to us.

If I were a contractor, I wouldn't want to get involved either.

Luckily our architect knew a really good general contractor named Thomas Vong, of
Solidway Construction. I met with Mr. Vong as soon as I could arrange it and we hired him.

We met with your staff people at City Hall in May of this year. Mr. Vong has been overseeing

theT Leaves bafe project ever since. We have been urging your City staff people to work with

Mr. Vong directly and to go to him with all their questions'

I was looking through the City website and I was surprised to see there was a "special"

City Council meeting aboui our property on August2},2025. I found out that the City adopted

a resolution stating that it would hold a public hearing in order to declare our 795 W. Garvey

property to be a "public nuisance" and that the City plans to subpoena my family's bank records

and financial information, and to depose Mr. Vong as well as our other contractors,

subcontractors ancl suppliers, and my family members, including my sister who lives in Virginia.

Looks like the next day, the City dismissed its court lawsuit against us, but is now bringing its

subpoenas, etc. through non-court, City proceedings. This is incredibly harassing, not just to my

broiher Howard and me, but to all of our really good contractors, suppliers, and other

professionals involved in the project. It makes no sense to harass and alienate the people who

are getting the project done.
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Our project is a fenced-off active construction site. We are working on the underground

sewer conneitions. Obviously, no plumbing has been installed yet because of the ongoing

underground work. But on July 9, we got a citation for "inadequate plumbing." This makes

absolutely no sense to me. Even though there is large-scale excavation going on and we went

through all the permitting, this July citation says we're "allowing" the 7 Leaves project "to

,.-uir in a state of partial construction." Please look at my July 23,2025 Second Supplemental

Declaration attached to this letter.

On September 4,I learned that tire City Council will hold a public special hearing

on Septemb er 77,2025 to determine if our property is a "public nuisanse." First, my

understanding is that this nuisance action will be presented before the "hearing officer" - namely

the City Council - by the City's own law firm, Burke, Williams & Sorensen. But the City

Council also authorized the 2024lawsuit against my family in Glendale Superior Court that has

been going on for over a year and a half.

I don't see how it's possible for the City Council to serve as a fair and impartial hearing

officer because, by authorizing the City Attorney to file and litigate the 2024lawsuit, it has

already decided that my family and I are liable under the ordinances on which your attorneys

based that lawsuit. Also, I do not understand how the upcoming hearing can be impartial or

legitimate when the City is paying law firm Burke, Williams & Sorensen to argue to City

Council that the 7 Leaves project is a public nuisance, and in factthat same law firm convinced

City Council to sue us in the first place. There does not seem to be an impartial source of
information for the City Council at the hearing, but only attorneys who are being paid to argue

thal apublic nuisance exists.

I learned on September 4,2025 thatthe City Attorney is forcing our general contractor

Mr. Vong to spend at least half a day in a deposition, starting at 10:30 in the morning on

September 77, the same day as the upcoming special hearing. The lawyer's letter to Mr. Vong

says that neither I nor anyone from my family is allowed to be there. I then found out from Mr.

Vong that the City Attorney has been calling him directly without telling me or my attorneys. I

u-.on."rned that Mr. Carnpen is trying to get Mr. Vong to say bad things about us. If the

deposition is at i0:30 in the morning of September I'r., and goes for even just a couple of hours'

there's no way to get a transcript done in time for the City's 6:30 hearing. Since your lawyers

say I can't be:at the deposition, I don't even know if they'll let me look at a transcript of Mr'

Vong's deposition, even when it's ready.

So at the public nuisance hearing on September 17, there will be no way for me or the

City Council to know what Mr. Vong actually said, except whatever your lawyer says he said. I
don't think you can do that in court so I don't think it's OK to do it here. If that's what the

lawyers are going to do, why do they even need a court reporter? I think it's extremely

prejudicial to me and my'family and that it will prevent City Council from serving as a fair and

impartial hearing officer.

We have been trying to get the 7 Leaves Cafe up and running as soon as possible' I'm
giving you Declarations attached to this letter with photos, emails and other exhibits that I signed
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under penalty of perjury in the Court case so that you, get a full and accurate understanding of

what's going on.

I just looked at the staff report for the hearing that came out Friday (September 12,2025)

and it's jlst a page long. Late Sunday (September 14,2025) night, at around 10:30 pm I got an

email from Camp"n ruyittg that the City was going to call a bunch of witnesses. It looks like at

the Wednesday hearing lSeptember 17,2025),your lawyers will present a whole bunch of stuff

we weren't even able to look at. Unless I have a chance beforehand to see the evidence your

lawyers want you to look at, I think its really unfair. How come Mr. Campen only sent me this at

l0:j0 on a Sunday night and not to my lawyer? If the City really wants to hold afait, impartial

hearing like it's supposed to, and if City Council really wants to get a full understanding, then

my famity and I need time to look at and respond to whatever evidence the City's lawyers have

been gathering and whatever claims they seem to have been planning for months.

From what I saw in Mr. Campen's staff reporls since April, it looks like he could have

had a public hearing in front of City Council to begin with. Instead, he filed areally expensive

lawsuit to get a receivership and to make us meet arbitrary completion dates that he knew were

impossible to meet. The court threw out the receivership case because the law that Mr' Campen

.rr.d did.r't even apply. After that, Mr. Campen dismissed the court case. If this City Council

hearing idea is betier, why didn't he do it in the first place? The lawsuit served no purpose

.*..pito make the City and my family spend a lot of time, effort, and money for nothing' The

lawsuit, which the City abandoned after over ayear and a half, cost my family a huge amount of
money and we will need to get it back.

I was born and raised and went to school in Monterey Park. So did my sister and

brothers. My parents built the family business here, starting before I was born. My brother

Howard and f really like Monterey Park because it's like home. I hope that City Council will

take a long look at what the City lawyers have done in this case and demand their money back.

I am submitting the following evidence, set out below, which I expect each member of
the City Council, acting as "hearing officer," to fully and fairly consider before coming to a

decision at Wednesday's hearing. I want it all included in the Administrative Record. I

understand that you will be acting like judges. So I'm asking you to go through what I sent you

carefully. A good start will be Exhibits 2,5,I1,12,13,16,19,20 and22. All of them except

no. 5 are by me. Number 5 is by Chris Lindsay, whose company Santa Fe Water Systems

designed the ulderground storage tank. I don't think you have seen any of these. So I'm asking

yorrio please go thiough them carefully over the next couple of days. These are all declarations

under penalty tf perjury that were filed in the City's lawsuit. They just tell what's been

happening. I will be attending that September 17 hearing and will be happy to stay as long as it

talies to 
"nrrrr" 

that each member of City Council fully understands the issues and the evidence.

This will help each member of City Council fulfill its role as an informed and impartial hearing

officer. We'ie having evidence binders delivered for you at City Hall for your convenience.

Respectfully yours,
Edward M. Chan

-J-



Evidence submitted with this letter:

Filed in court on 0ll3l/2025:

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION

DECLARATION OF EDWARD M. CHAN RE, STATUS OF 795 W. GARVEY

AND IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF

PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION; EXHIBITS

DECLARATION OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS IN OPPOSITION TO

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION;

EXHIBITS

DECLARATION OF GANG EXPERT MARTIN FLORES RE CONDITIONS

OF REAL PROPERTY AT 795 W. GARVEY AND RELEVANT
NEIGHBORING LOTS ; EXHIBITS

DECI.ARATION OF CHRIS LINDSEY, P.E. RE OPPOSITION TO

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

6. DECLARATION OF WILLIAM LAU

7. DECLARATION OF KRISTION GRBAVAC

Filed in court on 0812912024:

8. The City's Second Amended Responses to Defendants' First Set of Special

Interrogatories

Filed in court on 0110212025:

g. The City's Supplemental and Amended Responses to Defendants' Second Set of
Special Interrogatories

Filed in court on05/1212025:

10. Opposition of Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust, to

Motion for Preliminary Injunction

11. Supplemental Declaration of Edward M. Chan re Status of 795' W. Garvey, and

Exhibits

I

2.

J

4

5
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12

13

Supplemental Declaration of Andrew O. Krastins in Support of Defendants'

Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Issuance of Preliminary Injunction.

Declaration of Tar Khong ("Thomas")

Defendants' Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings and for Order Declaring

Movants to be Prevailing Parties

Filed in court on05/16/2025:

15. Defendants' Reply to the City's Opposition to Motion for Judgment on the

Pleadings and for Order Declaring Movants to be Prevailing Parties

Filed in court on05/20/2025:

16. Second Supplemental Declaration of Edward M. Chan re Status of 795 WE

Garvey ProPertY; Exhibits

Filed in court on 05123/20252

Transcript of May 23,2025 hearing on Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings and

Motion for Issuance of Preliminary Injunction

14

t7

Filed in court on 06113/2025:

18. Court's Minute Order

Filed in court on07/23/2025:

t9 Second Supplemental Declaration of Defendant Edward M. Chan re Status of 795

W. Garvey for July 24,2025 Case Management Conference; Exhibits

Filed in court on07/18/2025:

20 Supplemental Declaration of Defendant Edward M. Chan Re Status of Subject

Property 795 W. Garvey for July 24,2025 Case Management Conference;

Exhibits

Filed in court on08107/20252

21. Defendants' Motion for Protective Order

22. Declaration of Edward M. Chan in Support of Defendants' Motion for Protective

Order
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants.

E I ect ro nic_a I lV .f t l-f-O by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
Ll3Ll2025 5:22 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Coutt,
By E, Madrid, Deputy Clerk

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR
ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY
INJT]NCTION

[filed concurrently with Request for Judicial
Notice; Evidentiary Objections; Proposed
Order re Evidentiary Objections;
Declarations of Edward M. Chan, Andrew
O. Krastins, Kristion Grbavaco Chris
Lindsey, Martin Flores, and William Lau;
exhibitsl

Dates: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Case No. 24NNCV00087

v

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set

Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

(collectively "the Defendants") hereby respectfully offer their opposition to the Plaintiff s Motion

for Issuance of Preliminary Injunction.
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MEMORANDUM OF PO AND AIITHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiffs' Motion is wholly without evidentiary support and ought never to have been

filed. Plaintiffs seek to prohibit acts which have never occurred, demand that Defendants

immediately obtain a general contractor when they admit in their own pleadings that Defendants

already have a general contractor with whom the City has been communicating directly. Plaintiffs

cite neither authority, evidence nor logic to justiff the arbitrary compliance dates they have

included in their proposed order. These afhrmative actions demanded in the mandatory portion of

the injunction that Plaintiffs seek requires Defendants to ensure the occurrence of events over

which they have no control. Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief against indispensable parties who

have yet to be served, or by stipulation with Plaintiffs, parties who will not file their responsive

pleadings until after Plaintiffs' Motion is decided. The Court cannot adjudicate the rights of

parties not before it. Plaintiffs know this but filed their Motion anyway. Plaintiffs' Motion is

vexatious, wholly without merit and should be denied.

il. FACTS

A. Disparate enforcement without rational basis.

Defendants own a partial interest in the shopping center at the northeast corner of Atlantic

Boulevard and Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park ("Chan Shopping Center"). Robert and Elaine

Chan [both now deceased] emigrated to the U.S. in the late 1950s and purchased the shopping center

in the early 1970s. Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard M. Chan and Man-Fei Chan Gold are the

elder Chans' sons and daughter, respectively. Patricia Yu Chan is Edward M. Chan's wife.

Raymond Chan and Cindy Chan are the elder Chans' other son and his spouse. (Declaration of

Edward M. Chan ("Chan Decl.") Hl2-3).

The Chan Shopping Center consists of legacy small businesses largely catering to the

Chinese immigrant and Chinese-American community. Also on the property is a 99 Ranch Market

and its parking area which are under different ownership. On the Atlantic/Garvey corner of the
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Chan Shopping Center is the site of the soon-to-open 7 Leaves Cafe ("Subject Propertyo'), also

owned by the Chans. The Subject Property is in the final stages of construction. In order to complete

the building, the Chans need to first obtain the City's final approval of a sewer system and a large

underground tank which must be custom ordered from the manufacturer. (Chan Decl. lfJf 4,19-24,

36-38, 41,77; Declaration of Chris Lindsey ("Lindsey Decl.") llll2-3,6-9; Declaration of Andrew

O. Krastins ("Krastins Decl.") Tfll9-11).

The Subject Property is located on a well-lighted, busily traveled intersection and is visible

from the street in its entirety. It is enclosed by a secure chain-link fence with a locked gate to prevent

trespassers. As additional security measures, the Chans installed security cameras that are obviously

visible to passersby, as well as numerous "under surveillance," o'private property", and o'no

trespassing" signs. The Property is not defaced by graffiti, nor does it exhibit any of the code

violations claimed by the City, such as litter. fChan Decl, Jflf I4-I5, 17,22-24,49,72-73, and Exh.

P; Declaration of Martin Flores ("Flores Decl.") fP n-25 and Exhs. Y-Z;Krastins Decl. 1717 32-36

and Exh. O(2)]. The Property is maintained in a manner to discourage the presence of gang

members, transients and other potential trespassers. There are no conditions at the Property that

would render it an attractive nuisance. (Flores Decl. lflf 32-34)

Directly to the north of the Chan Property, at220 N. Atlantic Blvd. ("220 N. Atlantic"), is a

large lot of about 80,000 square feet that has been vacant for more than 15 years. fChan Decl. lflf 7-

9, Flores Decl. fflf 10-11, 26, andExhs. R-Tl. The lot is ownedby 220 Hotel Atlantic, LLC and was

to be the site of a long-ago proposed hotel. lld.l Ever since the proposed hotel project failed, the

lot has been derelict, defaced by graffiti, covered with weeds, with cracked pavement, litter, rogue

trees which matured during years of neglect, and litter along the inside and outside perimeters of the

lot. [Chan Decl., supra; Flores Decl. ff]f 14-15; Krastins Decl.ll22.1

In April 2021, at the City's express urging, GRBCON, a private company, leased 220 N.

Atlantic for use as a storage yard in connection with a City sewer project. fDeclaration of Kristion

Grbavac ("Grbavac Decl.") JlJl3- 8; Flores Decl. lflf 10-13 and Exhs. U-Vl. GRBCON entered into

an opened-ended lease with the property owner to use the lot as a storage yard. The City imposed

no safety, maintenance or other requirements in connection with GRBCON's use of the property.

6
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GRBON stored unattended heavy construction equipment and high stacks of sewer piping and other

supplies on the lot, despite Municipal Code provisions precluding such uses. Edl GRBCON

completed its project in September 2023 and no longer needed the lot in connection with the City's

project. The City nonetheless permitted GRBCON to continue using the lot as a storage yard in

direct violation the City's Municipal Code, indefinitely. GRBCON retrieved its equipment and most

but not all of its sewer pipes more than a yearlater, in September or October 2024, of its own accord

and not at the City's urging. (Grbavac Decl. lflf 9-13; Flores Decl. ]fTf 14-19).

In April 2024, Edward Chan took photographs of 220 N. Atlantic. After the August 21,

2024 exparte hearing granting Plaintiffs leave to amend, Defendants' counsel Krastins personally

inspected 220 N. Atlantic and took additional photographs. These photographs depict conditions of

indisputable and obvious blight, posing areal and obvious danger to the public. Large holes in the

fencing on both sides at the rear of the lot permit easy access to the unattended equipment and sewer

pipes. [Flores Decl. lflf 14-19 and Exhs. R-T; Krastins Decl. ll22; Chan Decl. lfJf 7-9].

Martin Flores, Defendants' gang expert on the issue of attractive nuisance and property

issues, personally inspected 220 N. Atlantic, the two large,long-vacant lots directly and diagonally

across Garvey from the Subject Property, and a lot on Garfield Boulevard around the comer from

City Hall. Flores concluded that the conditions the City affirmatively encouraged and still implicitly

allows to continue at these lots constitute a genuine attractive nuisance and a real danger to at-risk

youth by creating open invitations to criminality. The stacks of pipes abutting large holes that were

cut in the fences provide a multitude of places to hide drugs, weapons, and other contraband; the

unsecured, unattended heavy equipment are open invitations to thieves and vandals. They also are

a temptation to passing schoolchildren in search of adventure who may wish to clamber about on

the giant Tonka toys or play hide and seek in the stacks of pipes, only to become lodged or otherwise

injured. [Flores Decl. lflf 2-9,14-22,27-31, and Exhs. Q and W; Chan Decl. lflf 5-6].

Even cursory review ofthese photographs reveals, in abundance, violations ofthe same Code

provisions alleged against the Chans and many more. Monterey Park Municipal Code $ 4.30.050

declares various conditions to be public nuisances. Among the relevant provisions of the MPMC

section are (g) (graffiti); (h) fencing that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or ahazard; (j) overgrown,
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dead, diseased or hazardous trees, weeds, vegetation or debris; (l) accumulation of dirt, litter, trash

etc.; (m) presence of lumber, building materials, rubble, broken asphalt, neglected machinery, junk,

vegetation, salvage materials; (n) deteriorated parking lots with potholes and cracks; (o) abandoned,

broken, unused, neglected or unprotected equipment and machinery, accumulated junk;

(accumulation of debris, rubbish etc.; and (gg) graffiti. Section 4.30.030 and its subsections pertain

to vacant lots. Subsection (c)(1) sets a mandatory five-foot landscaped perimeter adjacent to all

public rights of way; (cX4) sets mandatory inigations system and landscaping; and (cX5) prohibits

litter, weeds, graffiti, debris, and the stoclrpiling of any material at all times.

In the spring of 2023,while the City-sponsored blight at220 N. Atlantic was at its worst, the

City paid no heed. lnstead, the City issued daily citations to the Chans for minor code infractions,

which they then used as a basis for the present lawsuit. These total approximately thirfy, with fines

of some $80,000. Records received from the City through record requests and discovery show that

from 2019 through the filing of the City's First Amended Complaint (FAC), the City issued no

notices of violation, citations, or any other enforcement documents to the owners of 220 N. Atlantic.

The City affirmatively encouraged a favored neighboring property owner and private contractor to

violate the same code provision as are the basis of Plaintiffs' lawsuit against the Chans. (Chan Decl.

TfTf 10-12, 49,12-73 and Exhs. A-B; Krastins Decl. lll? 23-24 and 30-35).

The City-sponsored blight conditions at220 N. Atlantic indicate that (1) the City does not

consider those conditions to be objectionable and therefore cannot claim in good faith that the

Chans' property is any sort of danger to the public, or (2) it is permitting favored parties to violate

the code provisions invoked against the Chans.

B. City-caused delays and contradictory instructions prevent timely completion of the

7 Leaves Project.

Progress on the 7 Leaves project was delayed by the shutdowns caused by the Covid

epidemic and the widespread subsequent labor shortages in the construction industry. Progress also

was halted by record rains in 2023 and2024. [Chan Decl. fflf 19-24,30, 50, 58].

The 7 Leaves project is in the final stages of construction. Since early 2024, the only

remaining difficulties were caused by mutual error in determining the elevation of the City's sewer
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pipe. The effor was not detected by the City's plan checkers. Because the City's sewer pipe was

substantially higher, the Chans' engineers had to redesign the connection, requiring design and

installation of a pump system. The other difficulty was the LID underground tank required by state

and local environmental provisions. City officials, including Dennis Tarango, readily acknowledged

the complex difficulties posed by the LID underground storage tank. [Chan Decl. fflf 15,21-24,38,

41,50; Lindsey Decl. lflf 2-3 and6-91.

The Chans' contractors devised a far more efficient and economical design for the LID tank.

The tank and sewer permits are in the final stages of approval. The Chans requested a renewal of

their building permit. Under the terms of its agreement with 7 Leaves, the Chans are to provide 7

Leaves with a "shell," which 7 Leaves will subdivide and complete in accordance with its business

needs. The same is true of the additional commercial spaces. [Chan Decl. lfff 15-16,37,57,59, and

Exh. F(2)).

Before the building interior can be completed, the Chans must install the electrical system.

However, the electrical system cannot be installed until the underground tank and sewer portions of

the project are complete. This is because installation of the electrical system requires underground

cables - work which cannot be performed until the deeper excavations needed for the LID tank have

been filled in. Attempts to install the LID tank after the electrical system has been installed would

destroy Southern California Edison's underground cables. [Chan Decl. ffff 15,22-23,77).

Further, the LID must be custom-ordered from the manufacturer through the Chans' vendor.

The Chans cannot order the tank until they receive final approval from the City. Should the Chans

order the tank before the City's final approval, and the City does not approve the plans, the Chans

would be stuck with a large, expensive, useless item. Whether any of the plans the Chans'

contractors submitted will be approved, and the timing of that approval, are entirely within control

of the City. Similarly, the Chans have no control over the speed with which their custom order for

the storage tank will be filled, or when the tank can be delivered. fChan Decl. fflf 24,]61.

The Chans have always used respected licensed professionals to perform work on the 7

Leaves project. The Chans' general contractor, architect, engineers and other professionals have

been working directly with the City to bring the 7 Leaves project to completion as quickly and

9
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efficiently as possible. The key contractors for the 7 Leaves project are:

A. Joven Construction Services, Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven") has

been the licensed general contractor for the project since November of 2023.

B. Patrick Chiu & Associates is the project architect.

C. Cal Land Engineering ("Cal Land") is the contractor for complex issues relating to the

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations.

D. Perfect Design & Engineering is a licensed mechanical engineering firm.

E. Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS) is a water treatment system company.

[Chan Decl. ffff 13,29; Lindsey Decl. lf 10].

In late 2023, the Chans learned that the license of their then-general contractor had lapsed

and concluded that this contractor was not timely dealing with the sewer pipe issues. The Chans

terminated that general contractor and retained Joven. When Edward Chan attempted to formally

advise the City that the Chans had retained a new general contractor, numerous City staff advised

him that the Chan were prohibited from naming a new general contractor unless they first obtained

written permission from the general contractor they had dismissed. This caused weeks of circular,

futile communications with various staff who gave contradictory information. (Chan Decl. lf 30).

In November 2023, the Cify notified the Chans that the City wished to meet to discuss the 7

Leaves Project. Edward Chan advised them that his counsel was unavailable on the indicated date

and asked to reschedule. Instead of rescheduling, the City attorney wrote to the Chans that they

were not to communicate directly with City staff regarding the 7 Leaves Project, set out a series of

arbitrary, impossible compliance deadlines, and threatened to sue. Defendants' counsel tried to

contact City attomey Campen numerous times to schedule a meeting to resolve outstanding issues.

Counsel did not receive a response until he contacted Mayor Thomas Wong and attorney Campen's

superior. (Krastins Decl. fflf 4-8; Chan Decl.at llTl 42,46, and Exhs. C and E).

During the March 18,2024 meeting between Edward Chan, Howard Chan, Building official

Dennis Tarango, code enforcement officer Rey Lozano, other City staff and counsel for the parties,

the Chans explained in detail the obstacles to completion, namely the sewer issue and LID issues.

Tarango agreed these are indeed legitimate technical difficulties and that the deadlines set in the

10
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Dec.23,2023leIter are not feasible. Tarango and counsel Campen pledged to provide the Chans

with a revised compliance schedule. They never did so. Instead, Plaintiff filed the FAC falsely

representing that the old dates are viable. At the meeting, Tarango advised the Chans to deal directly

with the City's own contractor, then the City called this acting as "unlicensed general contractors".

Detailed accounts ofthe Chans' efforts to resolve City concerns and the City's dilatory and bad faith

actions are set out in detail in the Chan, Krastins, and Lau Declarations. (Krastins Decl. lfJf 9-21;

Chan Decl.l?l? 47-76 and Exhs. C, D, F(1), F(2), and G to M; Declaration of William Lau).

The Chans' general contractor, architects, engineers, water treatment experts, and other

professionals have been diligently dealing directly with the City. The declarations make clear that

the Chans never acted as general contractors and are not doing so now. The Chan Declaration also

relates the difficulties their professionals encountered in shepherding plans through the City's

planning bureaucracy, which now includes a handful of onsite City staff and offsite private

contractors employed by Transtech, a private company that provides plan check services to public

entities. The Chan Declaration makes clear that City staffrequired multiple submissions of the same

plans, claiming erroneously that they did not receive them, and contrary instructions to Edward

Chan about who to contact and who not to contact. (Krastins Decl. ffff 3, 9-21; Chan Decl. TlJl 18,

24-29,31-35,39-41, 43-76, and Exhs. C, D, F(1), F(2), G-N, and O(1); Lindsey Decl. ffff 4-5).

C. Plaintiffs' Responses to Discovery

On Oct. 10,2024, Defendants served their Second Set of Special Interrogatories directed to

Plaintiffs. In response to special interrogatories aimed at the initial Complaint, Plaintiffs refused to

answer questions which sought specific information supporting claims in FAC paragraphs quoting

Code provisions. Plaintiffs objected that these were "compound." Because the prior responses were

insufficient, the Second Set ofSpecial Interrogatories parsed each code provision and statute alleged

to have been violated in the FAC - paragraph by paragraph and clause by clause where necessary -
and asked Plaintiffs to describe each alleged violation in detail, from the date of the filing of the

FAC and from the date the interrogatories were served. (Krastins Decl. lf 32).

Plaintiffs responded to almost all these questions by claiming either (1) the code provisions

and statutes had been included merely for 'ocontext," (2) acknowledging there were no responsive

11
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facts but that "discovery is continuing," (3) misconstruing the question and identiffing notices of

violation and citations from 2023 which have long since been remedied, or (4) verbatim recitation

of code provisions with no specific facts. (Krastins Decl. lf 33 and Exh. O(2)

More than 30 of Plaintiffs' responses state: "The fact various MPMC sections and their

subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation

of that section or each of its subsections. . . . Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does

not allege, that Defendants violated MPMC section [specified code section]" or some variant

thereof. If Plaintiffs didn't really mean it, they shouldn't have pled it. These responses demonstrate

that Plaintiffs' lawsuit is inherently vexatious, forcing Defendants to defend against non-existent

wrongs. (Krastins Decl. lf 34 andExh. O(2).

D. Plaintiff City's Motion.

On Jan. 8,2025, Plaintiff City filed the instant Motion for Preliminary Injunction, directed

to all Defendants. As of Jan. 3l,2025,the only Defendants who have filed responsive pleadings are

Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Man Fei Chan Gold, and Patricia Yu Chan. On Jan. 25,2025,

Plaintiff filed Doe Amendments adding Raymond Man-Shu Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family

Living Trust, and Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust. Edward M. Chan

as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust has not been served. According to the Stipulation

Raymond Chan filed with the Court, Plaintiff has not served Raymond Chan in his capacity as

trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust. (Krastins Decl. lf 29; court file).

At the Nov. 18, 2024 C}l4C, Defendants' counsel advised the Court and the City's counsel

that he would be unavailable in January because of a research obligation in Italy. Knowing that

Defendants' counsel was unavailable, and knowingthat numerous parties had not filed responsive

pleadings or even been served, Plaintiffs' counsel on Jan. 8,2025 filed the instant Motion, setting it

for hearing on Feb. 14,2025. (Krastins Decl. fflf 25-28; court file).

The Motion seeks to enjoin the Chans from hiring unlicensed contractors or acting as general

contractors themselves. Plaintiffs' own FAC and Plaintiffs themselves expressly acknowledge that

the Chans retained a general contractor with whom the City has been dealing directly. Plaintiffs

provide no evidence whatsoever that Defendants ever hired unlicensed contractors or served as

t2
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general contractors. The only 'osupport" for their claim consists of vague statements attributed to

unnamed representatives of the Chans'prospective tenant, purportedly made to code enforcement

officer Rey Lozano, and another statement purportedly made to Lozano by the Chans' general

contractor. fl,ozano Decl. flll 20-21.] Because neither statement is a direct quotation and there are

no declarations from the purported declarants, it is impossible to glean their context, meaning, and

intent. They are classic examples of inadmissible hearsay.

Plaintiff City also seeks a mandatory injunction and proposes an order requiring Defendants

to comply with various completion dates which Plaintiffs know are not possible. Paragraph 2 of

Plaintiff s Proposed Order, for example, requires that by Feb. 28, 2025, the Chans inform Plaintiff

and the Court "in writing, of the name, license number and contact information of your construction

management consultant and licensed general contractor" - information the City admits it already

has in its own papers and FAC. The Proposed Order would set completion dates which hinge on

obtaining City approval, or on the manufacturer's and vendor's delivery of specially ordered items.

Thus, Plaintiffs Motion provides no evidence, legal authority, or logic to support the

schedule set in its Proposed Order.

ilI. ARGUMENTS

Plaintifls Motion fails because Defendants have never, and Plaintiff introduced no evidence

establishing that Defendants have ever, employed unlicensed contractors or acted in the capacity of

general contractors themselves. Because Plaintiff does not speciff what it means to "act in the

capacity of a general contractor," its Motion is impermissibly vague. Because it is based on obvious

falsehoods, it is vexatious.

Plaintiff s request for a preliminary mandatory injunction fails because Plaintiff provides no

evidence to justiS the compliance timetable it seeks, and fails to establish a right to the relief sought.

Photographs of conditions at the neighboring properties show that Plaintiff brought its Motion in

bad faith. Plaintiff also knows that indispensable parties have not been served or have not answered.

The City's Motion, therefore, should be denied.

A. The City misconstrues the core Code section it relies upon.

The City's quest for injunctive relief is primarily bottomed on its understanding of MPMC

13
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Section 4.30.050(c), which deems as a nuisance any building "which is partially destroyed,

damaged, abandoned, boarded up, dilapidated, or permitted to remain in a state of partial

construction." Plaintiff contends that because construction of the 7 Leaves Project, although 80%

complete by its own estimate, is in a state of partial construction and therefore Plaintiff is entitled

to injunctive relief. On the contrary,the Chans have not o'permitted" the project to remain in "a state

of partial construction." To the contrary, the Subject Properfy is an active construction site and the

Chans' general contractor and licensed professionals have been working diligently and ceaselessly

to bring the project to completion. Thus, MPMC Section 4.30.050(c) does not apply,

When interpreting a statute, o'a practical interpretation should be applied to the statute,

resulting in 'o'wise policy rather than mischief or absurdify."' (In re Z.R. (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th

1510, 1513 (citing In re Rosalio ^S. 
(1995) 35 Cal.App.4th 775,778.) Courts consider the

consequences that flow from an interpretation of a statute in order to prevent mischief or absurdity

in its application. (Smith v. Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd. (2007) 146 Cal.App.4th 1032,1036-1037

citing Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com. (1987) 43 Cal.3d 1379,1392.)

Section 4.30.050(c) is obviously intended to apply to projects where construction was

abandoned entirely and the project is defunct, not to active construction projects where the property

owners and their contractors are diligently working with City staff. The interpretation the City urges

would render all ongoing development projects to be de facto code violations while buildings are

under construction. This would subject every property owner undertaking a commercial or

residential building project to the City's unwanted attentions.

B. Plaintiffs demand that the Court enjoin Defendants from hiring unlicensed

contractors or acting in the capacity fails for lack of evidence.

Under Movant's own authorities, in order to prevail on the prohibitive portion of the

injunction it seeks, it must "show that the condition exists in order to prove its claim" and o'prove

that the defendant violated the statute establishing the nuisance". (Motion at 8:18-20; 9:9-12).

Movant must also demonstrate a reasonable probability it will prevail at trial. (Motion 7:ll-26

(citing IT Corp. v. County of Imperial (1983) 35 Cal.3d 63)). Plaintiff also points to a "history" of

alleged code violations at the Subject Property and uses these past violations to justifz its demand

t4
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for injunctive relief. lLozano Decl., l:17 -4:18.1 Plaintiff coyly demurs from telling the reader which

of their purported nuisances still exist and which are already abated. As can be seen from Plaintiffls

discovery responses and statements of Plaintiffs own counsel, the supposed'onuisance" conditions

referenced in Plaintiff s "history" have long since been remedied. Plaintiff now claims that the

multitude of code provisions Plaintiff inserted into its FAC were only there for decoration. [Krastins

Decl., fllI 32-35 and cited Exhibits.l

Defendants affirmed that they never acted as general contractors or hired unlicensed

contractors. fChan Decl, i]f!f 33-40.] The City's own declarants aver that they met personally with

the City's licensed general contractor. Plaintiff expressly references the Chans' designated general

contractor in their FAC. Plaintiff provided no evidence that Defendants ever hired an unlicensed

contractor or have themselves acted in the "capacity of a general contractor". Plaintiff did not even

define what such a term means. Plaintiff, therefore, has failed to establish that the alleged nuisance

condition exists or that the remedy sought bears a logical relation to the facts and evidence. Plaintiff

instead relies on two inadmissible anecdotes from code enforcement officer Lozano, who

paraphrases statements he claims were made to him by Defendants' general contractor and by an

unnamed representative of 7 Leaves, Defendants' tenant. Lozano's declaration only establishes that

City staff attempted to extract damaging statements from Defendants' general contractor and tenant

in an apparent attempt to create some sort of breach.

This is consistent with the inexplicable, harassing behavior of Monterey Park Economic

Development Manager Joseph Torres. In October of 2024, Torres summoned William Lau,

President of East Asia Bank, one of the Chans' tenants and an institution in which the Chans hold

an interest, to a "lunch" meeting at a nearby restaurant. Lau has no connection with the 7 Leaves

Project or the Subject Property. Torres told a bewildered Lau that unless Lau urged the Chans to fire

their general contractor and the Chans did so, the City would seize control of the 7 Leaves Project.

[Lau Decl., fl'l] 1-5.1

To the extent that Plaintiff base its Motion on alleged past violations - the "history" in the

Lozano Declaration - their Motion fails. An injunction may issue "against past acts only if there is

evidence that they will probably recur." (Paradise Hills Assocs. v. Procel (1991) 235 Cal. App. 3d

15
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1528,1546). Here, Movant has not specified which alleged past code violations are the basis for

the relief sought, let alone provide "evidence that they will probably recur." Plaintiff s Motion is

without legal, evidentiary or logical support, fails, and should be denied.

Plaintiff nowhere explains what it means to "act in the capacity of a general contractor."

They provide no indication what acts are permissible and what acts are prohibited. Plaintiff provides

no guidance to the Court or to Defendants. Nor can Plaintiffs meaning be divined from their

conduct. Plaintiff s counsel sent a letter to the Chans prohibiting them from communicating with

the City about the 7 Leaves Project, then the City encouraged the Chans to work directly with the

City's environmental contractor, and then the City complained when the Chans did as instructed.

"An injunction must be sufficiently definite to provide a standard of conduct for those whose

activities are to be proscribed, as well as a standard for the court to use in ascertaining an alleged

violation of the injunction." (People ex rel. Dept. of Transportation v. Maldonado (2001) 86

Cal.App.4th 1225, 1234.) "An injunction which forbids an act in terms so vague that men of

common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its application exceeds

the power of the court." (Pitchess v. Superior Court (1969) 2 Cal.App.3d 644, 65I.) Because

Plaintiff fails to provide any standard of conduct with which it wishes the Chans to comply, it is

impermissibly vague and Plaintiff s Motion should be denied.

Plaintiff contends that the Chans would not be harmed by the City's proposed injunction

because it is already illegal to perform unlicensed contracting work, and if the Chans do not intend

to do so, they have nothing to worry about. To the contrary, Defendants would suffer irreparable

harm because issuance of such an injunction implies that Defendants violated statues subjecting

them to criminal and civil liability. Defendants' names would be indelibly tainted in the public

record. Were the Chans to move for an injunction prohibiting a certain City staff member from

loitering within 1000 feet of a particular schoolyard which the staff member has never visited nor

ever intends to visit, the City likely would similarly object.

C. Plaintiffs Motion for a preliminary mandatory injunction fails because it is

unsupported by facts or law.

Plaintiff also demands that "an affirmative order that Defendants proceed with timely

t6
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completion of construction of the Property through a competent construction management firm and

a licensed general contractor." Plaintiff s demand is in bad faith because Plaintiff has been dealing

directly with Defendants' duly licensed general contractor. The Proposed Order consists of a series

of construction deadlines subject to City approval and which require the installation of a custom-

made underground tank, the delivery of which the Chans have no control over. The City provides

no factual or legal basis or justification for the issuance of a preliminary mandatory injunction to

comply with the City's arbitrary completion deadlines, which are also impermissibly vague.

"Injunctions may be either mandatory, in that they compel a party to take an action, or

prohibitory, in that they attempt to maintain the status quo by restraining aparty from taking action."

(In Gurney Holding v. Gurney (2017) 18 Cal.App .5th22,29.) Because Plaintifls Proposed Order

seeks to compel Defendants to comply with various deadlines and perform various activities, it is

on its face mandatory. Mandatory preliminary injunctions are rarely granted, and "a very urgent case

is required to justiff a mandatory preliminary injunction and that a clear case of prospective injury

is indispensable." (Alvarez v. Eden Tp. Hosp. Dist. (1961) 191 Ca1.App.2d309,312.) The granting

of a mandatory injunction pending trial is not permitted except in extreme cases where the right

thereto is clearly established." (Teachers Ins. & Annuity Assn. v. Furlotti (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th

1487,1493, Board of Supervisors v. McMahon (1990)219 Cal.App.3d286,295-296.)

At 7:5-8 of their Motion, Plaintiff paraphrases CCP $ 526(a)(I) as follows: "A preliminary

injunction is appropriate when it appears the party applying for relief is entitled to the relief

demanded, and all or part of the relief consists of restraining the commission or continuance of the

act complained of, or commanding certain conduct, either for a limited period of perpetually."

However, the actual text of section 525(a)(1) is as follows: "An injunction may be granted

in the following cases: An injunction may be granted in the following cases: When it appears by the

complaint that the plaintiff is entitled to the relief demanded, and the relief or any part thereof,

consists in restraining the commission or continuance of the act complained of, either for a limited

period or perpetually." Plaintiff inserted the spurious phrase 'oor commanding certain conduct" into

section 526(a)(I),transforming it from providing purely prohibitory relief into a statute that includes

mandatory injunctive relief as well. Plaintiff cannot demonstrate a "clearly established right" to
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mandatory preliminary injunctive relief by adding words to a statute which the statute does not

contain. Plaintiffs conduct eludes polite explanation.

Plaintiffs Motion fails because Plaintiff misrepresented the law; it made no attempt to

satisfu the threshold for a preliminary mandatory injunction - namely proving the requisite urgency

and demonstrating clear case of prospective injury. Q4lvarez v. Eden Tp. Hosp. Dist. (1961) l9I

Ca1.App.2d309,312.) The only justification given for the various deadlines in the Proposed Order

are the unfounded personal opinions of the City's chief code enforcement officer, its third-party

Building Official and another third-party Building/Safety official. None of these declarants cites

any facts or evidence to demonstrate a clear case of prospective injury; none of the declarants

provides a fact-based rationale for the deadlines in the Proposed Order. Because Plaintiff s Motion

is without evidentiary, legal or logical support, the Motion fails and should be denied.

D. PlaintifPs demand for mandatory injunctive relief fails because it is impermissibly

vague and requires the occurrence of events which are outside Defendants' control.

Plaintiff s Proposed Order requires Defendants to hire a "competent'o general contractor and

construction management consultant, but does explain how this competency is to be determined.

Plaintiff implies that these professionals must be vetted by the City or the Court. The Proposed

Order also implies that the City does not consider the present general contractor to be competent.

Plaintiff also demands that Defendants 'oensure full compliance with Best Management Practices"

but nowhere explains what these "Best Management Practices" are, where they might be found or

who will determine if compliance has been achieved.

Another source of confusion is Plaintifls demand that by Feb. 28,2025, Defendants 'olnform

the Court and Plaintiffs in writing of the name, license number and contact information of your

construction management consultant and licensed contractor." Plaintiff already knows that

Defendants' licensed contractor is Joven. It has known this for well over ayear. Plaintiff also does

not define "construction management consultant" and provides no rationale for why Defendants

should retain one when the project is substantially complete. Plaintiff does not explain how the

services provided by general contractor Joven for the nearly completed project differ from those that

would be provided by a 'oconstruction management consultant." A search of the California Code

l8
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reveals no reference to construction management consultants.

Plaintiffs Proposed Order requires Defendants to ensure the occurrence of events over

which they have no control. Six items in the Proposed Order are all subject to City inspection and

approval. Defendants have no control over the vagaries of the City's staffing or the CrE's ability

to provide timely and good faith inspections and reviews. Finally, as set forth in the Chan

Declaration, the timing of the project's completion is contingent upon the City's final approval of

the underground storage tank, and its delivery from the manufacturer through the vendor to the site.

None of the electrical work can proceed before the sewer system and LID tank have been installed.

As Civil Code section 3531 states, "the law never requires impossibilities."

IV. CONCLUSION

Inexplicably, Plaintiff transmuted anearly completed commercial development on a parcel

surrounded by vacant lots into a "public nuisance" requiring immediate court intervention, while

the neighboring litter-strewn magnets for gang members, transients and criminals remain a sanctuary

where a favored property owner and contractor may commit the grossest violations of the City's

nuisance ordinances with the City's blessing. Plaintiff seeks to prohibit actions which never

occurred, bind parties who are not before the Court, and require Defendants to ensure the occurrence

of events outside of Defendants' control. There is no reasonable basis for the subject Motion.

Plaintiffprovided neither evidence nor colorable legal authority nor reasoned argument for the relief

they seek. The Motion fails and should be denied in its entirety.

Dated: January 31,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

o (
Andrew O. Krastins
Attomeys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan
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Andrew O. Krastinso Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Streeto Suite 213
San Pedro,CA9073l
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants.

Electrcnica llV .f ll-fP hy
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
LI3ll2025 5:22 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

Case No. 24NNCV00087

DECLARATION OF EDWARD M. CHAN
RE STATUS OF 795 W. GARVEY AND IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Evidentiary Objections; Proposed Order re
Evidentiary Objections; Declarations of
Andrew O. Krastins, Martin Flores, Chris
Lindsey, William Lau, and Kristion
Grbavacl exhibitsl

Dates: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COT]RT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COTJNTY OF LOS ANGELES

v

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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I, Edward Chan, declare as follows:

1. I make this Declaration in opposition to Plaintiff s Motion for Issuance of a Preliminary

Injunction. I am over eighteen years of age and am a Defendant in this action. If called as a witness, I

could and would testi$ to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am the son of Robert Chan and Elaine Chan. Defendant Patricia Chan is my wife;

Defendant Man Fei Chan Gold is my sister. Defendants Howard Chan and Raymond Man-Shu Chan

are my brothers.

3. My parents emigrated to the United States in the late 1950s fleeing oppression in

China. They worked hard, saved and eventually were able to open a small grocery store. By the

I970s, my parents were able to buy the small shopping center on a portion of the lot at the northeast

corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park.

4. The shopping center is home to numerous long-time small businesses, including a

Chinese-language bookstore, the popular Capital Seafood Chinese restaurant and other legacy small

businesses catering to the Chinese immigrant community. The portion of the lot at Atlantic and

Garvey which my family owns includes the shopping center and small businesses and adjacent

parking areas, including the lot at the northeast corner of Atlantic and Garvey at795 W. Garvey. It

was formerly a gasoline station. We do not own the 99 Ranch Market and its adjacent parking area.

We are developing the 795 W. Garvey property ("the Chan Property") with a 7 Leaves Caf6 and

commercial office space.

5. Directly across Garvey from my family's property is a large unattended vacant lot

at180 W. Garvey. From my recollection, it has been vacant for at least 20 years and once was the

site of a gas station. As of the date of this Declaration, there are signs on the 780 W. Garvey lot

advertising it as a possible site for a warehouse.

6. Diagonally across from the Chan Property is another longtime vacant lot which

extends uphill westwards where it abuts a residential neighborhood. From my memory, this vacant

lot has been vacant for at least 30 years. I do not understand how my family's nearly-complete 7

Leave Caf6 project can possibly decrease the value of these neighboring vacant lots, as the City's

First Amended Complaint appears to allege.

2
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7. Abutting our shopping center immediately to the north is a vacant lot at 220 N.

Atlantic Boulevard. I know from direct observation that220 N. Atlantic has been vacant for nearly

20 years and was the site of a long-closed and demolished Chinese restaurant. As I recall, in the

mid-2010s, the City and the 220 N. Atlantic property owner announced plans for a large hotel

development there. The hotel was never built and the lot has been vacant ever since. Over the past

few years, I have observed that220 N. Atlantic has been used as a storage yard. I also observed and

photographed persistent litter, overgrown weeds, dead plants, broken and downed fencing, graffrti,

and similar unattractive conditions at220 N. Atlantic.

8. I personally observed that until September or October 2024, the 220 N. Atlantic lot

was used to park unattended and unsecured heavy construction vehicles and large piles of sewer

pipes of various sizes, all easily accessible through large holes in the fence abutting our shopping

center and the Bank of America directly to the north. From the Declaration of gang expert Martin

Flores, I understand that these conditions constitute a genuine danger to neighbors and the public

far graver than any of the conditions the City alleged to exist at the Chan Property.

9. As set out in the Declarations of Christion Grbavac and gang expert Martin Flores,

City officials themselves actively participated in creating, approving, and permitting conditions at

220 N. Atlantic which have been an obvious attraction to gang members, the homeless, and at-risk

youth. Attached to Mr. Flores' Declaration as Exhibit R are true and correct copies of photographs

of 220 N. Atlantic that I took on April 16,2024 which support Mr. Flores' statements.

10. From my own observations and the facts, photographs, and documents in the

Grbavac and Flores Declarations, I conclude that the City's lawsuit against us unfairly and

intentionally targets my family and our property while the City treats the derelict vacant lot

immediately to the north differently, by affirmatively directing favored contractors to use the

derelict vacant lot (220 N. Atlantic) as a storage yard and by permitting its property owner to

maintain nuisance conditions in obvious violation of the same Code provisions that the City claims

my family is violating, all of this for the profit of the favored property owner of 220 N. Atlantic.

1 1. On April 17,2024,I submitted a Public Records Act Request to the City asking for

all citations and notices of violation the City sent to the owners of 220 N. Atlantic from 2013 through
a
J
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the date of the Request, and for all written communications between the City and the owner for 220

N. Atlantic for the same period. On October 14,2024,I submitted a more detailed Public Records

Act request, which identified the owner of 220 N. Atlantic as220 N. Atlantic,LLC.

12. I again asked for all notices and citations for code violations at220 N. Atlantic, and

for public records transmitted to or received from its property owners. I understand that deputy City

Attorney Timothy Campen reviewed my Public Records Act requests and decided what records to

produce and what to withhold. The only records responsive to my requests that the City provided

were a few notices of violation to the owner of 220 N. Atlantic, the latest of which was dated 2020.

There were no records indicating that the 220 N. Atlantic property owner was ever issued a citation

or was ever fined. The City produced none of the correspondence or other records exchanged

between the City and the 220 N. Atlantic property owners. It still has not done so. [True and correct

copies of my Fourth and October 14,2024 Public Records Act Requests are attached hereto as

Exhibits A and B respectively.l

13. Our general contractor, architect, engineers and other professionals have been

working directly with the City to bring the 7 Leaves project to completion as quickly and efficiently

as possible. The key contractors for the 7 Leaves project are as follows:

A. Joven Construction Services, Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction has been the

licensed general contractor for the project since November of 2023.

B. Patrick Chiu & Associates is the project architect.

C. Cal Land Engineering is our contractor for the complex issues relating to the

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations.

D. Perfect Design & Engineering is a licensed mechanical engineering firm.

E. Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS) is a water treatment system company.

14. On January 30,2025,I took photographs of the 7 Leaves Project which accurately

represent the progress to date. The lot is secured by fencing and a locked gate. Security features

are prominently placed. These include security cameras, o'no trespassing" signs and o'under

surveillance" signs. [True and correct copies of these photographs are attached hereto as Exhibit

P.l
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15. Because my contractors were focused on the sewer and LID water systems program,

I deferred renewing the building permits until the LID system and sewer systems were approved.

Our rationale was that we could not begin final building until this underground infrastructure was

complete. Prior to this, we cannot drywall until the electrical system is complete. The electrical

system cannot be installed and completed until the underground improvements are complete. Also,

the building we are providing is merely a shell, which will be finished by the new tenants according

to their own needs and specifications. Installing any sort of copper wiring, copper freon lines for air

conditioning and copper electrical vault equipment prior to the completion would attractthieves and

vandals. There has been a rash of thefts in commercial buildings which target anything made of

copper. My family has personally experienced theft of copper at several of our shopping centers.

That is why we secured the lot with sturdy fencing, and put up security equipment, 'ono trespassing"

signs, and "under surveillance" signs.

16. As of the date of this Declaration, a request for renewal of the building permit for the

7 Leaves Project has been submitted.

17. In its papers, City staff, including Dennis Tarango and Rey Lozano, repeatedly keep

contending that runoff of water from our property during heavy rains in 2023 is a continuing

problem that has not been abated. After the rains, the City advised that the sandbags encircling the

Property were insufficient. We replaced and augmented the sandbags. We have long since ensured

that the sandbagging ofthe Property comply with the City's requirements. We are in full compliance

with City and State requirements regarding the prevention of improper discharges into the public

sewer system and are abiding strictly by the discharge protocols now in force. The City has not

advised us otherwise.

18. Because City Building Ofhcial Dennis Tarango, at two in-person meetings, told me

to work directly with the City's environmental consultant John L. Hunter & Associates, up until

September 2024I followed Mr. Tarango's instructions and tried to act as a conduit between our

contractors and the City's consultant. However, from September 2024 onward I have avoided any

contact with City personnel or any City contractors regarding the 7 Leaves project. From that time,

only our contractors, including our engineers and architect, have communicated with the City

5
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regarding the project. All submissions and resubmissions have been and continue to be through

them.

19. Work on the project was delayed in 2020 through 2023 because of the Covid

pandemic, which resulted in mandatory shutdowns of private businesses and government offices,

and slowdowns and labor shortages in the local construction industry, to which I can personally

attest. When the pandemic subsided and restrictions were lifted, the construction labor shortage

continued. I understand that the construction labor market still has not recovered to its pre-pandemic

levels.

20. Another major cause of delays in the project was the record rainfall in 2023 and2024.

By this time, our lot had been excavated to make space for the initial version of the underground

storage tank. This resulted in a pile of excavated dirt that will be used for refill once the tank is

installed. This work could not proceed while the earth was soaked with rainwater. It does not make

sense to fill in the hole only to excavate it again.

2I. Our engineering contractor for the underground storage plan resubmitted permit

applications on December 17 , 2024. Approval of these applications is the only major obstacle to

completion of the project. As I will relate below, all communications regarding these technical

engineering issues have been between the City and our licensed well-established professionals.

Neither my family nor our contractors have any control over the City's permitting and plan review

practices.

22. City Attorney Campen and Mr. Tarango claim that electrical and similar work can

be completed while the tank issue is still being reviewed by City staff and its various plan review

contractors. As to the interior of the structure, we have completed the drywall and made as many

interior improvements as are feasible. However, contrary to what Mr. Campen and Mr. Tarango

claim, it is not possible to install the electrical system before the sewer system and underground

storage are completed without having to then remove that electrical system to allow the tank and

sewer system to be installed. This is what Southern California Edison requires, and it makes perfect

sense because the electrical system installation will necessarily require Edison to conduct

excavations and install underground wiring.

6
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23. If the underground electrical system is installed before the tank and sewer system,

the electrical system would then have to be removed because excavation for the tank and sewer will

be deeper than those for the underground electrical connections. This is why the electrical system

has not yet been installed. It has not been unreasonably delayed.

24. Similarly, the costly underground tank cannot be purchased until the City's final

approvals are complete. Should the City find fault with a purchased tank, the tank would be a useless

and wasteful expense needlessly incurred. Neither my family nor our highly competent contractors

have any control over the City's permitting and plan review decisions, nor of their timing. Nor do

we have any control over how long it will take the vendor to obtain the tank from the manufacturer.

Therefore, it is impossible for us to provide the completion date that Attorney Campen demands.

All of the Chans' contractors and professionals have been working directly with the City in as

efficient and diligent a manner as possible. There is no more that we can do. Purchase of the

underground tank has not been unreasonably delayed.

25. The City and its attorneys repeatedly and falsely stated that I somehow acted as a

'ogeneral contractor" on the 7 Leaves project. On December 22, 2023, City Attorney Timothy

Campen sent my family a letter stating that I am prohibited from contacting any City officials about

theT Leaves project and that any communications can only be made through our general contractor.

On September 9. 2024, Attomey Campen sent my attorney Andrew O. Krastins an email accusing

me of somehow improperly contacting City staff and adding that he planned to file an ex parte

motion for a restraining order to prevent anyone in my family from'oacting as a general contractor".

[A true and correct of the December 22, 2023 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C; Attorney

Campen's September 9,2024 email is attached hereto as Exhibit D.]

26. On the contrary, neither my brother Howard nor I ever acted or sought to act as

"general contractor" for the 7 Leaves project. My family owns several commercial real properties

in Los Angeles County, including several traditional small shopping centers which were common

when my parents began building their businesses in the 1960s and 1970s. Our tenants typically are

traditional small businesses that were common back in the 1960s, as opposed to the large national

chains, which in my experience, city govemments want to attract because of the belief they will

7
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better fund municipal governments.

27. As a proactive commercial property owner, I frequently contact city officials and

staff regarding my family's properties. In none of these many interactions have I ever been told by

city staff or city officials that I could not communicate with them regarding my own property, or

that if I communicated with a city employee or official about a proposed development on my own

property I was acting as a de facto "general contractor." The December 22, 2023 letter from

Attorney Campen is the first time I have encountered such a thing.

28. I understand that everyone has a right to communicate with public officials. In my

experience, the general construction contractor in charge of the final construction and completion

of an entire project does not and cannot competently interact with city officials about matters outside

the general contractor's field of expertise. Such areas include geology, engineering, underground

water systems and many other matters. Barring anyone but the general contractor from

communicating with the City about any aspect of the project can only bring completion of the project

to a halt because a general contractor's expertise is limited, and it could compel the general

contractor to opine on technical matters outside the general contractor's field of expertise.

29. The general contractor for my family's 7 Leaves project is Joven Engineering and

Construction ("Joven"), a company based in Los Angeles with an additional office overseas. I

understand that Joven has been in business since 1986, with countless commercial and residential

construction projects throughout Southern California and overseas.

30. We terminated our prior licensed general contractor because we discovered the prior

contractor's general license appeared to be out of date, and because we lost confidence in the prior

contractor to deal adequately with the underground tank issue. When, in early November 2023,1

attempted to formally advise the City that we intended to replace the prior general contractor with

Joven, City staff informed me that we are prohibited from retaining a new general contractor unless

we obtain a signed release from the prior contractor. This required numerous needless and fruitless

communications with various City staff who gave us conflicting information. In my experience, the

notion that aproperty owner may not retain a new general contractor without the written permission

of a prior contractor who was being dismissed for cause is obviously preposterous. The City did

8
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not accept Joven as the new general contractor until January 8,2024. This resulted in an entirely

avoidable delay of two months.

31. ln paragraph26 of the City's First Amended Complaint, the City relates as true

alleged conversations between City staff and our general contractor Joven. The City states it "is

informed and believes and thereon alleges" that Joven said "the owner thinks he is a contractor."

This statement, if such a statement was made and the context and intended meaning are accurate, is

false. Neither I nor my brother, Howard Chan, think we are contractors, general or otherwise.

32. At 4:2 of its Motion, the City states: "The Property Owners' designated general

contractor advised at [July 24,2024]that Howard and Edward Chan were still acting as the general

contractor for this development and had not authorized him to proceed with construction despite

being ready and able to do so." The only evidence the City cites is the same statement as related by

Senior Code Enforcement Compliance Officer Rey Lozano, who relates the same anecdote in

paragraph 20 of his Declaration. The statement, if it was made, is false.

33. Neither I nor my brother ever claimed to be or acted as general contractors. The

City's allegations appear intended to foster friction and confusion between my family and our

general contractor. To rebut the allegations the City "is informed and believes" are true, would

require involving our busy general contractor and other busy professionals directly in the City's

lawsuit. The City's tactics are interfering with and delaying timely completion of the project and the

grand opening of the 7 Leaves Caf6. At paragraph 2I of his Declaration filed with the subject

Motion, Rey Lozano states:

"On August 14,2024,I spoke with a representative of tenant 7 Leaves Caf6 about
progress with their tenant improvements at the Property. 7 Leaves Cafe is a regional chain
that contracted with the Property Owners several years ago to occupy a portion of the
Property. Because of their considerable development experience,T Leaves Cafe has

offered on several occasion to take over construction to get it completed, but the Property
Owners declined each time. The 7 Leaves Caf6 representative further advised that Howard
and Edward Chan were trying to do 'everything' themselves, rather than having
experienced professionals manage construction."

We are not and have never been trying to do everything ourselves.

34. The statements Lozano attributes (above) to an unnamed 7 Leaves representative are

false and misleading. First, we have a contract with 7 Leaves which already specifies the rights and

9
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duties of the parties. Second, all of the technical issues relating to the project are being handled by

highly experienced architects and engineers, and the City has been dealing with those professionals

directly. Nobody from the City has ever stated or otherwise indicated to me that general contractor

Joven, Cal Land Engineering, Perfect Design & Engineering or architect Patrich Chiu are anything

other than "experienced professionals."

35. The City has been in repeated email communication with 7 Leaves about progress

on the project but has kept these emails from us. I was not aware of them until I received them from

7 Leaves days later. It is plain from these emails thatT Leaves is complaining about the City failing

to timely process the plans, and not about me or my family. In emails from January 10,2025 email

from 7 Leaves' Construction and Facilities Manager Johnny Ngyuen to the Ctty's Economic

Development Manager Joseph Torres, Ngyuen writes: "Hello Joe, Happy New Year! Thank you for

taking my call today-it was great catching up with you, and I'm glad to hear you're doing well. As

a follow-up, Ray with Calland Engineering submitted the LID plans to Peter Shiau (Public Works)

back in early December. Would you mind checking in with him to help move our project forward?

Your continued support is truly appreciated." The emails make clear that, up to January 7,2025,the

plans were still stuck in the City's planning and building/safety departments. fTrue and correct

copies of the email exchange between Ngyuen and Torres are attached to Defendants' Evidence as

Exhibit Nl.

36. Attorney Campen has repeatedly demanded that my family and I provide a

completion date for the 7 Leaves project and he appears to believe that various portions of the project

can be completed independently of the others. This is not true.

37 . First, the underground storage tank is in the final stages ofpermitting. The tanks must

first be purchased from vendor Santa Fe Water Systems. However, the tanks cannot be purchased

before the City completes its permitting procedure, because a failure to approve tanks after we

bought them would make the specially ordered tanks useless to us. On December 17,2024, Cal

Land Engineering resubmitted its plans to the City for staff review. The City is already familiar

with Cal Land because Cal Land prepared the original plans for the now obsolete design.

38. As of the date of this Declaration, the City has issued the permit for the sewer pump.

10
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However, plans for the underground tank (LID water filter system) is still under review by the City.

I understand that Calland submitted plans incorporating the City's corrections on January 24,2025.

39. In October of 2024, City of Monterey Park Economic Director Joseph Torres made

an unsolicited telephone call to William Lau, president of Eastern International Bank, a major long-

term tenant at my family's shopping center, and offered to take him to lunch at the upscale Chef

Tony restaurant on Atlantic Boulevard, a few blocks north of our bank. On October 10,2024,Ivfu.

Lau met Torres at the restaurant. Torres claimed the City received citizen complaints that lhe 7

Leaves project was an eyesore. According to Mr. Lau, Torres urged Mr. Lau to induce the Chans

to hire a different general contractor, and indicated that otherwise the City would take over the 7

Leaves Project. I regard this as harassment and an improper intrusion into my family's relations

with our tenants, and into our private business affairs.

40. The City's allegations about statements imputed to our general contractor and to the

owners of 7 Leaves Caf6 are particularly harassing and vexatious because there is no way to rebut

them other than directly involving our general contractor, Joven, and 7 Leaves Caf6 in these legal

proceedings which the City commenced. By trying to prevent me from contacting City staff about

my own property, the City appears to be trying to gain an unfair advantage in its lawsuit, because

the City would remain free to elicit statements from my contractors and business relations and to

mold their statements into claims that appear damaging, while denying me the right to contact City

staff myself.

41. The only remaining substantial problems to be solved on the project are installation

of the sewage disposal system and underground storage tank. Initially, the City approved plans

which were premised on an effoneous calculation of the depth ofthe City's sewer pipe along Garvey

Boulevard. The City's sewer pipe is much higher than initially understood, resulting in the need to

now install a pumping system for the project's septic tank. This is a purely technical problem

requiring the knowledge of skilled engineers and is outside the purview of general contractor Joven.

It is being addressed by skilled engineers listed above.

42. In November 2023, the City notified me that it wanted to meet with us about the 7

Leaves project. The City suggested a tentative date. When the City did not frnalize the date, I

l1
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presumed the City had decided not to go forward with a meeting. A few days before Thanksgiving,

the City notified me that it still wanted to meet on the original tentative date. I advised the City that

it would need to reschedule for the following week because my attorney was not available.

43. Instead of rescheduling the meeting, Deputy Cify Attorney Timothy Campen on

December 23,2023 sent us a letter which included a schedule of completion dates for the 7 Leaves

project with which it was impossible to comply, because of the underground septic tank/pumping

system issue. Mr. Campen's letter also states:

'oPlease Be Further Advised that all communications with the City regarding construction

on the Property, particularly with the Building and Safety Division and the Public Works

Department, mLtst be conducted exclusively through your general contractor or its

authorized agents. " [emphasis added].

The City stated that it planned to sue us. It instructed us to contact Mr. Campen. [A true and correct

copy of the Ctty's December 23,2023letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C. ]

44. On February 23,2024, our attorney Andrew O. Krastins telephoned Mr. Campen's

office and left a message asking to reschedule the meeting with City Staff. Not receiving a call

back, on February 25,2024 our attorney emailed City Attorney Campen a letter setting out our

efforts to complete the project and asked to reschedule the cancelled meeting with City staff as soon

as possible to resolve outstanding issues, including the underground sewage disposal system

problem.

45. Still receiving no response, Mr. Krastins contacted relevant City staff and advised

them that he had unsuccessfully tried to get in touch with Mr. Campen and that we want to meet

with staff regarding completion of the 7 Leaves project. Still receiving no response, Mr. Krastins

on March 4,2024 sent an email to Mr. Campen's superior, City Attorney Karl Berger, relating Mr.

Krastins' efforts to contact Mr. Campen and to schedule a meeting with staff. Mr. Krastins also sent

an email to Mayor Thomas Wong, who represents the district where our property is located, advising

the Mayor of our efforts to contact Mr. Campen and set up a meeting with staff. [A true and correct

copy of the relevant email exchange between Mr. Krastins and various City officials, which I

received from Mr. Krastins, is attached hereto as Exhibit E.]
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46. Only after contacting Mr. Campen's superior and Mayor Wong did Mr. Krastins

receive a response from Mr. Campen, which stated:

o'Dear Mr. Krastins, I am the Assistant City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park and

assigned to this matter. I am available for a phone call if you like. Please let me know what

time works best for you." (See the 1lth page of Exhibit E).

Mr. Campen's response did not address our numerous efforts to contact him.

47. WeagreedtomeetonMarch 18,2024atCity Hall. HowardChan,Mr.Krastins,and

I attended the meeting. Also attending the meeting were Mr. Campen, City Building Official Dennis

Tarango, Code Enforcement officer Rey Lozano, and other City staff.

48. At the meeting, City Attorney Campen served us with the City's Complaint. Mr.

Campen stated that City Council members had complained about our property and indicated that the

purpose of the Complaint was to pressure us to finish the project. Mr. Campen stated that the project

was "80 percent complete" and said that a judge would "probably not" grant the City's request that

the Court appoint a receiver.

49. At the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Krastins passed out copies of the City's

December 22,2023letter (Exhibit C here) and we used it to discuss each issue the City raised. Mr.

Krastins stated his intent that the City letter serve as an agenda for achieving mutual understanding

and for identifuing which issues were resolved and which remain outstanding. We went through

the issues in the letter, in order. The City acknowledged that almost all Code violations for which

we were served Notices and Citations were completely resolved.

50. During the meeting, we discussed the technical problems with the underground

storage tank, sewage disposal and related issues. I carefully explained to Building Official Tarango

and to City staff that redesign of the sewer pump station, which we need to connect the sewer line

out of the building to the City, is necessary because the City's street line is actually very shallow

and is higher than the line that comes out of our property. The delay regarding the sewer system

was caused because the City did not identiff the problem in its plan check. City Building Official

Tarango acknowledged that there are technical complexities in connection with the underground

LID tanks and urged Howard and me to work directly with the City's engineering contractor, John
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L. Hunter and Associates, Inc. ("Hunter & Associates"), a firm which I understand the City hired to

help with the J Leaves project by providing technical expertise which City staff lacked.

51. At no time during the meeting were we advised by Mr. Campen or City staff that we

are not to contact the City directly about the project, or that only general contractor Joven is

permitted to contact the City about the project. To the contrary, I understood the City's position, as

stated at the meeting by Mr. Tarango, to be that Howard and I should take an active role in working

with Hunter & Associates.

52. Toward the end of the meeting, after we discussed each issue raised in Mr. Campen's

December 23,2023 letter (Exhibit C attached hereto), Mr. Campen and Mr. Tarango expressly

acknowledged that the prospective completion dates in the letter are not tenable or even possible.

Mr. Campen advised that the City would send us a revised schedule of prospective completion dates

reflecting the information we provided to the City during the meeting.

53. However, the City never provided us with a revised schedule. Instead, the City filed

a First Amended Complaint whose newly added allegations are premised on the bad faith claim that

the completion dates in the City's December 23,2023 letter (Exhibit C attached hereto) are still

viable and that the alleged code violations remain unremedied.

54. After our March I8, 2024 meeting with Mr. Tarango, City staff, and attorney

Campen, we hired Perfect Design and Engineering, a top-rated local design and mechanical

engineering company that includes plumbing and sewer pumps among its specialties.

55. On April 2,2024, my architect submiffed the revised sewer plans through the City's

online portal. On April 18,2024,I paid the fee the Cify requested.

56. The City returned the plans with comments. On May 22,2024, my architect made

the corrections the City requested and resubmitted the plans. On June 6,2024, the City requested

the very same conections that my contractors already made on May 22,2024. On June 10, Perfect

Design and Engineering advised the City that the corrections the City was requesting were already

made and submitted on May 22,2024. Nonetheless, on June 11,2024 we again submitted the

corrections. On June 25, 2024, the City again requested the same corrections. My contractors

submitted the most recent corrected plans on July 26,2024, which were the same as we submitted
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on May 22,2024. [True and correct copies ofthe email correspondence memorializingthe foregoing

are attached hereto in Exhibit F(1) (except for email attachments which are omitted here in the

interest of conciseness).]

57 . Receiving no communication from the City, my architect tried to follow up numerous

times in the third week of August 2}24butreceived no response. On August 15,2024, my architect

again followed up with the City about the status of the plan review. Finally, on August 20,2024,

the City claimed it had not received the plans which we had submitted twice before. On August 22,

2024, my architect submitted the final plan revision for the third time. On September 3, 2024, the

City advised that our final plan revisions had been passed on to the City building engineer but were

not yet cleared. As of September 18,2024, neither my general contractor nor architect nor Perfect

Design and Engineering nor have I received any communication regarding the status of the final

plan revision for a key part of the project which must be completed before 7 Leaves Caf6 can open.

The sewer system plans went back and forth between the Planning Department and the Building

Department for no less than three months. As of December, the City finally advised that the plans

for the sewer system were approved.

58. I observed that after the Covid epidemic, the City experienced severe staffing and

funding issues. I understand that numerous key City functions, such as plan checks and similar

essential technical services are now performed by a variety of off-site contractors instead of being

performed by experienced, thoroughly vetted and trained City employees working at City Hall who

have direct knowledge of the community. This may have contributed to the months of delay and

lack of communication from the City that I note above. These delays are not our doing.

59. In accordance with the City's and Mr. Tarango's invitation, a few weeks after the

March 16,2024 meeting, I reached out to Michelle Kim, the Water Resources Engineer with Hunter

& Associates assigned to deal with the 7 Leaves project on the City's behalf. We met with Michelle

Kim on May 28th, 2024 for her to review the tank size. During the meeting, we conveyed

information from our engineers, who suggested another more efficient and overall superior option

for the LID tank system. [A true and correct copy of the email is attached as Exhibit F(2) ].

60. I arranged for a meeting at the site, which was attended by Building Official Tarango,
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Code Enforcement Officer Lozano, Howard Chan, and our general contractor, Joven. During the

meeting, Dennis Tarango urged us to work closely with Hunter & Associates. At the meeting,

neither Mr. Tarango nor anyone else suggested that I was prohibited from contacting the City

directly. To the contrary, they advised us to do just the opposite.

6I. I carefully monitored and participated in the communications between Engineer

Michelle Kim, Mr. Tarango and other City staff, and the consultants and firms my family hired to

resolve the water/tank/pumping/sewage issues and to bring the 7 Leaves project to completion as

soon as possible. All of my communications with City staff and with Hunter & Associates are

cordial; City staff praised my assistance. City staff encouraged my efforts. I have attached hereto

relevant email exchanges between myself, Michelle Kim, the City, and our technical specialists

working on the tank/pumping and sewage issues. None of these suggests that I was acting as a

"general contractor" or anything other than a concemed and diligent commercial property owner

trying to ensure that the various parties are communicating and working together to get the issue

resolved. [True and correct copies of the referenced emails are attached hereto as Exhibit G (except

for email attachments which are omitted here in the interest of conciseness).]

62. On September 5,2020,I sent Engineer Michelle Kim the following email:

"Hi Michelle I am forwarding you these plans that Chris at Santa Fe System proposed for

the system. I hope you can preemptively review them and give your input as we are trying

to speed up this process. I believe this different system would be easier and faster to install.

Chris recently gave me the estimate and I would like to move ahead so we can finish this

quicker. Please feel free to contact Chris if you have any questions or concems."

[A true and correct copy of this email is included in the email chain attached hereto as Exhibit H

(except for email attachments which are omitted here in the interest of conciseness).]

63. The sole purpose of my forwarding the Santa Fe Systems proposal for the system to

Engineer Michelle Kim was to obtain input so that Santa Fe Systems could make any suggested

adjustments before formally submitting afinalizedproposal to the Building Department. I believed

that doing so would maximize the chances that the final proposal would be approved.

64. When I did not receive a reply, I sent a follow-up email stating:
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"Hi Michelle This is just following up on the email I forwarded to you. It looks like it would

be better to install a different system that Chris Linsey suggested and help draw up. We are

in contact with Cal Land to make the changes, unless you have a better idea to move this

along quicker. Seven Leaves, one of the prospective tenants, would like us to move this

along as fast as possible. Attached is the changes suggested by Chris at Santa Fe, please

review them and let me know what you think. I hope you have a great weekend. Sincerely

Eddie Chan."

[A true and correct copy of my follow-up email is attached hereto as Exhibit I.]

65. On September 9, 2024,I received an email fromZiadMazboudi of the City's Public

Works Department which states as follows:

"Dear Mr. Chan. It is good to see the project moving forward. Please refrain from submitting

anything to the City's consultant. All public works related submittals must be submitted to

the Public Works Department by the General Contractor."

[A true and correct copy of Zaid Mazboudi's Sept. 9,2024 email is attached hereto as Exhibit J.]

66. Later that day, City Attorney Campen sent an email to Mr. Krastins stating:

"I wanted to keep you in the loop that per prior Notices, Edward Chan has been reminded

that any communication with City Staff (including Public Works and Building) and City

Consultants (such as John L. Hunter) regarding construction matters with 795 W. Garvey

must be through your Clients' general contractor. Your clients can certainly be present

and/or copied on any such communications, but the general contractor is the point person

that City Staff and Consultants will deal directly with. Also, it appears likely that this

Thursday in the a.m. the City will be seeking a temporary restraining order to, in effect,

preclude your clients (or any other nonlicensed individuals) from acting in the capacity of

a general contractor for this Property. If the timing on that hearing changes, will let you

know as soon as know [sic]."

[A true and correct copy of Timothy Campen's September 9,2024 email to Andrew O. Krastins as

attached hereto as Exhibit K.l

67. On September 10, 2024, Mr. Krastins sent City Attorney Campen an email
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explaining that I never acted or sought to act as a "general contractor," and that instead, I was trying

to facilitate communications between the various participants to speed the project toward

completion, and doing so at the City's own urging. [A true and correct copy of Andrew O. Krastins'

September 10,2024 email to Timothy Campen is attached hereto as Exhibit L.l

68. Later that evening, Mr. Campen sent Mr. Krastins an email advising that:

"the purpose of the TRO is to unleash the Chan's retained general contractor to actively work

on the property. There is absolutely plenty of work that can be done now while the City

reviews newly submitted plans related to sewer connections or the stormwater catch basin

in the parking lot."

[A true and correct copy of the referenced email is attached hereto as Exhibit M.]

69. In Attorney Campen's email quoted above (and attached hereto as Exhibit M), I am

unable to determine what Mr. Campen means by the term "unleashed." Our general contractor,

Joven, has never been "leashed." Nor does Campen explain how I have been acting like a "general

contractor" or how my communications with City staff and Hunter & Associates have hindered

rather than helped speed the project toward completion. When City Building Official Tarango, City

staff, my brother Howard, and I met at the project site at the City's request in July of 2024,Mr.

Tarango himself told me to contact and work directly with the City's contractor John L. Hunter &

Associates. This is memorialized in a note from the City's chief code enforcement officer, Rey

Lozano, which the City produced in discovery.

70. In Attorney Campen's December 22,2023 letter (Exhibit C attached hereto), I am

puzzled by his statement that I am prohibited from communicating directly with City staff

concerning the I Leaves Caf6 project. I propounded a Public Records Act request which included

the following category of public records:

"All memoranda, Municipal Code sections and other public records that provide the legal

authority for the statement in the December 22,2023 letter 'that all communications with

the City regarding construction on the Property, particularly the Building and Safety

Division and the Public Works Department, must be conducted exclusively through your

general contractor or its authorized agents.' Specif,rcally, I want to know what the basis is
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for saying that I am not allowed to communicate directly with the City regarding the

construction project."

City Attorney Campen responded by stating that there is no express legal authority and that he was

acting on his "inherent power" as City Attorney.

7I. I cannot think of any legitimate or even logical motivation for Attomey Campen's

September 10,2024 emails (Exhibit M). We had just succeeded in submitting final plans which I

hoped would resolve the greatest technical obstacle to completion of the 7 Leaves project. The costs

incurred in responding to the City's inexplicable motion for injunctive relief are draining our

financial resources away from productive uses. The City's behavior is extremely aggravating and

counterproductive. The City is placing obstacles in front ofthe very goals that it wants us to achieve.

72. I am informed that at the ex parte hearing on August 2l,2024,Deputy City Attorney

Timothy Campen told the Court that the 7 Leaves Caf6 property is persistently blemished with

grafhti, and that Campen continues to maintain that this is the case. This is grossly false. As soon

as we discover or are notified of any graffiti on our property, we promptly clean it up.

73. I carefully reviewed all notices and citations from the City, from my own files and

those produced in response to Public Records and discovery requests. In all these documents, I

found only a single complaint about graffiti, dating from 2017, when there was a shuttered gas

station on the property. The City's documentation shows the graffiti was removed well in advance

of the date set by the City. To my knowledge, the City never cited me or my family or assessed a

fine for graffitinot being timely removed. The City acknowledged this in its response to discovery.

(See the City's 121512024 verified responses to Special Interrogatories, specifically its response to

Interrogatories No. I24 and I25, altached as Exhibit O(2) to Andrew Krastins' declaration (filed

concurrently with this one)).

74. I have carefully reviewed the City's Proposed Order filed with the subject Motion.

Paragraph I seeks to prohibit us o'from using unlicensed contractors . . . in acting in the capacity of

a general contractor regarding construction at the Property". We have never used unlicensed

contractors or acted as contractors ourselves "regarding construction at the property". I understand

that it is against the law to act as a contractor without a license. The City's request is frankly

T9
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insulting because it presumes my family has committed wrongful acts which never occurred. My

family has had a 60-year presence in the Monterey Park Chinese business and social communities.

Such an imputation, especially made through an order of the Court, would be deeply embarrassing

and would create a permanent taint in the public record.

75. Paragraph 2 of the Proposed Order again demands we proceed with timely

completion of the project through a o'competent construction management consultant and licensed

contractor". Our general contractor is Joven, with whom the City has been dealing directly. I do

not know whether the City is implying that Joven is not competent or is pretending that Joven does

not exist.

76. The City demands: "By April 25,2025" "Complete entire sewer system, as inspected

and approved by the City," and "Complete on-site drainage system (parking lot) as inspected and

approved by the City." This deadline demands the occurrence of events over which my family has

no control. These are (1) inspection and approval by the City, which is entirely within the City's

discretion and control, and (2) the manufacture and delivery of the specially ordered underground

tank, the timing of which depends both on the vendor and the manufacturer.

77. Once City staff and the City's offsite private contractors approve the final plans for

the underground tank, we will promptly order it. Our professionals will see to its timely and proper

installation. Then we will be able to complete the electrical and other improvements which could

not proceed earlier and bring the project to a conclusion. My family wants the project to be

completed as soon as possible; our tenant 7 Leaves wishes the same. The City's lawsuit, with its

misrepresentations and gratuitous intrusions into our relations with 7 Leaves and our contractors,

has only delayed completion and is vexatious.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
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vtA ELECI'R(IHlC fitillL

Ir,Iayr:h*lle Ycc
tlily f'trrrk'ri fJflice
flitr nf Montrrqy P*rh
31{} W, Newnrurh Ave.
h{ontcruy Park. (lA $1754

mnsIFrhUlip!)qgrr.:rpfl"rt.ca.trtrv

,te,' JtrEnrsllirr F#&li'c frat'rr.lr daled drtofrcr l'lr IUI4

Drar hls. Yrr:

Thit ir a Fublir ltccsrds Rcqurul on bchalf sf Edwunl tllrarr. Pursuanl lo hln Chn'n's

furdumcfiurt Cr:,lstitutionnt rightr un+ter Artiete l, sectinn I of the California Cunrtilution. and

statulrrl, righls under Crlifumis Fuhlic Rscsrdr Act {{isv" Csde $scti#n* ?CII0,000 et seq.,

funncdy nISn ur, $uq.l. I r$k :$ inspect ard qblain flur Mr, fh^nn copics of thc fotrlawing

r,*lsumeNrtx,

plcssc Efftgrt nrr within t0 dayr nf fte rcccipt, of this lclfrir $.u lhat I can nrrangc lo

personnlly inspsei thc documenls nnd,i'sr snafig{ for copies. Altcrnslit'cly, 1'uu san ernsil thrnt lu

rne, Fls{s.* rnak$ your'dctarninrri+n ruithin It} daya of your rnceipt sf ftis [tequ*lt, ur p0rrrrer il
ponriblc.

Fununnl l$ the Fubli+ Re$orda Act, I reqnrrl the fotlnwing dn+urn*nt*;

Dr:trllllTl{}!{s

A.

B,

'"fity ol'Munlerey Pork' Sr "Cily" tllctn$ the fity Of h{onlsrey Per*, an'd ca*h

unet er'*ry sub*irJiEry lft*reCIf,, nnd sll cfficsr$, dirfi,rlars. ad,rniniulralors' rmployoel
rnrl egenlr $f rsid enlilir,:sl

"'['rublic ltrrords* rnclrns public Kcurd$ a* tlefined by the Cnlifrrrnia Public

Rece,nlq Act. fi*v, fqde sc=ction ?3$CI-SCI(l *t. seq nnd SOucrnilg tourt dscisions

lnrrrpruting th* silmc which f,f* in th+ poxs*ssion, i:u$otl!' ir csnlrsl uf thc fity
o[ MonteruY Fnrk.

.'Emnils* afij "text m*sstgcn" inghufur hoft 1l I all such crrnespondcnfic lient

rhruugh $c City-s clrrcltonie rnail syslern and,r$r $f,FTGr, and ftmugh City-is*ucrl

els.lrcnriu deviccs. snd {3} nll crnails cnd trxt rtlG$f,sges perf{ilrf,ng t*r (Try' i.ts|{*,r

,lrtd lrusnlr,ss $cnt +rr r.s*eived thmugh prirrutc ,s*t'!'st$. crnoil addfa*lr*c nlrdlon

clertrtlnic d*tier's,

L:.
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TUBLIC RIICOI{PS TO Btr INSFECTID AJ\T}IOR CTJPTED

l. All printc*!. honr.ilr.ritlan and ele+troiliu n$!cs, cmsil$, irri+rnnl nnr! *xtemll mtmonandn,

rnlbl nilr*r llublic Res+rdr rnem$rialieins Esmmtlnir*lipnx lrttwrl*n fity Stuff" rlr Bny

ofltherr. amd the swntrrh" *mployec* uld;ui st+ff tr any *f thc busins$s lqrratt'd ct 7| 5-77I

W, Gm,cy Avcnus in hlnrnlerr,y Pnrk' frurn Jnnuary l, 3011 lhruugh the rlirte of thix

ftrqr,r+rrt.

:. All printed- hand'*,rittrfl snd electr$nic m]te " enuils, irrternul nnd txt*rncl me*rrrrlnda'

irnd nll othsr Futllir; Recorrfu mqlmorinlixing or r*lari$g t$ the csrntmunimli$n:r which tstlk

plaec ,rn Thunsday, CIctobcr !tl, 1ft14 bt:t*\'e*n f''.ity of futontercy Pork Esctn'nmit:

Drvctopln*nt Msnrg*:r Juncph'Frlnrs pnd Willisro Lu*, presidctt of,tastern lnternntinnul

Fank"

3. All printeil hnndwritttrr nnd ctecinrnic nstcs- etnnils. intpmnl nnd. e,ttrrnnN rnc$mrunds.

and nll uther public Rscords m+rnudnlising cul-rrmunics{iottr betwFsil Citv $!nf[, $r any

cf ftem. m-d ,Ang1"en !.in. hpm Jnnuery l" I0trff thruugh lhe datn of tltis Rnquest'

4. *\ll Xrrintod, h*ndlrr,itlsn and slethnnic *Ptfs" ernails, intcrnal and ettcrnn! rn*rnurnnda'

unrl sli sther puhli* Recsrd-r nrenroriElisirls rsrnm$nicati*ns bctween Cily Stnffi sr ilny

nilrhenr, nnsl Li Jun Du. frnm January I 
" 
Isls thr*ugh *rc darc rlf thc*E Rt-r1ue*ts"

5- Axl printed, hnndr.nrittcn and nteclfsflie mote5, *rnriNs, intcmal sltd exlr,n:Frl msntorsrftJff,

*rf *ll lrther publc Rccuds rnernorislizing ccrr,rrmunicntions b*ltrYmn Cily sutt, w Hrry

of ftrrn, and l0lfr Flflel ,Arlnnriu. LLtl trnd any n*pneisnllliue thcrruf), from Jnnutry l-

302S lhrough ths clntr: of thcss Rr""qumis"

A, All grfimtrrd" hantfivfitt*n snd clpctfonic Estes, r'nrsil$" intcmal and ext*mal nrcmurandn"

nnrl alI srhff Fublir lterurdr nrt:rnoriuliaing s']mmulieatisnt bdr#effi Ciry SurfI. or s$y

Of thern. nnd tb,r: Owner Pr rJu":t*tx sf [h* *t*nt lqt lt*sted st !lCI N' Atlanlil' BItd"

lr.rc*ted in Fr,lurrieruy |tn*, fror:l ltnuary I, !fitril thruugh, the drtt: $f thuss Requcsts'

?. Ail printrtl, h^rndwrittsn rnd elcEtrrlnic nfli*$. *rn*ils, intcrnnl q,nd extcrnd tncmorsnrjn"

and all $thrr Fuhlis Rcc*rndr rnernnrialining rnmlnunicsliun"i ln or front Ce*ar Vcgn

r*fercnring rir* re+l FraF€fiy ln+stcrl rt l3rL f,{, i\tlrnti'c Fwta'rnnJ in Monterclr Flrk-

frurn lnnunry, I, 1030 thlrruglr thc datc pf the$.c Requcrls,

?G



E, All prinrrtf hrndwri{tcn nnd el$chxrnie n+tcs. en:nils, intcnrfil and sxt*rnfll memsrnndu.
qxd ul! rtlwr }rublic Rprurdu rflcrnuiialiring cnnrtnuninutiunr tt: or fnrm Frnnh [-ope
refercnciqg tfte rcrl Frspfrly ltr:rrted irt ll$, N. Atlunrir: tsuul*vard in Muntcrcy F[rk'
frorn Janu*ry l, 3030 thrnugh tlre drts nf thEre R*querlu-

g. Al! prinrcd, han*lrerrittrrt and elcctrunic n$tcri, ernailg, lntemal and elrttrnd melnsrundfl.

ald nll otlnr Pub!ic Rocnrdt rnemorinliring communisittions tn lrr trum uny nu:rnhtr ef
t11g fity s.laffsnd sny reprssdnlativc sf ? Lcav*r {'lfd r*lnting tu the rcral proFerly *t ?t5

lV. Gan,cy Arcnu* in lulonterey P*rk, from Jrnuflry l, lS3{} thlough the rlale of thenc

Requrstr,

Thsnk ynut for yrrur inrnrdiilt€ Bnrnttsn i* this nulter, At tn *r,rsc Fu,blie Reeords rvhith nre

rcdily rr*ri*ubfu, Mr, Chan requerl$ lhat you pruvidc ftsrn wilhin lS days uf ftir lttquest.

ncsp+rrfrrlty" I alru asli thet ynu do not invskc th* l4day ertcnsion pennitlod r,rndcr

Guvernment Crrrle $ ?g!2-5t5 unl*m there i.$ indeed n lcgitimrtc unusunl cir*umslan*e thlt

prcryqCIrs firncll'*crfrplinrrc*, If ilhe firy doer efitend itr eampliln* datc pulsl!flttt lu cc{tian

i gl l 
" 
s l : 

" 
pl*.arc mrplain ih* *p+c i ftc clrcum$ta n ru* 1 urti friry del oycd ctntpl ianre,

ve$'ruly ysur$,

/$ Arrdrew O. Krnstiru. F${1.
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501 Wesi Broadway - Suite 1600
San Diego, California 92141-8474
voice 619.814.5800 - fax 619.814.6799

;l"f,l(f. rlrr. I ra\Gl,E)fFr{gFt{i r P www.bwslaw.com

Direct No.: 619.814.5810
Our File No.: 08877-0005

tcampen@bwslaw.com

December 22,2023

VIA U.S.P.S. AND CERTIFIED MAIL AND EMAIL:

Raymond and Cindy Chan Trust, et al
Attn: Ed Chan and Howard Chan
P.O. Box 861056
Los Angeles, CA 90086
Edchan930@qmail.com
c8howa rdcha n@q ma i L com

Re NOTICE OF PUBLIC NUISANCE, CORRECTIVE ACTIONS,
AND ENFORCEMENT
795 N. Garvey Ave.
APN: 5256-003-034

Dear Mr. Chan and Mr. Ghan

As I believe you know, this office serves as the City Attorney's Office for the City
of Monterey Park ("City"), and I am its Assistant City Attorney. lt is the responsibility of
the City Attorney's Office to enforce the Monterey Park Municipal Code ("MPMC") by all
reasonable means available. This is a follow-up to prior Notices issued by this office and
the City's Code Compliance Division informing you of continuing violations of the MPMC
on your property located at 795 N. Garvey Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754, AIN 5256-
003-034, ("Property").

Ongoing inspections from the public right-of-way have revealed that by all
accounts, you have effectively abandoned this commercial construction project. This has
left your prominently placed location at one of the busiest intersections in the City a
continuing blight to community. Recurring violations such as graffiti, unsecured and
dilapidated fencing, broken windows, accumulation of trash and debris, and excess
rainwater carrying soil and debris from your unfinished development into the public storm
water system. Other violations are listed below.

Please be advised that such conditions constitute a nuisance under the
MPMC and are subject to abatement, including through legal proceedings.

City staff from Planning, Building and Safety, Public Works and Community
Development have met with you on many occasions to provide assistance and
accommodations towards finishing the construction. lt is my understanding that a

LosAngelesol*qLaR9f_mO."lMarinCounty-Oakland-OrangeCounty-PalmDesert-SanDiego-SanFrancisco-SiliconValley-VenluraCounly
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potential tenant even offered to take over the project to get it completed, but you declined.
Repeated warnings from City code enforcement officers have been consistently met with
excuses, delays, and half-hearted attempts at progress, at best. You have amassed over
$20,000 in administrative citation fines for non-compliance of your property, none of which
have been paid and are now heading to collections. Still, the property has remained in
virtually the same unfinished state of construction for nearly two years.

Because all other efforts by the City to encourage and facilitate completion of this
project have proven ineffective, the City Attorney's Office, on its own authority, has taken
control of the enforcement efforts regarding the Property as stated below. On behalf of
the ownership of the Property, your are being advised as follows:

NOTICE OF PUBLIC NUISANCE
Please Be Advised that the following violations have been observed on your

Property, amounting to a public nuisance:1

Violation #1: MPMC 4.30.050(a)(a) and (5) - Attractive Nuisance and Detriment to
Neighboring Properties. Specifically, construction on your unfinished commercial
property has been effective dormant for nearly two years, which has attracted graffiti,
vandalism, and break-ins, and is a general blight to the community.

Violation #2: MPMC 6.30.030 - lllicit Discharge from your property onto the public right-
of-way and into the storm water collection system.

Violation #3: MPMC 4.30.050(iX4) - Broken Windows.

Violation #4: MPMC 4.30.050(9) - Graffiti

Violation #5: MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Dilapidated fencing around property

Violation #6: MPMC 4.30.050(l) - Accumulation of trash and litter on the property

Violation #7: MPMC 4.30.050(d) - Failure to secure and maintain against public access
all doorways, windows, and other openings into vacant or abandoned buildings or
structures.

Violation #8: MPMC 4.30.050(w) - Stagnant water after rains.

1 The entire MPMC, including all sections referenced in this Notice, is accessible online
at https://library.qcode. us/lib/monterey_park_calpub/mun icipal_code.
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
lmmediatelv:

1. Activate expired building permit before any further construction on the Property.

2. Refrain from any other construction activities on the Property until such work is
under the direction of a licensed general contractor.

3. Repair fencing and coverings around perimeter of Property to secure access
from unauthorized persons, remove any graffiti, repair any broken windows and
keep Property well maintained. (Not considered construction activity.)

4. Ensure full compliance with your project SWPPP and BMP's.

BvJanuarv 19.2024:

5. lnform this office in writing of the name, license number and contact information
of your licensed general contractor for this project.

Bv March 20,2024:

6. Complete entire sewer system, as inspected and approved by City.

7. Complete on-site drainage system (parking lot), as inspected and approved by City

B. Fully repair roof to prevent any leaking, as inspected and approved by City.

Bv Mav 22.2024:

BV

9. Complete parking lot grading, installation of all electrical elements, paving,
striping and install all lighting, as inspected and approved by the City.

10. Complete all off-sight improvements, as inspected and approved by the City.

11. Complete all interior improvements, including insulation, drywall, repair of any
water damage, as inspected and approved by City.

June 20. 2O24:

l2.Complete all construction (except tenant improvements), and receive final
approval from the City.

Please Be Further Advised that under the Monterey Park Municipal Code, these
conditions are a public nuisance, and the owner of the Property is responsible for preventing
and eliminating them. The City, in its sole discretion, may provide extensions to the
Corrective Actions deadlines herein for delays not reasonably anticipated or not reasonably
within your control. All inspections and reviews by the City will be conducted expeditiously.
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Please Be Further Advised that this Notice does necessarily include an exhaustive
list of violations on your Property and that further enforcement actions may be taken as
circumstances warrant. The Corrective Actions and deadlines herein may be altered and
amended by the City as it deems appropriate underthe circumstances.

Please Be Further Advised that your construction permit for this project has expired
and must be re-activated before continuing with any activities on the Property subject to that
permit. Continuing with any construction activities without an active permit is a violation of the
California Building Code and the MPMC. While you will be required to pay the permit fee, the
Building Official has agreed to allow you to proceed with your existing plans and not have to
bring them and your Property compliantwith the 2022Building Codes.

Please Be Further Advised that you are not permitted to act a de facto owner-builder
regarding construction on the Property. Construction on commercial properties require a
licensed general contractor per the California Building Code. Any construction performed
without a general contractor orwithout an active permit is subject to removal by the City and
at your expense. You are strongly encouraged to retain the most competent licensed
professionals you can for bringing your Property into compliance in a timely manner. Delays
or other noncompliance, even if caused by your contractors, will be attributed to you.

Please Be Further Advised that all communications with the City regarding
construction on the Property, particularly with the Building and Safety Division and the
Public Works Department, must be conducted exclusively through your general
contractor or its authorized agents.

Please Be Further Advised that to ensure the Property is brought into full
compliance within a reasonable time, City Attorney's Office, on its own authority and with the
City Council's assent, is initiatinq leqal proceedinqs aqainst the Propertv and its owner in the
Los Angeles County Superior Court. This willconsist of, without limitation, a civilcomplaint
alleging the public nuisances described herein and seeking to abate these public nuisances
through receivership and/or injunctive relief. This legal action is expected to be filed at the
beginning of the New Year, and will proceed concurrently with the Corrective Actions herein.

Please Be FurtherAdvised that any receiver appointed by the court would be
granted possession of the Property for the purpose of completing construction and otherwise
abating any and all nuisances thereon. The owner of the Property would then be ordered to
compensate the receiver and the City in fullfor all their respective costs of abatement,
including attorney fees. Failure to pay would result in the court ordering the public sale of the
property, with the proceeds compensating the receiver in full, then the City in full, and then to
any other recorded interests in the Property, including secured loans.

Please Be FurtherAdvised that the City has the right to recoup its costs relating to
abatement of your property, including attorney fees. And if not paid, may result in a lien and
subsequent foreclosure on your Property, even if a receiver is not appointed by the Court.
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Please Be Further Advised that full and timely compliance with the Corrective
Actions and deadlines provided herein is your best means of avoiding the adverse
consequences of the forthcoming legal action and any other means of enforcement this
Office will pursue.

As always, the City seeks and prefers voluntary compliance whenever possible.
Further, should you remain in full compliance and timely complete abatement of the
Property under the Corrective Actions herein, the City will consider reducing or
eliminating the approximately $20,000 in accrued administrative fines.

We sincerely hope you take advantage of this opportunity. Please do not
hesitate to contact Code Enforcement Officer Rey Lozano with any questions at
626-307-1316 or at rlozano@montereypark.ca.qov. lf you are represented by an
attorney in this matter, please have that person contact me directly at
tcampen@bwslaw.com or 6 1 9-81 4-6799.

Your anticipated cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

{,-'"
Timothy E pen
Assistant City Attorney
City of Monterey Park

TEC:meh

cc: Matthew Hallock, Fire Chief
Jessica Serrano, Director of Community Development
lnez Alvarez, City Manager
Karl H. Berger, City Attorney
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ACIL [{iil - Erl*lrd tlltil! lrurrfrrrxrn *'iilt IttF hrblic w{orfi} lJf[d..' hnp6:rrlnnll,[K!l -f,[r'n!'lltEl'lIOrtS' I 'fll{il5aEl$ ,q Erq'r' l l:.r ADnt-rr Y r r"

Edward f han interaction lrrith MP Fublic Works D*pt., Buildinq Oivision, and fity
Consultants

Froru eampeno fi mqthy t. (mrrnp**l$br+rlen..,cgm1

Ig: akrashnsl*fiDrnl,ccrn

fc: rnrlxnrlev$br.trlaw,com

Frtp: M+ndly,Septemb*r9, efii4 ot0l,05 Pl'i PDT

Dear Mr. Kra*tlfls"

I wsnted ts k;GF you in tfie loop lhat p*r prior Nolicea, Edward Chen hes heEn rurnlndrd tfiet any

fornrflunicaticn witfr City $tst{ tlnetuAng Fublic $Jorf+g' *nd Buildng} and Cily Gsn3ullf,nts {euGh ng

John L. Huntnr! rrgarding,eanstrufitiofl matlHE wllh 795 tAt, Garu*y rnust be thruugh your Glknla.

grenerail go{Ttractor" Tour dient$ cf,n cgrtainly ha preeolt aldlof aopifld on 5ny nudr comrnunicatiofit.

ilut the ggngrs!contrador i+ lhs point penon that c'ity $hfi and CIon*ult*ntr trnll daal dimctly uuitft,

Al*o, it sppGars likely that lhis Thunsdqy h th6 a-rn. ffre City will bt ttcftlrrg e tErnForarT rtrhehring

oro* to,in efiert, pnenlgda your di*ntC{m sn}r cihr nonJ{e*naed [ndiryidusla] horn €f,ttrtg in the

copeclty o[ a genaral eorrtrs€{or br lfrdn Frop€rty, }t thu liming sn lhEt fiaaring Eh*ngeE, wili ltt you

Itnow aE Ef,s{l Et hrlow.

Slnoerely,

Tlmorfiry E, $uapen I Frilr*r
not Wglt Bmsdrray, sulls 1S00lSen D!4o, GA 9{101
rt " s1S,814, gB i 0 | i - gt g"s1,t.5800 I f - 81 g,Sl4-fiIss I m - S19.BSI, 7707

!L-f{f,: Vrt'Lr^rJS! t#Er**f .r{ LLrr

tll rrfarm$on E6.tljud n gh c{nd nilflrotr |[ mlrndrd onh {E; hN GSi#fiJEflTflL ltlr ot tho dfr?t}dd rl'itlllloil l}l'trd $€tri"
Tn*rrfbrrrrrttn rrf|lqFfic{ lr*t*g rc nt rr6ln+'citxn F{rYlrca3 ildI0r ttptti;rncsdd!'lllclrnErnry13t ryg:lllEFsltrf
nddt sFiraalr,rrrmrnrtl n'u.n *ro*tor iidarar fi yur-rn E{l s4firigluttd $cirry ntGtrd PolroriJE r'rthortrl{t'lent{
d#*.rnil for flftrr4 r ro rni irqinmc +aa;lre, yar n*rnro ttl cxian*rt thffirDh lru+.GtTlt$ m.l $ry tulilw nffi,
drilcnsrsnn Ourrsr*r,rJcco1ntfiffi-€s;;udn ty y* il ltrElt11f I lltqlt_.qTtrits-f TlU REtrE vEtlTHl$
ccnmrwacA1orr il ERRffR prEAsE HoTtFy rre n rmdrirall gr rrlepnontnc ?ne SEFIEEE HrrffiD AlfivE rr nm rt} rtil
Th*lt t*r.

lr,fl 1r6.tl]31t. S:1I P$l
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.4{}l- i,\lliil . 'lS5 lfti firn'cy i\r''I:.. hlttfllrre}'lrnrL;1-pt*'l mullft lellp{r' Flirl l .Altl.{ [t$ll E SUlilEfF "J m1f t!+.Fe1r lrt !' ^o-r{{lnti'q{-uurr 
{Fr I

495 W. Garuey Ave,. fltlonterey Park/Chan matter

Frern: Andrew O, Hrtrlinr, E+q. takragtrnsbr*Fec'lrc{s?}

Trs: tclmpen@hrslaw.csm

Bate: Sundry" tehrurry 45, 30?{ et 1J:35 FM F'ST

Desr Mr. Carnpan:

I rapresent Edrmrd and Howard Ghan, I am reaching out tn you legarding th+ prop+rty at

IgS W 6aruey Avenue in Monterey Parh" I reoeivsd your F€brLrary .]6, ?024letler to th€

ChEne nn Friday afr€rnoon" I am away frann nry offie cilmputfr but lwent tn respnmd

Frcrnplty- First, i thinlc therE has been sfirnne rsgrtttable c*nfusion ragarding sn in-perEon

l"r*t'ng 
"hich 

wss ts tahe Flaae ardund Chrisimae, E:ridently, CitV staff qont€cled [,1r, Ohan

anU suigeetad fiieeting in fiE nsxt trnru weeks but did not fdlm up and confirm. I nryself

phnne;"lu agerd that-meet'ing, Having heryd notfring frorn the C.lty" the f,hans - and l-
pre$Jffig4 thal no finn dete had been s€t: $hortly hefare fihri*tmas, whila { was oul of the

bmee on olher rnpilBrg, I received a call that lhe meetlng wss to go fionrard, AE I recall, Mr'

Chan eontacted tha Crty and explained, hoping to se[ a lirm date to fneet-

lnatead of sefring a DEw firm meeting dale, the Cily sent lhe Shans a letter staliftg thqt lhe

Chane firef be suf,tect to imperding tegal actiEn, Tlrre fourth pagE of the lefier csntains the

folhwing; 'iFlaase tse Fuuthar Advised thal all eommunications wtlh thB Gity rcgarding

csn$truition on the property. particulaily witir lhe tsu'ilding and 'Safety Fivieion and the
publk \rlhrkg Fepartment, rnuel be conducted exclusi$ely thrtrigh your gerleral

cantractw or riF euthorized ffienlt'"

ln earty Hovembgr l0?9, the Chan* lerminated tfierr prior general eontraclsn and retsinsd a

ngrrggenerat ucnlractsr whs h*a expar,ience uuorkl,ng dlradly witfr the Ei$ of illo1laqlFark'
This wss soma Eauen r*reeks hefsre tha Chans receiwd the Gity"s Decernber ?0, ?S23" by

which [ime, they hpd already dischargmd and replaced ltheir previous general confeclo'r. UYhen

Efi,vsrd Chan, in eady Hauember, ettErnpiod to rmew their building pemnlt, Ctty stf,fl advised

hinn that he eould not hirg a new general oontractor wilhsut fte exprets writlen approYal of the

prior general oontractor. Thb reiulted in nulnerous sormewhat circuitous aornmunhgtions end

bsfE#. I my*eF contacted the Gig and aakad n'hether there war indeed such a requtrernent. I

wa,eiold tfrat it $rffs s directirre of lire City "Building OfFrcial," but that he $ra nst avpilable.

Mayhe il was my fi#n limited krtowbdga of lrrlontereX Parlr governrnent, hu! I could not find

*nygring ahsut fue afpointment gnd po',,rers of tha "Building Otficial- siiher in the hiunicipal

Co,Oe oittre Gity [,hart*r, The Ghans final{y u$ers sbla to secure their permlt in rnid January"

Raoord rains began shortly thsreafrer.

The last thing my clients want ls entirely *uoidsble litigalio,rl resulling wholly frsm mutual

mjsunderstamUi,ngs, Let'B rn*t amicsbly next week at the f,irys conllenience and go lhrou$h

all lhs issuc€ rr,'itti pr€cislofi and get thern resolved. ln light of the record rains and flmdlng. I

hoFe ysu Een appieciate thst the Gh.ans aa well as sther propert!'filsfierc ,in lblEnterey Fark arc

doing what theY ean.

I am auailable all of rlext wsek excepl lor \Aledne*day morning, Ferhnpa lrlledneEdey

t 'if l
I,'{t'?{}:!. 5:15 Flt
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dlr.}|,{'Llnl'{n'!tlltts!.r ;i[IrF$rsr5r rarv n -'r!'{rr rrtJ{{"di r' 1"1r

Fn'r: 4$5 W- Garvey AvP,. Morrterey Park/Chan matter

From: Andrgru O, l(r*shqc, f sq. iakraltiF'tslthvrs i+g.c{tfn }

lc ir*rrarw€montereyparft-{i.Bov, rlotanoFmgn'lgreyperk.cn.gcv: rnroFmgnter+rypirk.E,i Esr

(<; lcampen{gbvrslew.cort

Ecr: edth5fi9tfl$Emlil,qprn; rBhs'nerdchln@qmail.qem

Far*: Irrctday,, Frbruary l?.I0l4 et lE:13 Pt{ PST

Desr M+, Filvarez, ftlr, Lolano End Ms. Serrano:

3 represent Edward Clran 6nd f-lcnffard Ghgn- I arn forwsrding you an erfiail l sent fiftro dfiYE

sgfi ts tilr. fiannpan !o B{lgg€Et harving a csrnpreftens,ue ingarsOn meellng to go CIvEr ellth€

dganCiftg issuee. My letler to [rJn Earnpen $ras a folhw up to my FleFhsnB maBsag€ tws

deys Ueto*'i. Thsre, I or,,ntJirued sotrre mnfusirrn that arose wh€n the Cfiram triad lu r€Fe$J their

Fsrmii and were tsld that they nouH not rstain s new gen*ral CInnbaclor witrruut tha written

ugrmment of the oonhf,ct*r wfrs tfrey dismris€€d As you can $Be from yeur files, this has

bcen re*nFed,
Aa you Gen ses, this haa been ref,olud.

t haue euggeatad an in-perssn rnsatlng at City Hsllst your conn€niefice so wE can ebarf,f go

ffrer anrrr iilmtandlng i*ues and Eet them resolued, I wiNl arrenge my orun schEdub around the

mutual eon$snienee-of City rtaff, Mr, Carnpen and the Ghefis. ln rny ems,il to [4tr" Eampen, I

sugg,eagd we rrctt as eairy ae tllis w6eft, olher than tomornn*. I lmk fonsard to hearing frorn

Mr. Campen and rneetlng wltlt you in pomon,

Very truly yo{rfit,

Andre* ff, Kraetins

Tt," e$rrfffttr ol ttrlr p,pruil mfi*rf,& furctudrrg rnyrttrcfurr*rfil, rru Xnltffrd{dcoJslrf lbrthr utl of flt
Fr*:lofl prnaffiy lo *ftJc$ tfir rrrnr{J n-,rr rddm*md, ffcunlrfrg inforrnrb{an tlrrt mlybcFftrcfed by lfit
irumrr*mr*l-pvtrllnsc, rnsrt-Frsetset &sg*!+ oroftrrprn*ilbgtr;lnd my hr rdrMcird *ufi drcfstutr
by lprplimbp rit*a riC ltdrcr* frrl' tf pl rrorfimd ffiir *mrff nrsartgr tn rrttrr, pfu$ r*rnai!

nrrjiurugpof,eonr by qrtr +,rm*r, pirr*r llio prrmrnanuy drftdr rff cophc of lhi ortgffrl Hrmli rt wst{

Nt iilf *frffifum*n4t-

-- Fsnrsrd;d Hssrrgr€ --_
Fmm; Andrsn O, l{rreline' E4" qrhrstinelal€flol'Eo{n:
To: tearlryensptrrBltt oom {lEflmpen@bffi}8il-cfinn}

F,-rnr: SurEl*t, Frbrurry t5, ?,ot{ e{ 12:3$:41 Plt FST
$ublrc* {€5 W. Gerwy Avn , Monteref FndtJfltiln Grtn€r

Sear Mr, Campen:

I represent Edward Efid h{o&rErd Chan" I aim reacfring out to yotl regardlng the proper$ at

IgF W Garuey A,r6nua in Monterey Fark. lrnceived you;r February 'lF, 2034 letler to the

Ghaps on Friday aftarnoan. I arn *lffEy from my sfllce computer but Iwant lo rc*fond
prpdiptly, First, ilhi*h lhere fisr been Esrrn regrettitblc oanfuaion regarding an in'person

i"**ti"tiwhicfr ws$ to take plaee arsund Ghristrnas, Evidently, Clty stafi oonlacled iir. Chan

! nf lt 1i,"fi,:035" 5:36 Fh



,'trt{rL- }lilll &,f h; {Yia lT, IliIIX-rJ .'a]l . nlti!llrlLl l-rlffr.'Lrl*lll *llsllst rrl.lra 'rrtu'..s rt rr;-nF-Yrra'J

and sllgtgg$ted rneeting in the next two wtekE but dld nsl folloilt up and csnflrrn. I rnyselt
pianr.red ts aitand that rneetil'lg Having heard nothing horn the Cily, lhe Chans * and l-
pre*umed that no lirm dale had been set, $hortly ffifore Ghristnres, wfiile J wss out of the
office +n other matters, I received a call that lfire meeting wss to go fonriard. As I recall, Mr.

Chan confaa{ed ths fiily and explsined. haping to set a finn dale to meet.

lnstead +f setting a ng4lv firrn rneeUng date. the Ciity Eant lhe frherrs a letter rtating that the

6hans may be sublect to imperding legal ac,tion, The fsurth FagB ol the letter eantains the

following: "Fl6sse Se Further Advised tlhtt ell cor*munieations with the CltY regarding

construeHon tm _the Property, parliculartlr with the Building and Safaty Divisron arnd lhe Fublic

Workt trepartrnent, must be condruclsd erclusiveNy through your gamrsl
contraslsr CIr its autihoriaed agents,"

ln early Hsnrambsr 8043" the ffhBffi terrninsl'ad theh prior general contractor and retained

a new generat csnlractor wfto has expenrnce wolking directly wrth the Ci$ of Monlerey

Fedq. Th;s was sorng $e$En rmeeke befure the frhen,s, reeeived the City'e Decernber ?S.

20e3, by urhieh tirne. they had already discharged and rtp{aced their previouc general

contracior. tlJfren Edurlard Ehan, in eanly Hovennber, attarnpted lo renary the'ir hulldlng

Fsnnlt, Cily glflfi sduls€d hirn that hE couid nat hire a nsrs goneral tonlractor urilhout thB

Bxprsss ttriitten epproral sf the prirx goneral csntractor. This resulted in mumsroug

samewhEt cireurtous camrnunicalisns and delaye, I myealf a+ntEded the City and ask€d

whelhsr ti1gre waE indeed such a raquiremanl. I was told that it wa*,a dlrective sf th€ SiS
-Bullding Officisl," hut thst he was nol avaiJabla- Maybe it was Iny fl$n limiled knowledge of

lr,tonterey Parh go,rlemmgnt, bl.lt I couH not fird anylhing about lhe app+intrnent and pownro

of the "ELiUing bfficisl" sither i.n the Munici,pal Sude or the City Ghartan The Chans finally
r,uEre ghb ts secura lhair parnrit in mld January, R6eo.rd ngirts began shortly lhereafter.

The last 1p1ing rny cliants want is enlirely svoHabl€ liligation resllltifig wfio{ly from mutusl

rnigunderslsndfuga, Let"E rneet amica'bly naxt weeh at the City't sonvenisnm and go

through all the l*iues with precishn and get thern re*luad. In light af lhe recsrd rsins end

[oodiig,, t hoFe you Ean appreciata thst t{re Ghans aE wall ag other prspErty frvnurs in

Itrlonteray Pa* are doing what they ean.

I sm avEilable atl of nert tt'eelq except fur Ltrlednesday morning, Felfiap* lJttedne*day

afrernoon or Tlrursday wnuld wark. Tuesday arrd Friday w+uld be lin€, I look fnnrard ls
hearing ffom ynu" Flease feel free to eslt rne or lerl rne st {fi6?} 30fi-SS7S" You ean also

reseh rne at rny Et1m at {56?) 20fi-S879. Ferhaps tv€ can ffinespo{id or talk tblt}offo$I and

$at a linre,

Very truly'!/ours,

Andrgw Kra+tins
lhf cfinfii?tr qf lftb pnmss mffIil}S!, ltrcfiding snf rfthefiflr$Itltn fl! {nlrndrdrofofy fol"ffi* s'rl af tfir
Frfilq,|r onant$ty io lrfiIch drl *mrIt rry*s sddFr*rld. ttsanidra iflforrtr!$Dtt lrlrl mry b,r prdrcffd by tfir
kfurncf*+mru-prtWrgp. LvEr*+uEd$El dgtildnc, arcthrrprfuIlrg*r, rnd mry bl ffitriclrd fmnt
a$srJsri*nr ty qFFffErLlr flrtr ind lbdarrf trr. tf yru ncrtvrd ttrir u-mail tttlttrftf ltt fi,rref, planrc rrFleit

6irr*unrn*6iot"oqm by ruplyr-msit. Ffff*r gss p;ryr5nrn0ty dihl* rlt r,qphr of tfrs orfgfi'ul +flt{lt rc
prclJ e* aily tffi fhrfl;nft.

lnll l;{rtltl-i. 5;:6 Ph'



.l}tJl.. h?s!; - tR'; dlj rA. (i0.Ib:tT Auf." l\t{lfllim} t".$rl{"'1,nln nlulcr nnFf;, intI!r.rrgt.g{llil'$ lttlgEl}i lrlsrlrJ.uF}'JtI ['lrr:vlrruvf I t'L I u-!-'

Fw:495 W" Garvey Ave., Monterey Fark/Chan mafier

F{s.n: And/Fr? 0, ltrarlins, Erg. [akrartir-rrlast{hiid ro'm}

To. kbstg*r@bwrilrY.corn

{c r&olanoBmfi*t*ffiypark co.gov;crno@montdr?Tptth.ragory;tqampen@b'sthw.cem;

t*ung Fnn*nlereypr rk, c*.g or

Bcc: e$ehangSStsqmar l.c+rn: e$hor"lardrhEnE gmril.':orn

Fate: Mdrdt!, hitateh.f. ASEd rt 11.53 Fhi PST

Dear Mr. Bergar; lrepre*nt tfte Clxans dn mfrttefs regarding 795 W. Ganrey Avsnus (Eattey

and AttanliEl" The Ghans ar€ eager to resolve enl/ oulstanding iesue8, Besplte FornB appdrent

adminietrative rnirggidance, they lrave retained f, R€w generaf C0ntrec{or and ranevrred lhe

ngc€ssary pennitn Upon raceirdng your ooilrsgue Mr- CamFan'a bttor sdrfle lfiree uraEka ago,

t immEdid$ly tried to Fo{rtflrt Mr. Carnpen as hi* lettsr in#ructed, I lBfl s tH}ephofiB rflBssgge'

s€nl a follrrtu.u,F email, and, still receiving no raspofi$e" forw€Idsd lhe follow'up emaiito
rslevanl stsff. ll j,urt occu,rrsd to me tfrat Mr" Gampan might he sn vpeatiaffi or othenrise

unryaihble. $n i fonnrand tho*s Ernsils to you, Ths Chnns t$ould tihs tq rneet with r+lwant

Gity staffIcounssl amd to resslve any outstnnding i,ssueE as effisiently as pcaeibts. I lfi#x{

fonrmrd lo a*ttirg up F ffiutually aonnonient lirne and plaoe'

\feiy lruty yuurs,
Andrenn l{rasffns

: Forssnhd il*trgt --
Ftfiir : Andrgtl O" xrsstina, Etq. *a*rnltln{l$}@Eol" cdrn}
To: joerrarn1gillffitnrryF{rk ca gnv.1tbaffinogffitr{ttsrryp€rh,Eq.gnua; r'}Fl*figgfiq$tlrEfpari( Ed'Sou

<rlollnafimentFrrypart cE.goul" cma{DmerrFregp*t.ce.gov tcm's@mont8ruyprft.El.llFH}

Ge : usrnpe@UYrlrw.som strpmpsnflbu'rrht't oomr
Frnf: Tul*cry" Fabruary l?, lf,l4 rl tt'?3'01PM P'ST

$ub{rcu Fw; 495 W. 6ffrc} Are., irlpnlsrsy FrrhGh*n ctalter

Bear Ms, AlvarEr" Mr. Loeano and M*' $errano:

t represenl Edurard Cl.rsn and Hot€rd fiherr. l am fsrurardiing you afi email I e€nt tum- days

agd ts Mr, ffarnpan to auggest hauirq a conpr*hensirre in-parsorr megting lo go grmr sll lhe

oitetandbng isnu+*, My letter to lulr, Carnpan w6s a follurn up to my telephsnB msFage n#o

da,y* hehrE. Therc, I oullinpd $ome confua,ion fiat arose when lha Ghans tried to ranBlff

ndir pqrffrit and t rsre tofd that they could nat ral,ain € new genaral aontractar withsut tha

wrilen ag!66ment sf the csntrector who they dirrniEsed. As you Gan $e€ from your llle*, thir
has b€en resoh€d.
As ysu ffin s€G" this h"as b'aen regolved'

I hsue sr.tggeeted an in-persnn rnaeting dt Clty Hall al your cfinvenienca Fo lilr€ can deady

Eo CIr€r a-rri outstsnding lssues and get them qe*glved. I willarrange rny ffirfi e€hedL,le

irounl the mutual confiniene qf Grty smf" Mr. Sampen and the e hanE- ln my email to Mr

r nf i l,'&?{l!3, 5:3S Fh



ilt-JL Fffll! " l'11'..,n!r-a h*. rJdIYEll tt!'t.' '\lLt{!rctl:} I ilrf, r :rrrll t!:lEtl[l Itrrlr::rtrut.r's

flarnpen, I suggested vrre rne€t a* eurly as thls \us&h, olher ther'l tomgrro*r, ! loolt fsrwand to

hearing kCIrn fidr. Cempen and nreeting with you in p€rson

Very truly ysurs,
Andrew O. Krastins

Tfu confwrtl nf t,!fa p.m*rTrnftrrryl!, I'neludlng nftyxttffhlilinl1s, FJ? ilTrindrdr6lrtyfurlftc ulr {.thl.
F"r;; a.*"rfry ru ililicfi rrlis s+nrfl *r* lddtl*r*d, lt csntrinr iilfumllfdoF ilItl mslr lrl prutr"cltd byltur

atto*nr1*rtJr'rt-prf"ifry", trar*.prudurt doc{rfnr, nr olfir pdudlcgr+ md.r'nry Dr rurlrlctsd fit*tl
dlttolt;; 0f rbelisrOfr ttl*r tnd ffdinrt tn*, lf you ,tc*vog ntr& s+n#l ,ff$rtlg! lR arr':or, pJnril **nrdl

ftil;"rdofilm ty +uply r-rnrIt fl*trt rJro iwnua$rldli dcJrtn *tl eaplar of ffii o.r&fftfil }.rrull lr
rurll s* nrly ril{rcfinrcnlu.

--- F*r*ards{ Hertrye --
Frofi: Andret CI. lr{rashn€., Esq *rkrs*tinnlaw@aol'cnmr
Tsl !ffinp€{r@bmSrw,com .tcamPsn&hrrlrw.comr
Spnt: Sundey, Febrr,rary ?S, ?0?4 lt 12:35;43 F[l FST

$ubjret:496 W Ganrey Arla lrlontsrey PadrEhan mffl&d

Sear Mr" CamPen;

I repre.senr Edtrard and Honrerd Ghan, I arn neach,lng oul to you regarding lhe propgrty at

TgF W Garvey Auenle in ltrilonterey Park. I raeeived your February 1S, 3084 letter 1o the

Chans on Frid*y afternoon, I arn ffaay frorn rny offica esmputer but I want to reaf;ond

pror.ilptly. First. Itnink there has been some regrettable contusion reglging an in'person

ineafind rr{hlch was to take plaee arsund Ehristmas. EvidsnHy, Gtty suts csntacle'd Mr- Chan

and spfiggsted nreeting in tire rrert twn weeks btrt did not folls+J uF snd ccnfirm, I myselt

plinoeiio anend thatireetlng" Hauing heard nothing fnom the Crg lhe chans - and | -
presurned that fto ltirm date hJU neen Jet. gt srtty before Chnistnnas, wtile I wa$ out uf ifie

bfioe pn other rflfitterg, I receiy€d r fiall that the rneeting was to go fonrard- As I lecall* Mr"

chan conlasted tl'!6 city and cxp'lsined, horing to s€t a fil'rn data to ms€t'

lnrtead of setting a n€w finn meeirng data, tfte tity uenl the Chans a letter stating that the

Chans rnay be sunb$ 1g impendirq lagal actlon, The f+urth page ollhq lrstlar Gonlsiru the

follornring: 
;Please 8e Further Aduised that all cornmunicsliune $rith the City regatding -

oonstrucssn sn g1g pruperty, FarlieularFy with the Building and $alety Fivision and the Fublic

tfiffis Defartment. ftlult bi aonduCled exctusively lhreiJgh your genaral

eofitrnefror nr ib auth*rired agents."

ln early lrlnuenrb,er 8013, lFre Chans ierminated tFreir prior general conlractor and retalned

s ne$r gpneraloontractur who ha* experienca wo*lr6 direcHy with the Crty of ltdontarcy

Fartt, ihis wae some s€v€n v*esks uetore the Chans re#i\ted ffira Gitye DenembsrES,

A0ZI, by whictr tirne , they had already dimharged ard reptaetd their previoun generat

csntrecinr. $rrFen Edrr*ard f,han, ir-r early Hoarember, attempted tfi refiF r their buliildlng

p**,t, City *utr advised him that tre coulg nol hir* a nHil gBnaral.eantractur rvithout the

brpr*uu *,'iitten approval of the pnor g€nerslcontrae-tor- This rssulted in numarous

somewhat clrcuilolrs corrrmunicalisni and delays" I rnyself eontasted the sittt and askad

whelher lhere wag indeed su,ch a requirement, I was tofd that it was e direcliue of the City
;g*ldi"g-On"ial." hut lhat he t*as not available, lvtaybe it was my ouJn limlted knowhdgn of

llCInterjy perk gouernrnanl. but I could not find anytfiing about the appointrEnt and paY$er$

otttt*'euitUingbffisial'pither in lhe hlunicipal Sode or fhe Gity Charten The Ghans finally

,i/sns able to BECure theif p,arrnit in nlid Janlrary, R6ffid raina begrrr shortly tharesfter.

'1 nl'i t,'BrlfiJl, !:-}di F,1,



,/taIl" tYI4ll . r lY: {Y,} }a r-..!!IY{} fI}L., lYt!.lllt{qf.l r illF,L rr!F: !!r4rrE:t rrrrlrr. rrrqrr *'F,!iP4I4=."r

The iast lhing rny clients wanl i* anlir:ely svsHahle iiligation resulting wholly froin rnulual

nrlsurdergtandings. Lel's msst anricarbly nert weel+ 5t the trity's conwnnsnc* and go

thro.ugh all the irsues wilh firecision and gal tFram resohed. Nn light of the record ralns and

fhoding, I hope you e6n appreciale that lha e hans as rriull ss nther proprErty or rners in

Monlaray Pa* are doing what they can.

I am auailable al.lsf n€Hl*eelr excepl lor tAledne*day morning. Perhaps Wednosday
aftsrnoon sr ThurEday would work. Tuesday and Friday rnnsuld be fine" I loolt fonrard to
fiearing frorn you, Pleas,6 leel free to call rne or tert rne at {582} 2US-g€79. You can 8l$o

rsaeh ire st rny office al {Sfi3} 30f,*9879, Perhaps urp qsn correepond or talk tqmprrour snd
sst s timd.

Very truly yours,

Andrew Krastins
rhs ncRlmf* pf thtr r+ntilnraaalgu; fnrJudingffy f,ffil6hnillnat! rrl $rffindld *slrtr tbf &f uil r'tfrn
FntrEn sr 11rdfy fo wfiish ffir *mrII ptr tddruffd" l{ srorrtrfru {nllo nrfon tftfll ttl$f [lpncmd 0y Itra

rttgf't3}F.Gfhnf Fr/plt{Sa rorf.prcduutdbFHrt*" or otfirrpdvniqgo, rrndrnrybc rutfrt6ltdfmtn
Cnem*uru ty a]ppfi{lrAfr rlrb lnd frdmd Ilrm lf yos ruerlr,td flrtr +nrr{l ranr'Eg: irt 1s'?'Eiti FlGl*t
iftrrrrtsrf@il,csm ef ruply e-mrfl. Flurff lltoprrnrrncnftf dr{*lr rJlcopl* o{th* crigfnril r.m5ff ar
r+rJt ta flry r?fF;ft rnmln"

t sf -I
3'8,:s:I. $:l{i Ph



,r\{,!1" 1q5t, - r'l,v 4LI W. Ltqll'.e!'}1!f., n'1{flt[{lrtl rilftuLildfl lIlalrtrr lll3F::J'llrill{,dl!trlulll't.l'l'lJtEif} ii}laF}I-x{+fl!.'r r,a I i . r-*rr! 
'-r*-r'.

Fw 495 W- Garuey Ave,. lvlonterey Parkl(han rnfitter

F r gm ; A,ndrew f; . l(raltrnr, [s,q, {sttdrti fi 5lf, rYFFpl.r€rrtN

T*r: tvrunqS'nngn{*reyF,6rk.qa.$w

Fute: idondry, March {, aGed ti $}19 FM P5T

Dear [,1r. Wong: I represent lhe GhanE in resslving any outstandinE i$sue+ Fertaining to their
proF€rty at lhe northwe$t corn€r E{ A,tlantic and GaruEy, ln mid Februsry Sily Attormey

Campan $Ent tfle Chans a letter lhreatarning tlra imminenl ccilrrmencement ol legal
procsedlngs and irntrucling lhe Shaqs orffieir dsunssl tu contact Mr" Campen. Upon

repewing the letter" I imrfiedlately tried lo reseh [,!t', fiampen by talephnne snd hfi him a

m€ssage to aonlact me. Receiving ns respon*e, Nfiollsr#ed uB with tl'ryq emalls, and tqday yet
gfisthei The Cl6ns BrE longtime FroFerty rytt nars in Monterey Psrk. Their Farenls, Chinese

immfinarn$ who anived panniless in the Unitad Statee, mouad to iiontaref farlt rell nuer half

a eentury agn ard eaiEdinhad nurnerous *table businomes. I belleva that Eddle and t'lsrttard

bqlh grei,r up ln Monterey Fark arrd went Lo sct CIol in l!{ont*rey Park. They wsuld }ilte to rne*t
with City stsff, as the Crfy iFelf *uggested in mid Deaember" and resolve any suHtEndFtg

matters, Ar the Cily fiouncil nerrr-her in whose district fhe Chsns' profedy i* loeated, I ihzught
you rnay wish to be inforrnsd of arry deuelopmentr.

Very tru,ly yourE,
fuidrew O, l{rEslins

-" Fsnrsded ttla+eaqa 
-Frunr: Aadrer* O. Httf;Hn*. Ecq, .skrsabnslnulBrol.{#m}

1s; 556rg*llf,bnrllrY. FCIffi <kbergc@nrrllxrr.Eotnr
Gg: rhranqBm$rtEriryFifl{,Er,Bstr <rtolEn0€rfiontatyprn Ft.gw}: ffitagrrl4nltfi{#t'Flft, El,91ou

*$nofrLrnordhryprrtr ce,Enu>; fsgrrlpsr@birthf,.Es{!! <lmmpcn@b*ileil"coiTF. tlunE@montsrEyperk.Ee,$eir
.1wefig@nsnlrmyBtft. ce guur
Stnt: lr{onrlay, iixc.h 4" l0l4 rl ller53'31 Fit F,ST

8u$rcfr Fw;dS$ W. Garvty Av*,, 'iltonltrery PrrktEhan metlrt

Desr Mr. Beruer; I raprestnt the Chans in mattgrs regarding 795 UV, Garv*y Avenue

{Ganmy end Atlsritic}. The Ghans sre eagc.r to mgo{ve Any outslanding lesu€s" Despile
,EomE apparerlt admin'lgtrative misglridanoe, they hale rEtainsd a tET$ ganaralcontrgcltor

and raner*ed thE n#s8afy rafmits. upon receiving youf trolledgue Mr, Eampen'r lefler

EomE thrpe urrseks ago, I immadiataly tried to contset [,1r. Ga,mpeft as hia letter inetrugted, I

lefr a tel*phone firesiage. s'eftt a folhw-up email, and, elill raeeiving no nerponss, forwarded

the follory-up emeil tn *elevant staff, tt just occurred ts ms that irlt. Garnpen might ba sn
vacallen ur qlfianyite unavsilable" So lfunrard lhose e*neih to you- The Ghans wuuld like

to mnEt w{th rel6uant Clty slaff/equnsel and to retolve any CIuletilnding issues as affichnlly
as Fsssible. I look fururrard {o +e.tting up a rnutuallY oonvaniant time and plac+.

Very fuf yo{.rrs,

Andrew Krssting

l of l l,''6':tl:5" t:3T Flt



t.l.',tjil, rHilql - 8'l*:.lYJ h. t.riln'*\ r1rE,, ,l?r.ttlqr;lf Y !-dlrB ! llil.lt llrulltr r{1rtrt,.' r6rflrr.6t

'"-*-= Fgfi'rarded ideagage --
From; Andreit O !furlnn*, Egr{. *Eftrsslinrlrw@tol.comr
Tal j*rrano@mo*rlereypark ca.gou <j*neno{$rnonlerwypa* ca lloy}; Ilaltft@mflnlBr*yFx€d{ FE goY

r dsggn@ montgrgy Fe rk c€ gsvr . cmffir*o*terwFstfi . ea . gP* < cma{$mo*toff,rypsrh. c4' govF

Gc : lcefi Fin{nEtlf }18*" efi m tlsamp€r€bwEleil.d.ofi :'
Srnt: Tue*duy, Fehrr,rery 97, 204{ at r2.13.03 FH P$T
Subirc,t: FrY: {05 W Garuey 'd,t* Ho*lterey PartuEhan rntntr

Deer hls" Alvarer" Mr, Lozanq and Ms. Serrano.

I reprerent Edwsrd Chan and Howard OFran" { am lorwardrng you an ernail I sFnt two day-s

ago tCI Mr, Carnp€n lo suggest having a cCIdnprehen$iue inAercon rfleeting to gs over all the

orltslanding rssug5. My letXer io Mr. Fanrpen w*s a hllow uF ts my telBFhone m€$$sgs ttfls

days befors. Thera, I outlined *a*Te conhrsron that ar6se wh€fl tho Ghans lr'ied to fBn€w

their pennit and w6r€ toH lhat they muH nol retain a ner# general conhEElnf wilhout ihe
written agrEempnt pf ths ecntrEstor whn they dbrnissed. ,4s you fian SBe from your files, lfits

has bsen regolved,
As yor.t csn see, this ilras baen resalved,

I haue sugge*ted an in-peraon meating at fiiry Hall at:/ou'r convenlence so ura ean elearly

go ouer any sutgtandtng rissue€ and qat th€m resoluad I will arnang€ my own *ehedule

iround the muluel conveniefice of Eity staff, Mr. framp*n and the Chans, In my emall tfi fflr'

Ganlpsn" I suggested me me*t as eariy ee tfiis urcek, sther than tornorrot+', I losk foruuard lo

hearing frsnr Mr, Eampen and rnes{ing with you ln per$on,

\hry lruty ysurt,
Andrern, O" Krastins

Ftr* swltlnir sf flll* r.rnrlt tn*rrrgo, Ineludng fltf .ffictt t?*nb; rn lnfsrslrd reJdy &r rh'r ir*r of tfir
pfi1nori cr rn#ly to rtlricf'r Ore +mdl mr* lddrttrrlt il ronartrlr ftrlbnnrtion fhdl trt.f'[a prn{{ftrdty tttr
rntrrrr.y*ll,rrU p*frfilrgr, rurlr+rpdncr doeirinr, orolhrrp{v'Jqguo, rnd nny Dr 

'rrfrdctnd 
fnini

dtielo**rrt qy qFpffarh$r dlrfn *nd lhdrnrf lar, lf yau me-lfprO fnle rmr/i rnccdl$}lfi ffTff, F$mll s*rlrlif
.{lirrrdna@dottlm oy ryp.ly unrdl Frrrrerr rlra Fffrrunmdy drlrle rdl copirl sf tror orlglnrf r.mril lr
nrll* tnIl|lrciult'mr*-

-- 
p6;ra6sdrd {rte*3ggq --

FrUm: firdlnw O. Krgsbni, E*q, .rl+ftttrnSlgl$Esol.fofiF
To: hampen@bv*lrw com ttcaffpan@brvgls*'camr

*rrt: Sundql, Fpbr,uary 2t.20?4 rt tt 35;4? FH FST

Subfnr* 4$511T Genrty AnrG., irlpnle*ey Farklfrhen rf,*{ifir

Dear tilr. Campen:

I repreren-l Edward and Hn*vard Chnn. I anr reaching oul to lfdu rryarding the propefry at

?SS W Garvey Auenue in ililonlerery Fark. I reeelved your Februfiry '!8, ?OE4 lEflsr to lm
f,:han* on Friday aflemoon, I am away from nry offiee cnmputar but I wanl to respond

promptly. First, I tfiink there hss h+en $oFrF rsgrBttsble c*nfusion reg8rdiF'g an'in-pB!'Son

rneaUrhd wh6h was tCI lake place sfollnd Chrietmas, Erridently, Grty etaff cdfilaclsd tulr. Chan

and *ufige*ted mesting in lhe ne,xt [wp tryFehs but did not fo{lo!'J up and confFrn. I myself
ptannd-to auend that meeling. Hnuing heard nolhlng fr,om the City. tfle Chans - and I -
pnesumed thsl no firm date had been s*t. $hortly hsfore Chr,irtrnas, wl'rile I was oul of lhe

offiae an ofhar rrlatter$, I reoeiued a call thal tfie rnaeting was to go fontard, As I recall, Mr"

Chsn oonmct€d tfie Cfty and explalnad, hoping lo *et a tinn date lo me€l.

I nf :l li*tftls. 5:l? Fh



lrqlJl. ll'lill - tr1,T. {Tl !tr, tl\BfYsll l\n'g , f"tutlrgrEr f EIL,L.lt{lrl lEldllft irttlr) .r rl rrrrr, arr r,Lsr r.'$ ruffit ! *! r I rsrrqsr.r

lnetead uf seflrng 6 ftew firnrl rneeting date, the Gity Eent the f,hans a htter sfating lhat the

[han* may he subject t6 impending legal aclion. The fourll'l Fags of the !*Ker oonlein* the

fotlowing: "Flease Ee Further Advised that all oornmunicstions with the frity regarding
r,onstruction on the Froperty, particularly with the Building fird Safety Diuision snd the Public

Worlts, Departnrent, ntuEt ba mndusted exclttsively lhrough yOur Eeneral
cpnlrsctor or rts aulhorieed agants"'

ln early Nwrrnber 2CI!3, lhe Chane terrninated their Bricr general mntrsclsr ard rstaln€d

a ngw ganeral eontrador who hae experienoe ramrking dir*ctly with the City of Monterey

Fart. Tt is wss soffie sevfffi wpeh-s befsre the Chane rEeeiwd the f,ily's Demrnber ?0,

U033, by nrtri,ch time, they had alraady discfterged and replaced their prenrilous general

conlrsctor" Vllhan Edwsrd Chan, in earty Hovarnber. attempted to reflew heir buiHing
permit- Cifi atatf adrrised hirn ftal he could nsl hire E Re$, general contractor witheut the

ekpre€s wrilten approval of the pnior grefisnal contrecter, Thls rssuruEd in numerous

sdmervhst circuitous Domrniunbationp and dalayc, I rnyself eonl*cled lhe Oity nrld asHed

whether there wss ind€€d auch a requirenn*nt, lwae lold that it was s dir€cthe of the Cily
"Buildlng Ofticial," bul that he was ncrt susilahle, Mgybe it was rny,E$rn linnited knonrfadge of

Msnler6y Park go*ern,msnt, but I esuld not find anVthing about the appdn[nont and p*ttrcrs

of the 'Building -Omcisl'either 
in ttm Municipal Oode or the City Gharler, ThE Ghens tinally

wers ahh to spcure their pernnit in rnid January Record rains began s.tlorlly thereafrer"

Tlre lasl tiring nry cliente want ie antirely euoldable litigation'resullfu'lg uftolly fisrn mutual

misunderstgndlnga. Lst's meet amieably next $E€k at lhB Gity's qflrvenienc* and go

through all the insues with Breclaion and Sat thern rgsolved. ln lbht sf the record rains and

flooding, I hop* yo{i can appreciate thal ttrs fihane as'fiel} as slher froperly ouners ifi
iinnlerey Parft are dcing whal th€y oan"

I arn ouallable all of rwxt we6k except fnr blbdnsadey rnorning. Perh*pe V*adnesday

afiqrnoon CIr Thursday t*o rld nmdt. Tuesday and Fridsy umuld be fine. I look fonu*rd to
,hearirrg from you. F,lease hel frFB to egll {T}e sr text ma flt {5fi2} 20&-9fr79, Yqu can *lso
reach me et rny office Et [5fi2] ?CI8-86?9, Perhaps ute cfln core+pond or talk lnrnorrcrrr snd

sat a iirng.

lhry lrufy ydurs,

Andrev* Krastins
Tfu con|Efir df thE l-r*rll m;*tryl+ in*fujdlng rny lttrchmrnl& tulr lntmdld m''tly fiqf fi* sfi o{ {h{

F{rsff, ff *nfj1f ts r+.ftIuh thr Hflrdl rr* rdplmr+rd. ft csntr{nr infarnuffpn tftr,l mry trprufwiod &y llhio

imarruy,rffsnf prfyftrflq nor*grudrrrt doctrlnr. ar ol!rurprfvtlogrfl, en{rry &'l tlrtrtcltldrhotfit
dtrcJcllri ef im^tlc*h Jlastr,!ndtrtdilfitl lnrrr ffyou racri*rdffi,lt r+nrffrurcrrrgr ffi tt?Er, phr*r ].tr|fl
Jthprtinrla1r,giil,com 6f rffff 1.6rfl, Flm'*l rl*o p+rrnmrnt y dahilo rIJ cogfrl of lhr sdgfnl{ ]rrr$T tt
xnll ru llrf ifitclilfi isr{r.

1nf l l/&,lX$ti. 1;]7 f:h



rttll. *'lnrl ' l{e: '195 l{ tirr}cJ, A*r., hlunlcrtl Frrl.'Chnn rnatttr irllpl, d,fiilll,rnl,e $tlt"{t'lilgttciTij"nls*sfigtsiAl. tr LL llv H I rddr{tl .

Re: 495 W. Garvey Ave., tutonterey Farl#Chan matter

From: Andrew S. lfueEtlnq [sq- {ahrdstiRtlfi'rr,8rol,c+tlr}

To; [crmprn€i]hrr,ll$.csm

{c, rnronE$r*onrereyptrk.cs.Sfil ftortilssmsntert?parfe,ca,g+u j*erraE gBmo{ll€qBfFd.rk"(d.lsv

Eet: ettenrrrglSSErnail.mrfi rSh*rvardclaanSgrnailrom

Drtp: ht+*doy, lt,tarcfi "t, 30e4 Fl Sa:"15 PM PSI

Bear Mr. EamBen: Thsnk you br ysur responss. AE you can see fnoffi the emailcfiain, I haw
beefi trying to contacl yorlr o,filse for some thrae u,Esk$. The Chans wuuld like lo rftBEt in
pers6n aE the Gity propnced flrsund Christmas. I applqgize th.at I wss not auailEbla on that

parlicular day, and for any ra*utting misundersl,ardirg, Fn in.pertnn meeting bebrean the
relevsnt Gig-Staff. tha Chane snd lhtir r€€OectiLie DouriseltleuH ell$il$ everTsne concamed to
go frrough end resolve any rarnaining istuee. TheChsnc ars sagar lo soqp}ete lhe Froiac{ so

th,eir tenin! can op6rl far bueincse. Thay ar6 Bq{rslly Eagsf to Eornp}y with City requiremcnls

ard racshe eny misunderstandings. I will arrangn my mftedr.llp tu *uil all of lhe partier

irnroluad, I wilt be free on Thurrday to disstss thiE m,atter furthar with yau. I hnpe we can En

in-prrron rn€Fling for gome tims next umak" Hailher you nsr I can por*ihly haue the d+taihd
fnuriltedgpg sf rernaining is+ue* thst the pFrEo{rs directry invohrcd p€ssEss, I look furward to

hearirq froat you ef ysur colleagues.

\,fiery tuly yourE.
fuidnew O, Kraslins

ltt ssnF,ilU of it*s rxm*$tnr*rr.{n, Incftrrdrrf Fnrntliettfirsfih, atl InlUdrdrolrlyftrthl u*r oilthr
p*pqfl ormfftyfo wfifctr lhr r.nfiil yrl rdUn*lrrd" llconlolr-ra tudblrmrilon ttrl mly,brpflfF"llg frt tr
iffernry-cflrnf prlnllrg+ *rsrt.prodrrutdrrctrfnr, orod#rrpffidtlgr*, md mrybrllrtfrcltdflEffi dle,lo*lru
Uf rnpiitcrbft lirr rnd frdrrai ltr*, ]f ]mu ncrfimd ftfih *{trrtd rnpa6t$r lfi *rru! FI*r*r *mrlJ
n*dd6rgm4rut c6rnt frf nfpff *mr{|. Flcmr rlro prrnfffttrry ddrfi rll roplw of flre orig{nrt frtnrll l*
urfl lr rrry ilfrrfttnffiH.

On HonOrn Llarch 4, IStl fl 01 10:0ll Fii PST, E*mp+n' Tmthv E

ctr,ernpel@brnde'al Fom s lHfgl&'

Fear Mr, Krasline,

I snri the A,r5ii.tar* Slty ,4ttornay for the Gity of Monltr,ay Perk *nd r*aigned to lhia mattcr- I em

availsbk fnr a phon* cEIl if you like, Plesl€ tst rns htur* whet time ruorka h*t for you'

$incereiy,

Tlmolhy E, Grumpon I Prrlnrr
ff}1 UllEst Brosfrray- Suite {6ff} lSan Dtego. CA g2t01

t rtf ,l l',6'1035, 5:!E Flt



ItOl. lllait - Rn: {9-r \t, {Jrrvca Al'c., M{lntcrF!' t'arFjt-ntl1 matrcr lltS6;r'rFlttl,Otll,tr0{nrqrl$ltl{f$, J'mclrn$F!'.4 t- I t 't- llY n I rtu.FilJ-

d - 6lg 814,5fir01t - Big.St4"5$0n 1r.sls.814.6799lrn - ts!9.861"77S?
lcsrrp3g@EilEltg4gg I b*slarv.c$ffi

lhdlIJF. l1il,Lr$tf, Fff$ff ,rl LL F

Ftunr: Andrefi O, KmBlins. Eq- qskrf,slirmlfll{&Eol,€Frfi}

Srnt L{ondey. Mcrch {, e024 1?;54 P&t

To: BuBlr, l{ff| H. <fffierger€btrostqw,Eem>
Sel rloaino@nronttrcypart.as"gor/; crnu{Imtr$cr:E}psrk.ce.$ot CemFan, Tirnothy E-

<TGnrnpen$hralau.*ornr ; hrong{$tnonlaruypart,ea-gov
Su'tlect Fw: {BF llt Garvuy Ave.. Honterury PadilEhan rnilter

[Ef,TEHrllLl

Tllc lllFnll|t+n esfllrk-nd fn lh.r s-rryil nre|{rgs I trlttdrd only |br thr e${FlgEi{Tllf u]l st fti *rErtr'b'd rillffitlts nr.flct *srr
Tiln hhflarhrt tsmullttid fc rrtlg lE 0n rnirr*t*nt ptrrfut rnO** rWmrdr s*rfillrirfil{io.l*y nc{t p{EOIct fudpir'tlr
rnfiJE nal fir Edfhr si llit mrrh'r,*r prfilirff racr*th ri@fdc. il Fr, ril nol llll {rrfinr0ill .r*lql*i|! n*tr*d rboYe ar llu
i,fttO,Cnd |ffdiufomn* fi{firl'iliirH rttottnOmle,ort'drddnffla, tbr}flcthild Frbdocrtiltlilr.sl$ illdlfitlfillllslqqHt'.I
futhlr msina 6a-irna'riltxrn, ahilfrrrhn I trpfsrg st fiH ccirt"rirrlstdrt ry Fff 6{ rrrrsfn @ l!ryh]ttltEd F V{XJ FECEfVtf
nls coltrur{Etnor{ lru bnnm, ptEA,sE irr-nrr us i!,ilrutrt*;IErv it rsreFii{**}pG tF{E $EHFEH r*AnEoffillE A!
0{f, t${llt ltrlrt( ruu

'-1.F.-i--'_

D6r t\{r" E11gr;; I rrprerrnt tlr fhrr* in mrutr rugrrding ?9S \l'. Qn*y Atanuc ttirncy rnd Jtllurlifil, Ttc f-firy* *ro

E$fr ho rwofl*c nry nurundiry it*ucu. tr**plu ryne ryputnt ndminirrrilite mirfi:rtdrn++, thcn hruc rthinod r rr* Smcrrl
*frrn*r*rn and runi,r,nd thc nr&,rrrl,pernrili Upon msiiviryyolr sr{}cque lllr. frmpnn'r lcller somr lhrtt tr++k* rg*' I

irrrmrdinrdy Fiod mcartrn Nr. Cerngcn * hh tar*rlncru€r&. I fn r uldfic nlfsssgf{ ucnt s [oll**'t{t*nqi!: ind" sill
#J*ing ti ropuo*, fnr*.ard*d lhsli:ilsq*"W e+rsil gc rchvrni rtaf. lt ju*r scrlrr'Fdlomn thrr Mr FtfFo rniglrt b* rn
rratlsn-ur udnnais* rnrrrihblc, $o I frrrrrrt ltrom enrnik {ru ysu, Th* fhurr *prrld lik to nxd whh rclutxrr f iiy rlfl?
aogrr*e{ 111d 19 rFrfiIvtr r|r3 ouutrndi*ry ir*rra u rlllcieal}y- nr p*:siblc. I toqt fgrt"sd lo rdlilry up e nutnlly tqnrsnicffl

tim+ ud ph,x.

b'Fr} FulI fdrtrt
4ndrsl'r' Krurtitt*

** Frrnvadetl b1+**r4c *

frum: Andmr' 0. Krddrih*, Erq. @r
T'o: lxlruro;fr. m*nlffe'p1f,.erEst ":l$rmMll[$$!gslffiL"5gd$t:"1 rlonrnr,lrrupmtrn:rurflia+r'r
.d@: *ng$nglsErln**a$l {gfta$r[s!ksl:dils.*d!.:'

Cc; reanrnenri!ft'r* rhw. r {rn'-l$Ofts:LltlfllcE !gq'

$lmll TtxrdnX Fefonraq t7" 3{t!{ el l!:l}:0} Pf.l FST

lirblxli f w:"tSJ W" frrrrr1'Alc," irlonr*f Frft,fhEn rrilltr

'l *fd I j$r:$ll, 5:?S Fh



4[-tt- JllEl.| - ltl]: {}S] Yt'. tilr}'fy raYf.'. frlffirlEfg]r l.-ntrltndH] nruttsr tl{lFrs,'r'llllllI.ilUd,{Sfli'U'IlJlttflv#}ltEiNtr$}'f}lrli#!arrrttut-r5'v-

ttcar Ml Alvtrea hlr. l.nr.arro ttstd kilr. $tnr:ru:

I 3jprrcrcnt Elrrrud 6.hnn nnd tls'*'ffd fhfn. I rnr fm'r,lrdlng 3-ou m Ern[il I *al twn dt3t a$n :o illr" frrrycri lo rufigcrl

turing r mrn;wrhrniirc -in.pcrron rfieftrng to B$ sffir rll tl* ouuisding irurcr. My tcrw o Mr, Cunpcn r'r'as r fr{lor* up lo

nry_- rlrphorrnrr,;rfi tu,ro day* hfotr, Thsrt, t rrutllnrdremt uoflfurion thll trsr+ lxtrit tlrl f;hsfis triid tn rcns$ fieir
p*i*it i"U lr.frg tisld-thr{ tlrry unrld rtol qtpitr r nfi,u But€lll wrrmtur trilhon ftG r.vtiltgn tEf6clilcnt of lhc nsntrmtw r'vhu

rhcy dismisscd, As ynru Ern lFc fr:or'rt 1'eur llttr. tlis hrc brt{ rc:nlrcd'

*s Fou csn s$r. this hs bffn rtrsluctl.

I hrrc nrggeslal rn in"grrlo* mg-nlng u Cily HoJi rt 5mn cffivrniEr*c* to ts.'(xn *lluly 8o qvrr isry quBrsndinp iruqr rnd

gcr th11n;dcd, I $,iilurrn5g m3 ,r*r'n sl#ulc nral* th+ nnrruill cqnvfltlencc offiry slaff. Mr. firnpqt nnd tht{h_rl!r-
In rn1. rmeil ln Mr. finr;rsrr, lis55b*O rlir mrct r.r carly rs {hir urc*, orher rlun :rlfirnrFofi, I lno* fonr*d tn hr*ring fiwn

Mr, L',ampen rld m*tin4r'ith 1^ou in Fcrrrltl.

Itssnlfitrng G/ffirs-lnrdlfffi.ffilFft fuaft*dlrfi rrqyurfirfinnnr" {fslftttrdsdrde$'/wtftd uxnltrll*prrw"l nrev'ai4'

e r*jf* r$r crmi{ lr.il od*urr*J * mrnlri tffirmi,nr CItr may 6r pr.*rrnd Iy $d 6isfi''trqr*ltsmr p;Jrdl4c' *'er*'

Ff,fldgf, &s{**rg. nr sr[*y Frdnliqfae nrd ury iri rgtlMtrUil dlbel$ffrr Sy qp$rr0Jr_uuru nnd;tuf*tf l*n {f,luu
racr{rrd r*r* c+rfl mcur}r  n cunor, pmrc-Ldrslt ,lAm&Sgd@ fry rugf ernoil" J$mre nf'ro prrrllumtF d.rc G

r{f sqplrr ull,Irr ordgdrrf ronrs{f q* $tJy et #qF Efffidltn"nlr.

Vi$ tnll1 loilrr"

,{ndro*O, hrnstim

r.-- Fanrsdcd Mcrss*o ---
frm: Arlrkrra 0" ld:rssinr, Es*l *;4tgginE&gt1$rLqsro-

Tu qruur$cn,i:,lbgllg*r;:ro ir{tthft El {}ig{dlgJilIn:'

.Srnl:5rindry Fthrury'I!, I[t!i|51 1l;]-$;{! Fh't FfiT

$ahfat: 495 W,6svc] Auc., [L{p6146g hrLftun mlttrr

ffer [$- ('runPrn;

I repru*ent Edr*rtl fixt l{ur.vud ftiln. I lxn rEr*hf,tg out !s }'su rryrding lhf ryqf,rfiy rt-?91 W. fruvry Avtrnr* irt

h4rl*r.o?,e.*. f rwdwd yorr Fctnrry 10" l0l4 trfll+r ts thr[xrrrrm Fridnp rllffnan.-! ern umry hom my ofii*e

camF|'g. bsl I tr.lnt ts rcxFoord pnrnptltr- FirEt t rhi* fterBhct_becn ;oJEt tEgttlrlh{e eltlfu.rion_ rcgrrdng_rn inpcqorl.

n*niire whidr ruyrr lo nltc ptx.i urnrni ctrtsmrer, Euidcr*tJy, Chy {affEsrrrrctcd hlr. ct*n F-!d lt$sc*lod Ercling lfl th*

oe.l r*-o rrc*kr hrrt did nrrr?nflrr* up ud omrfrm,, I mytctf firnid !a Utlnd thar rn*ting' H*uinp hard ry[lp fmm lhc

€irf,. rli! finnr - {||d I - prenrncd ihrl nafunn dstshld b*F lEr. Shonly blfolt Clrristrnse ufii! [ury.tx,tt of tftc slltcc.on

sfhar mglblm, I rcrrclwd I crll rtnf tht mactlng wss t$ f,p frlrrrrd, Ar I rrceall, Mr" Ctrrn Fcrqb{lrd ftr fhy rnd uplnincd.

troping to ttt I firm drtu lo tmct.

lnrtcd nf .*e$ng I ncr,r. finn nrwth3 d6nq rh* ('lity lnnt thc f,hrnr r ln*r *xjeg lhsrt tln L"hlffi rfisl bc *tbflcr to
grp*rdi"f hfatdi"n Tln frnrrrh pfrt of rtx lsrer rrntrinrtlu follnuing;"i'l!atd fu Firrl*r Adviscddut nll

comrmunicrti{mlchft tlu f iry ffgildiru
.xnstrurtisn on thc Fmprny,'l*t-"ufrr[,tyilh the tstihlinprnd hfrty lJ,ivirim nnd rhc lhrHh lirpdic $cpnnmertt. itt!51br

r:wrdushd exelrmte{1' rhrotgh ymr Scncrd

t o{'4 lr$!*!.t, 5:1[ Ff



ftLlL. ttlilll . l(Cl ,43:t br, qr{fvfl'lltts., ll,l{Inlrrrt rEn,'L l}Bfl trrrrlrEr fl-l!fJI;iinlirlt.!Ul,tiutll'{li,'ltrrl{.rt}';rlllSFlqSsF'f,la'tr1-Lrrrtnrrru&!r-LF*

L]llnlfrcl$r Dr ils rulhorir$d *8Fl'tl"a.'"

ln enrly HffEtnbsr :U!1, Ihs fhsnr tenrinarod ltr*lr prior grnecl conlrrclff nnd rcn"ind I nrtw gro{rel suntrrolff xhn hpr

elFdde6rc nurliin4. dimctlp * ilh the f iry lf lrl+rtr*ey Pffl- This H'rs *or{F $rr'frl w*hi brtor'c ilrc f lun: rasitcd llrc
Cii1,'r l.LrcenArr :-0" ftf:,'Uy *,trkh tirn*. rhcl'h*t ulnrriy dirchrryrd and rr,phced thcir pretilur gn+rrl tsnlnct{rr, Wh+n

f;d*rd d1rfir, in arly l{wctnhtr, rttcmpled }t} rE 1(,t* lheir brdlding Fcmtil. t"ity r,tnff ndvirsd hlrn tht t}E sruld nrr hirr I
n*nn 5cncrrl *rnlrtl;ls. r*ftjruur thr srprms urillcrr tplrulti tffit priar grncml conlTncl{ta- 'Iftir t**uhtd ln nqmfross

*n*i*|15t sirepitriuf {xrrrfftnigrtiryci rnd dchpt, I myrelf conl*ttd $re f ily arxi erked *'h*ther tllcrq l+s inrl*d rwh I
mqr.lirrmr.rl l wn$ mlll lleil it *s e dlrcctivt nf fic fity *tsuild:ing *lTi*irl.'- hu* llnt hE *rr nrr{ lr dbhlc' Ilaybt H wrs rn}'

61rr,vn lirniled tnnwhdg* of hlonl.eru1, Farti porcrnnrfnt. tr{il i eqrld not find nnlfhing rtrput thc qryointmanl mrl prxtrE of lht
..Euilding O{licigl" *itwr i" rfre Minic;pat C,nic m thc firy flhrrr*r. Thc f,hnn+ finrlly nrrc rbl* tn *asut lfttir pcnnit in

rri$ Jmurrl'" Roconi rrrm lnf,sr rhunll rlxrerftct

'I11|l lrtt lhlrq rny clicnF wnrrt i: {ntirtl-f l'-*idl&ls lillgrtion r**uftlng *fidll fimt ,mulsrl rniflnxl*r+rlnrlln4r' La'r rnee

mrimily ns.rr ,,rnci tt ttp firy't snnrcnrctm rnl go fhrough ull thc iwuer *irh prtcisi+n and grt thern rc*nlvtd- ln ligtt +F

rhs rcE$rd reinl md llorsing,i hofx lnr uulnpprrcitt* lftc{ thc Chlru ar rrell as mfrtr propcrty tr*nrrs tn Mo*uocy Prf* arc

doinS *'hm rlxy'mm,

! rrn sr*il1bh rll of nexi *'*r.k s.rscpi fir lt'edn*dny mmming, Pcr|13pa WcrlOe*hy aft,rmr-'ron or Thur*d1y trnrdd r'vc*-
'Fgcsduy rnd Fnidny *rnuld hr lLm. t t+a* forurrrd rsr h*uing [rtru;'*ru, Flelr,t fr'el ftllc to 6sll rtE sr lcrl NnF il {5{3}
:CIt.Af l-g, t'rru cen sho mqeh n|c fi! nty nffiec ntr {56I}:0bSe?S. Mupr irE *ifii mtr*pand rrr trlk lumorro* nd rct r
timc.

thry lmly y,wrr

,'fn*trrr f*.lrsfins

ftr rsrtinf* 4f$.{r rrnrdlrncrrrlu" trrrrlnfirrg ftEf citFrfirwrrrn orrftrl*nd:drfl{ilfJFn !tt*rrt u/dcprrrun or rndlJ

th, ilft.f$ft alr r.,nnit * ngbtr*lrsd. ff *orun&ri tnlanmtfun t[d, fioJ fu prilttrled &; r$r cnrra*poirlml gdrifryr, Lnrtf,ll'

F ndl$ddtoriJfrr, crfffilrF {r.ltrtrE amdlwnJ'6crufifrIrtbdJfilundrcJmurc ri$ sFF{frut{r rrurc lndfidrm{Jrrna f,pnu
*rsrr\ffit rsrr amdl mmnilr lr Jrar, d*a*e r.nrrlfl "{Sru+linrJbrr{.UaJ4rrrn fry rrps +andL flcurr olm parurl*rv/l}'

4alm ull reph +/rlbr url5dlrd a+llif lr rtJl er ury rflTn6ndr6a'

{ uf"l lt&':03i, trlB Ph
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Frs m r J afl el le Si mmons <jevlr,rnsgEl g *S g Ugl t, $-{ry }
$anl; Wadnesdsy, F{ovember 8, ?0?3 '!0:3S Al,l
To: Euilding Fennil Countar
e b r,' i td ! ry @ e lEar l-ca " 

g g-{ >
SubJrct: Ra: Chengn of oonlraclor

IEHTERHAL EN{,{A1Ll

CAUTIOH: This email originetnd from oulslde your
orgunirafion" Eilercise cf,ulhn when opening
attachments or clicking links, eapacially from unknorym
senders,

E?s'0128 if yuu have any quasbsfts plassa leel free to
call me Joven lactaEen 3?]3fi+3?IS

On Wed, Hs,v S, 30?3 at 10:05 AM Bulldlng Psrmit
Counler
*b-tr*{dfngper3p1t.qryI1-tg.r_@Iruqlg.tgypp_rruef W}$nste:

Thank yuu for ysur email,

fUhst pnfr-n{l dors thrs pqrlain to?

SandlJintensz

Fe.nni't Technicisn I

Community Sevslopmanl I Hu,ilding and Eafety
Biulsion

Ciry of Montorey Parlt



F ronn : J sn E{ [a $ im mons {i !Ll/.er}FEg_ tF €@g Uil1qft IIt >
$cn{.r Wednesday, Hovernber B, 2S?3 S:0? plrl
To: BuiHing Permit Counler
<billgqgEgnnjlsq$r Lst_@l{"qn!e{s gfa4-sagp.lt'"
Su$*ct Ra: f,hrngn of onntrsctcr

Exerclm esull{tR whtn oFsni.rg stlacfimenl$ oc c}ickirm links,
arpaaally from unkno$n $tsndsrs.

It hss exp{red need lo know if rensr llrst then ehange of mntmstor
pl*asa advis€.

On Hov 8, ?093. fll {:97 F{td, Bulldlng Fermit Gounler
<M!{r,lgpgsrrl:qp.un tqr.@slp-s[aiFyfi$tlt'r:€,sy> mc*'s:

ll appearr trrat tht pennit B?3-01IS exprad on
08ffi2J2$3S

Thank you,

$andi Jimenae

Fermit Technician I

Community D.eryElqprnsnt I Bultding arrd $afety Divisron

Cily of iilonterey Partr
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Fronr: Eddle Chrn <gdchpl@Ornail corn>g.tur Thu, r.fov g, aozJ;ilEIE Fifr
Su$et*l 7BS W Garvry
To ; f, hcn.'Svir n < \ffi hq gR rn orr talg f Bgrh rg.!fl I I
|liViuhn

lJust t*rant to noliff lou tlrat I hava Jnrren Lgcnaosn wlll bc ln*talling tha uratsrlre'fiisnt uyrtem and wflr b* hsndfing thn *,nn*uon-ot-Fo* *+wor pdpe ta bringhqme mrp{eting }he proi*l AttNcJrriJfo thc lctd;th-t haw subrnttad ts thselfi m*aeming changa ol contrrstv, phase 
"ilH 

rn;nyrsaff wu cf,n 
"

Ihenle yul

Ed f,hEn

RH 795 W Ga,nruy.eml
t7.efit



Frum: Eddie Ghan <edc}"raftg$S@grnall s-0"n1>

Sent Tuesday, Novernber 14, 30?3 ?:46 FM

Tp; Errilding Perrnit Counter
< buleli n g pe rmttaqu:.te 1@Mp rrlegy-EarlL Ea. g'P! e ; G h e n' Mvi a n

*HGhe-11@Mo n te ref[al!1.gg" E suF : Janelle S im nr'lon s

<jglsngsglea@g rnaiN com>
$ubject: Fwd: 7S5 W GarveY

Hi Esndi,

I wes given yourenrail frorn Janeile at,.lovenssales concernlng change of

cpntractor. Iunderstand that you need lp have the fees, paid far the

expired pernrit. I he|ieue the pennit,is 8?3-01?8. This ls for the wsrk tp

comB[ete the rnein huildinE and not the cafe" I tlsuaily wnrkuith Vivian-

She ueually sends mB a linn tn pay the fees fcr the pernrit Please nolify

me of the steps that I naed to take In nrder to get thcse fees paid" lf you

need to call me please do so at $tE 47fi-6?86, Thank you for your tirne,

Sin'cerely,

Edward Ghan

Fon'varded nne$$Pge

Fram: EddlE Ghan <edchan93CI@g[]ail*FsruF

Dste: Thu, Hov S, 8033 at 1?:38 Pfrd

Subject: 795 W GarueY
To: f, h en, Vivia n <UQhet1@ n]g$Eiey,FE{E-Ea g gY>

Hi Mvien

I lust want to notify yuu that I hsve Joven Lactaoen will be ilnstallinE the

wster treatrnent systern and will bE hendling tha connestion of the sewer

pipg to bring hnme cornpleting tlre project, Attached is the letter lhey

h"ue subrnitted to tl're city conoeming change of csntra'cton Please aseist

ln anyway you carn ,

Thank you

Ed Chan

-WRDfi0Sn iPg
8e3B

f Mc-20?31 219-0851 1ZiPg

as4.skB

ffi



Lln w€cl, lrlov "1f,, eoa3, 7:5FAM Eullcling Permtl counter
<hu|dingger$iiq,tlunt*!'@ nan yglh-eg-,ggy* wrote:

Goad rnorrning,

Thank you for your document,

However, in order to remove tha exieting contract'or tha letter neEds to be
writlen from the Contractor on file: Rui Lang.

Thank ynu,

$andiJirnenee

Fermit Tpehnicisn I

ffsmrnunity Fevelppment I Building and Safety Bivision

Cig of Mcnterey Fark

FromI Eddf'B Chan <edchEn93&@gmail.corn>

Ssnt Tuesday, ltlovember 14, 20?3 I;4S PM
To: Building Permit Countar {h4jdjpg fflark.ca=gou>;
G hen, Viuia n *I*Fhru@rugnle*re1{ru rk*sa gg b ; J a n el le S i m mon s
<jggpfl$Eflgg@ gmai!.cam>
Subioct: Fwd: 795 tdV Garvey

lEXTEftt'{AL EF,{AILI

CAUTIOI'I" Thia emeil originated fronn ouleids your organieatisn. Exercise
muthon when opening attacfimente or diclting linlqe, esFee{ally from unkncwn
sandgrs.

hili Sendl,

I 'r'as 
girlen y$ur email frsm Janelle at Jormnssalas conoerning change *f

eontractor" I undenstand that you need b haw the fees paid for the expired
pternril" I balleve the pennit is 8834128, Thls ia for he work to compl*te tlre
illatn building and not the csfe. I uuually wsrk $sith Vivian. She ueually ssri{ts
rrm a link tn pay the hes for the permit" Please notily nre of the steps that I

need ts tske in ordEr to get these faer paid, lf you need to cell rnre please do so
at fi2fi 476€gS6- Thank you for yo,ur timE.

Sincerely-

Fr, --J AL -



From: Bulldhg Frnnl t Gou ntry <h*l$pg pa@ySflJUJBgH'
OstF: Filcn, ftlo'u nU, ?fltg st 7:54 AHI
,$ubJrdu RE: 79fi tfiI Garuery
To: Jrnalh Slmaronr +EflEnssghlegggfl€gryr, Eddie Chcn

@:
G+: Glen. vfuisn <Y,,Fherr@tr@IEcilFS.R gg!>

Ht Jafialle.

I fFotr wllh EddH lFst vcsh, snd hc wifl ba coordhaling wfth you or fito gienaral

contrrstdr on hour tuqwis bc h*uing lhE nrtrr pnrmtl'

Ttlank you,

Serrfr,*lmenez

Fhrmft Tacfiniuhn I

Gomnrunily Derclcprrenl I Bulldlr€ end gshtf EMslon

Sty sf luionfierey Falh

l'll?sls,5-{rt FM
I rrf?



From: Eddie f; han da-dsftangi!@gmati.c$m]
fient: tAhdnesday, Eccernbar lglS0gg lelz pl,*
To : ftr i I di n g Panrr it Coun te r e bu j ld i n g l$lrmfuu rUE r@ Mofllnfe,ffarEsa gry>
Ge: Ehen, uivian auche,r@fuqonterexga&,g Grr- ;lanaila s fuftlons

-€IQlFxsE+lq$@grnail,.q*n=; 
Joven Lsctasen+rrci*!fls@gm I

$ubJect ftB: IgS W Gervey

[EXTERl.f,AL EMAIil-f

EAUTIOH: Thk ernailoriginatad frarn culsida your organlzatisn, Exercise
caution when opening ettacfiments or ctickkrg linlts, espa,-cial]y frorn
unknsnn sender*"

Hi$sndi,

Frsrn rrhal t understand from speeldng wiih Jsaenssales is that since the
otYrrGrs paid fior the permi! previnuuly thet we shauld not need ts hf,m thp
preuious contrectsr authorits a chenge in contmctor, I wo,uld ansume ffdat
contraclor chEicE is of 'lhe disgrstisn af lhe oiln€r. ! dsn'l undershnd why
we csnnFt proceed fionrard wifft cFranging lha conlractor snd having lfie fe€s
psrd nrhen we heue suhnified r lptlar u'rotifying a change End thst rie wuuld
lfltg to pEy for the fees. Altached i* recelpts sf tha owngrs psying for the
pcrmitn dlrecfiy" I also Em stteching the new contrac{sr licensi sfrtus, UtdE
are tryirg la nwve bn*ard ln this FrffiBss, but it wruld eppeer that we are
hlndered by serna n:lisunderEtanddrq, phase edvi$F in crds that w6 ean
msve fonrard,

$incerely

E$rvsrd Chan



On Wed, Fec 13, ?0?3 at 5:?8 FM Building Fermit Counter
< FU t l{rtrg p, e rnritcqu,nte.r@ 6.1nn te=re y pa rk Da g ov> w rote-

Good aftetrnoon,

Thank you for the undate,

Fer our convertetion we had at the cnuntet I stated in order to transfer the

pennrit lo snothsr contrget$r, yotl rneeded tha following;

.l- A withdrewal from the cnntracton whp is nn the Fermil

2. Or Prnof of PaYrnent

Vou v,rEre gning to provide the proof ol peynnent if you had could.find l't'

$ince yo* dn have it, prease provide the fnilCIring dacurnente with the new

csntractor informalion :

" Cornplete a FuiidrngSPPIEalim

' Complele a DEcla,ratisr'!
. pnoqdde a copffiyo* csntrsctnr' licenge; qr Provids a letter of

authorriration from the cantrsgtor

Please let rna knsw if yau have any questions

Thank you,

SandiJirnen,ez
lrennit Techniclan I

lumrnunity Developnnent I Euilding and safaty Division

City Ef Monterey Park



Frsm : Eddie Chen <edqhan SEfi-@g.l1lAll.qdlnF
Eent Friday, DEcembsr 15, 2023 5:00 PM
To: B uild i n g Fe nn it f, ou nter < bu jldiqg pggqlitcor$le{@ @IerE VEaLua. g ft v}
$ubJect: Furd: 7S5 W Garuey

CAUTISII: This ernail originated tnsrnr outside your organization, Exercise caution
when opening ailachrnents or clicfting links, asp€cially f,rom unknown senderg,

Hi.

Here is lhe declaration lsrm filled out by the contractor-

Thsnks

Eddie

Fonrarded rnessgge --'-.-'
Fnont: Ja no lla Slmmons <igWRF'EaI€E@ g ma i I, canry>

Date: Fri, Dec 15, 2023, 9tf,9Afrii
$ubject. Re: 795 W Garvey
To; Eddie'Chan <edSlAf,g3g@gmail corn>
Cc: JsvEn LectEoe n <ioven s i nc@ g tnq1[. e-,otti >

Hsre lfou go, thank you!

On Thu, Dac 14, ?0?3 at fi.23 FF/t Eddi€ Ehan <q-.!_q{!a9g&@gggd,agrnr wrste:

Hi Janelle and,ilovgn,

Here is a forrn that I signed, PlesEe fill il out and send it back to me, in order tc
tonnrard this to the city. The city would also like fr copy of your ilicensa.

ThEnks

Eddie



Frorn: Ed-dio Ghrn < gdchensS Uffr onta I t. crurn>
9023. S:58 Afr 

4-- -' --Date: Tue. Dec lg.
S.u$ed: Re: Tg5llt G*twy
To; Euilding Permit Csunt€r
<J rufls-@'@llrl€il 

-q o_rn >.
< tf, jgn @Egr1 r,q lgv p_a rk e;a.

l slill nafid H copy of ths CSLB Licen*s.

Thank you,

SandiJimenee

Fermit TEchnician I

Csrn,munity Developmlent I Fuilding end $afefy FMsion

Ci$ of Monterey Fsrft

tls'*J', Janellp Sjrnrnsns
Chen, Vdvisn

HI
HErs rs a *ignature fot the permil frofi the oonlractor. I beJisrfs that the hasard w*Ete dacJa,raliofl$'gnarur8 ia unna+Essary as this le an exta,nsion of rhe previ*us pa,rnit and that wp are rrolcunonlly doing darnolltisn rmrk. These kind of mirnr thing$ are wtrat have b.;; ;;r;; "-"continuouely b*hind"
$inoerely
Ed 6fran

On l[,lon, Dsc 18, I0eg, t?:Sf FM guitding psrmlt Counler<bs1ldi$gpe!flIffry' gr.grne[tggyse$-d.Beyr iltrot6:

Fleam Bll out ltr,€ folls$ing s,actions,



FrOm: Btlfldlng Permlt GeUn!:qr <br.niid;n+lpeluTulrognlerS}rrtnnle{qyPj.,lqh q'l i,l1lot
Fale: Mncr, Jan g, ?O?4.4:31 FM
$ubjsct: RE: Fwd:
To; Eddie Chan <_eg@giq$gmgr!.&lll>. Janelle Simmons <if i*S$glii+-i:i,:5ji.qlg$i{-ficril>

t'iutxl aticr*uon.

Pl*.sse *{e filiflrh{ri imvo,i*e lhr thc Pqntrit lixl*nrirrn

Hru miry p*y *n[ittr:

lr_qp1:J.ilpgr J:c$&!!r]rl.11sil,{!,:!ll r"-l$['jr!t'.{11-c.t-q:}:fu!gLLlg.rnrkidil

The initiEl s+Fscn wrll usk for o Rtrt{pl Fiumhct

linter:hc Rmcrd lll numher frurn ftc uttrched invfiir:e {c,9. tl?{{$l I 1

li*lpct FrY r.n"ut

l'lomr f,rffin

f'u,urplelr ycrur Curllrrm ad{t h-vrnml infr,rrm*tiqrn, including Erl cr*ni! eddrec*

Dtar rtuocnt sele*t Buildin g

lltrion - cnter "Fcrmit Exlensitilt"

f,ummcnlr - rntct rhe joh sile eddrrsr

trl*t frdnt tu Fr1'tmcnl

VrrI* Frymsnl $crreen - rcvisn'$nd ulreck nll upSrlicahh: bottc*

Sel*rt lHphe FrYmtcl

Furrrrd r cqpf of th* pn!.mc$t snrfirmrtinn tmrll rud inwltr to lhf fltl ef llorlrrtS' Pr,rk

Bulldlnfl lllvlrlsr rt huitriirlpf.ruilcpuntfrirr nl{lllte1g1pilk.rn.E{il'. io nr Frlt pro{$*f ynur pcrmlt.

Lisa Wang

Fermit Tschnicia'n li



Er'18{4. ll S P*l 6rda , ?9i YV Glrny Avr , Elrlf,if!.! .FtFn En{t 'rlrlfr TInr

f*f Grnail

7SS W Garvey Avo - Bainage Plan and Waterr Tank
5 rrreseagns

Patrich. Chlu
Architec.[

4 rtlmhrnant*

E IgsGrrvtyGrad|ngt?{Rrvlt*dstoragoTank}tclryl{6}.trdf
g$0fK

$tomgr Tank t{}'Pdt
1Et{

fl tttg5-?96 weat Ganrey Avfiinuor lrtantwey Fgrh, GA {tl.pdf
1 l93K

fi{ {xll.Pdr
5E?H

Eddlt Chrn *edchnrl930@gmsll.eotnl

at 11:08,4M
Pfitrlcl{ 65tru *patrlckchlul@aod.rnm> Wed' Mar ?7' ?024

To: .pehlau@mon'terayparlr"ca.gov" <pshiau@monlertypark"ca.govF 
.

Ce: Eddie Chsn .edcttarlgS0@gmaif.Esrlt, Haward Chan +cfl'howsrdd'ran@gmail'EomF

Feter

The drainag6 revision pn TSSW GarueyAve using concrete watEr tank has

been approved by John Hunter in April last yean

rutacndd belor*r are the drawings and calnrlation subnritted. 
rc/nrk

Tha csntractor is ready to stanibuilddn$ lt nn site. His queslinn is: does his t

requires Public W"rt inspection$? lf y!s, at what stages should he eall for

inspectians?

Hape you san grive him an answar. Thank you for your attentipn to lhe above.

fi

a



rrr! TyEurrnsr{.}flr! matcn {f ,, du44, 5:"1'l l-Mt iinlflu" Fgtgr
{pshiau@MontereyPa rt.ca.gorr> lurots:

Good Evuning Faffleli,

Thank yau!

Rsgs_&,

Tg enavrry y6ur qu*stion, lhlr r*nrk luril nrcd lhr publtc work frnEpsction hy JLHA,
frfto is cdad ln lhis Ernsil. $hs Mfr ba able lo Fruvids ybu rnorfi detsil on ifrr s,tages
of ,ln+portinn.

FEIER SHIAU " CgHTEACT PROJEST ilAI{A'GER

340 W. HEt/lfftlA,RH AVE, I{OITITEREY FARK, cA 91I54

O'mc6 tf'2e1 307"1$tfi ' D{rFd {6fi6} 877-lgl8

E-mefl : PSHIAU$HOHTERFYRAFTK"C'{GOI/



Frorn: Micheila Kirn <mkirn@ilha,netr
To: Patric{r Chlu <patrickchiu 1 @f, ol,corn}
Cc; Shisu. Fnter <p'xhiau@nrontergypark,ca " $ov> i Loaa'nu, Rsy
<rluzano@ntontereypark.ca-govr; Mauboudi, Ziad +ultsehoudi@nnonteraypark-ea-gov>
;ont: wednesdsy, [ilerch 27 ,2024 st 11;03:54 FM PnT

$ubjact: Rs: ?95 t{ GarveyAve - Dainage P{an and tirtater Tank

Hi Petriflr,

Thanlr pu lor r63ehing *ut. WE wrll nead to lnspect ths concrat€ ci$tem after it has b€en

consu"ilcled but beforB it ls hackfilled and buried o*er, we wrll need to sep il expoaed so thel

r$Easurfffientg Ean be taken to varify ths dirnensions are according to tha apprnued plans.

We wrillalsn need to insFeff th6 ltlodular Wetland Syslem, but this rnont ba nacatEary unti'lclsser

to finsl in*poctlon. Frior te sur inspaction, you will need ts contaclthe manufacturar fnr an

ac$valion intpection. Afrsr tfray conducl their in*pectiont, thy will pruvide gn aclivation/lnspection

r*po.t O*triting tneir lindlnga ror the ililod'ular Watland Systern, OnaE ?ny comrnenls lrsrE bson

aridreg6p6 arrd ney have teemad the MWS to be b,uilt acusrding_to the spacifications,.lhey will

issrru a xepnr notifylng you o{ formai astlvstion. Addilionally, lheir linal aclivstiorlJin pection rapod

wlll inolude p proCl*-tuamanty ceflfficats, I haw prnvlded tha sofit€ct pareon'a infornetlon bslEh'

ftrcg youtu racsiv€d lhose documantg, lhgy will nEnd to be emallud to rilE, From th8ru, ilE Gan

co-a-nit"iinup*li*,,;;ri.g *fri*tr ne utnns *ill slso ba lnrpactod.lo.3nsurs thB congft nnodal and

csnfiEurationls i,natslliO, aTc., Ws eAn dlsfi.,ss lTtofg vfien $iB S6t to lhsl p{rurnl'

Drrn Hlll
\eiivation hlnnager
-:orltscft Engineered SElutiong a Qui|rrstt Gompany

{16o} 203-507S
dean.hil[ffconleches, cCIm

Hqpa lhls helpa, Ples$,€ let ma knsur lf yuu heve any que*tions'

Thonk you,

hillchsllt Xlm, GPSUUA I OStr | EIT

Wetm Resrurus* Enginee'r

Jahn L. Hu,Rter sfid 'qggociales

6131 OrsngethwPe Ava', Suile 300

Bmna Parh, eA 9064fl

'- 'rnkirn@jlha.net

mohih: tsfi?l ff?3-5101



Ir I *0t itgfilrfrit{dEt I l.hurrs{FtI$g0t,ll FJJtfftffrEati'!-prr!$"1rr1r,*l3tr-.;plf;rttld:tfAtl{d4i{fl[$$ rEd.{*rrF$hr-r(R r&s F4" !{til

lucp.'.t r({ !{'lsn$l
atFpf

t4uEt{l
tlp{sld str{t tltvqfi plsruq a'r6rrir irEs s,r or Fu6llg Es46ld otte nE}i usg ' dn elq} tf,s st \

IH

<utso'{lelg6@6qEssuefiof> suou+r4g Flx,erJff "rulfis'f leufiSauqstxerto{F lJEsEt'5€'lLlslrql- :oI

lfild 1F:e I lE Fene "gg fisy1 'elol.l| <{lss'llEur6@ogmue'ryeF€} uEus T|pFa

urffi ' 
l{ Bu,t6@sr6u Eqcpe

rB?luEElo - LJJIH qiar.lstl'l

EtEsns

deut *ragq

vsn 'fgl"t6 vs 't{led dsl*lu*lv 'tAV fa&lgs n* g6i

t 0llEsoT

{se1e6ug Eo'l - €uJll;lt#flsd} meL} - tue6[ ' FEflg'fi6 fisy{ ntepstnql

fiulleaur Op slfs-ug - aAV fisrueg M 96/

'srilnpA

rlq JsI psrtr $l ru8lBll sql lEu sss sl Fssu Hnsryr silfi '*Eullr J*lEnlulrcrls ls Ic tF0{} FlOq q si

Iueyuglfil1 Sgr1g4rfu1{1, Eql Io lu€lu! Eql lnq dep*.rnq1 ud l€au ars us,tl'n letslnl tsfti4F ltl,t, E/$

?n3#.dH lH

*ild Sd;Et lE FCCIf, 'gg 6u;-1 'uop

<tou' eqfsurlirrrp ut$l sll*tfttl4' luol'Hetuff @0C6,t Ftllpa : ol
{lau"Eq ll@u qu/} I'utr}l EH${r1 9t1 : o1^dfl ag

*1ou' eq|ffi Lu}l{ru> lryil ollFt|il$I

ae6essau g

fru11earu trn alts-ug - afi, l(arueg flfi g6f

(uJFi'f lnuEfiEg$urqsFn> urq I ffi p,3 lletrl$ il1ql

CuitrF,! [x I rrt]{-dil - {.tt, tit't rGi.! *.1 t * i ' rtlfr I'rit ti Is 'l&tr irl



EXHTBTT F(2)
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9110124.12:53 PM Gmail - 795 W Garvey Ave - follow-up

lrt Gmail Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>

795 W Garvey Ave - follow-up
4 messages

Michelle Kim <mkim@lha.net>
To: edchan930@9mail.com
Cc: "Shiau, Peter" <pshiau@montereypark.ca.gov>

Tue, May 28,2024 at 3:56 PM

Hi Ed and Howard,

Thanks for your time this morning.

As mentioned during our conversation, here are some useful resources:

. Attached is the most current detail of the Modular Wetland System (4x15) that is
available on Contech's website. lt may be useful as you look further into your site design for
LID.

. For future reference, here are are some stormwater detention (i.e., storage tanks/cisterns)
options made by Contech: https://www.conteches.com/stormwater-management/detention-
and-infiltration/

o Contech is the same company that makes the Modular Wetland System. You may
wish to contact them if you are interested in their detention products.

Also, as discussed today, if you are interested in revising the site design to include a pump in the
detention tank (or any other modification), I recommend you consult with your design engineer. We
would need revised plans to be submitted for review and approval.

Hope this helps. I've Cc'd Peter, our contact with the City, so that he is in the loop. Let me know if
you have any questions.

Th.a,n)<' yow,

Michelle Kim, CPSWO I QSD I EIT

Water Resources Engineer

John L. Hunter and Associates

6131 Orangethorpe Ave., Suite 300

Buena Park, CA 90620

mkim@lha.net

https://mail.google.com/mail/u l0l?ik=55a2977 nr6guls'!v=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1800338950018456860&simpl=msg-f:1 80033895001 84568... 113
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'0JlllrR{ iil:38 Fil,l firnsd - Fttsd {Hfrll I95 lY.64}!y*va' LIBgHP Hlr{t€+SoG

Eddlu Chrn {edchengS$Sgmai!.com>

Fwd: [tlPU TgE W" Garvey Ave - LID Bil,lP inspection
"l mee$age

.lovrn Lachosn <ipyansin@grrnail. corn>
Tn: Eddle f,han <adctrsn930@grnall.csrnp

Tus, Bes lg, 2023 al 1?:58 FM

Begrin fonffarded rn*Bsage

Frsfi ; htichplle Hlm <mkirn@jlha.n,e{r
Eetu Decamber 19, ICIZS at'!1:18:38Aiil FST
To: jone nsrn+@gmarl, corn
Cc : Vlvian Chen <VC hun@nrontareyparft . cs " gou>

Subloch tltlPll ?98 W. Ganray Aue - tlD BllF lnrpectlon

Hl Joven,

Ttrsfilffi f,or taking rry +all tnday, As disaussed, please give me I cell or ernai'l nns

whsn tho L|F gffipr{tIW x p$rt x 5D elstBnr and [dW$.Ld-15.V] ars lnstall€d- |

will nead tO rrarify lha maasururnsfilsr model numbu, ek, AlgO, tha propoeed sump

Furnp will nsed tb Ua' vErilied latpr'and lls funcliofiality will need lo bs lasled fior flnal

slgn ofr.

Pleass ls! me hno'v if yotl have any qus$lions,

lhg'rnlayut*+

Itt0chplls l{lm, CPSWC I qSB I EIT

Waler Resourner Enginear

John {-. Hunter gn6 gsgoc{ates

fi131 OrangeihorPaAw'" Suite 30S

Br.rena Parh, cA 9fi6?fi

rnk,im@llha.nel

Ft Gmail



g! t|l'14. l2 lI Fld, {:*In:g, lln Gaffol P'totgg

Eddlo Ghsn csdchrn$J0@gmail'corn>

795 Garuey Prdeet
{fi rnessagrr

Eddle Chan <edchanBS'0@grnail.wrfi F

To : cllndsay@sfiff Eystsm *-eorn
Tfiu, Mar ?" ?0I3 414:05 Pild

l{l Chris

l.rn Eddie Howarc!'s brqlhsr. I just rvanted ts rnaka sure thg! you have auFryone's conlact

lnfsnfiatlsn,

fu{y Fhone fi?S 47F€3fl€ edchan$30@grnalt,corn

Howard ?{3 3&4-BE8l C8ho$ardchan@grn'eil"com

Ham Trsn at Gal Land Englne*rlng Tl4 671-lCI5f, exl 115 nam@cstlandefld,corn

Clty Of MontareY Parlt

Vluia n Clren VCtrren @ rnonlereypark,6a'fl ov

Eiad fr'lazboudl zrnazboud l@ rnonteraypark-ea.$nv

Ramos Con€r€le 6?6 I31 -25gS phlllranros@aol,com

AHeched le lhs $ans for ffre systdm lor :e'ferance. Thanks

Slnerely
Eddie

I asssh,menta

E P$lg{i0ttr fi*Sil [r ]"FDF
58K

--|rt5 795 Fnruoy Gradlng 1? {Updatad Storage Tirnk} Layouti {'l}.pdf
255K

i hrls Llndr*y <C l-indsey@stweyete ms"m#l >

,s: Eddier Chan <edchang30@grnall.mrn>
Thu, Mar ?. g0e3 at 4;{9 Ffu{

Hi Eddi*'

h6rf Jrtr.!.rt €crrdr.tr r1srr!ffu{r?ih'S6el6X7g6d{ylgyiEFf8ro.rchrd$FefF 8}.tl'tra4{:.4P?53|HI536tl}!fl4&i=irndrmrg'l:l'6713SSO* 1!6ti

f+t Gmail

Itr2



FJlhrt{, Il:*1 F{l GRti ' Fs Elrwt Frtrte€r

Thank you fan thel infnrmalion

Quicl* queslim/darlllcatiBn; Warn tha storm drain plans revlcrilsd and approved by lhe Ci$

{M'oflterrey Fark} ur by John L Hunler and Assou{ales?

Thera's a big dlfrerentrs beh'v,een lhe lwg ln whet lhey wlllallaw,

Thanks!

Chris Lind*ey" PE
Lead DEBiSn Englnear

(l$anbE,
E-rwrtu Srlunl

10?44 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Spring*, CA g0S?'0

tginl 589-46d4 Cell

t562l 177-glt4 Sffica

G !-i nd s e ffi $.]fl fl $ Y5!EIIIF.SS0[

w,lruv, s F wsyslFrfi $"ctrm

SFW$ Dtgital Brrchurs*

l0uored lrd r*dcltrll

Eddlq Chnn {€dchg ng30@gmail,oorn>
To : trhrie l-indeey <C Lindsey@efwsystemt,oom>

Thu* Mar 2, e023 a[ {:30 PM

Hi
I am not sure" Harn et Gal [-and wculd know mors ab*ul that as h'e wag ths ane who submltted ali

af lha rrurft,

Sineerely
Eddin
fQtrrylld Btrthlddanl

E attrchntsnlt

(fiantE ro hrasuool.Pnsr
ftt+alrr $ttcms tAK

tfrF,.1rnd{*oftr,s,orrnlrk!rif*,.s5f?ftfnd&ir-pr*sdr"slprnnthretaHrrrl-r:r-{'*1Itfer$3llt ?3x63*[*rrnfirntrs{:r'9t13&s0s!rBlE, ;i13



nrI.trtrr. ! I.5r Fl,t gflltd - Fr$. rF! ul I'vqtt lllic - ulralEtn trlft ,Eno rarar4f lpna rEnn LrrT

From: Pawick fffi iu <patrickchiul@6fil,tom>
$ent: \ffednesday, hJarch t7, ?0?4 11:084M
To: Shiau. Feter <pshieu@MontereyFark.ca-gov>
Gc: Eddie f,han <edcnan93CI@gmail-sorn>: Horsrd Chan <c8hou,srdchan@gmail"corn>

SubJacE Tg5 W Ganrey Aue - DainaEa Flan and l4latsr Tank

IEXTER,HAL EMAXLI

cAUT,lffN:This amait sriginated frnm or.ltsrda your organirati+n, Exercise cautron whsn opening

atlachntsnts sr ulicking linhs, espacially fnom unknswn s.snders"

Peter

The dnainagg rsvision on 785 W Garuey Ave udng conErets wflter tank has

been epproved by Jshn Hunter in April last year.

Attached below are the drawings and calculation stlbmitted.

The conlractor is ready to start building it on site. His quastion is: does his

work requires Fublic Wort inspections? lf y€s, Et what stages should he ffill
for lnspections?

Hope you cfrt give him an answen Thsnk vou for lrour attention to the above.

Patrick Shiu

Architect

$rl



g.'1c!lii, ll i* PJ!{ fi*ttd " lE6 fJ GxY*'y Arl - On"i$.r !.ln rn{*Uflq

[*t Gmail Eddla Chan <edchang 30Qg ma ll,Gsttt>

795 W Gnmey Ave - On"+$ite LID meeting
? n'lessag'es

Mfchells l{lrn cnnkim@itha,net}
Rsply-Ts: M ichalle ltirn <nnltim@ilha- netr
Te: edchansS0@gmaii.com" Micha{[e ltrrn cmlqim@ilha"net>

Mon. MaY il0,3S?4 at 1?:16 Ph{

l-ii Hswatd.

We $ilil! dlssuss furlher when we rnpat on Thursday, Mrt the intpnt sf tha lTWx2CILxSB ci*temftank

is to hold nI00 cf of ricrmwater runolf. Wa wuuld rreed to ess that lhe clstarn [s siEs'd for lhis

uoluma.

795 W Garvey Ave * On-site LID meeting
Thurs.day May 23, 4024 . 1fianr * 11sm {Pacific Time - Las Angelesl

Locatlsn

lg5 W Garvey Ave, Msnterey Far[<, frA S1754, USA

UiFw mnp

6uerts
frrlichelle Him - urganlzer

edcha n930@grna il, Eorrr

Eddir Ehan <edehsn$S0@gmall"csm> Mon, May 2CI'.2024 at 12:{1 PM

Tu: Jsvan l_ffitaoen *1oveffiInc@gmail"coffia, Janella Sirnrnsns <jouenssalet@gmail-som>

H,t

We sEt thit u,p Can you atso pl6as€ atlgnd so Ufs *an mo$E lorWard wlth lhis prc{pct"

Thanks
Eddie
[*l+ttd text hidden]

ilt



gr lgtr,{, 1t 53 Fh,l Gnl*t - sny1lifls{.1 llilFll f$g llJ Grft,a'r.i\vu' On"liliLlBmetllrq S Trs t$5y38. lOIi* !&rn" llbft IPATIla$chitrl$3flflg{nil*

Edttls Chan {€dchgn93o@grnill.ccm>

lnvitation: lllilPll fg5 W Garvey Aue - On-site LID rneeting @ Tue May
28, e0A4 1Oam - 11am (FBTI fedchan93ll@gmail"com]
I messegc

Hlshells Klm cmkim@iltae.netr
Reply-T0: lilidrelle Kim <rnklm@Jlha"n*t>

To: sdchan930@gmail.com

Thu, May 23" 8024 at t:S7 FM

tffhrn

Tuesday May 2S, 20?4 ' l$ann - l"larn {Pacific Time - Los Angeles}

Location

795 W Gervey Ave. Monlerey Park" fiA $17ff, USA

Viaw mf,p

Guetts

lJllcheile Klm - arganieer

edcha n93S@g 
'ma 

il. com

Viaw ell gue*t info

Reply for ednh 4n93ff @gmai[.cnrn

Ves lrlo Maybe [{ore oPtions

lnultalkrn ftorn Go+gle ealeltd*r

you me rec*lving this *mail hc*nuse you ere subscribed to c€lgndar notlfimtluns" To stoF roceivlng

lhes,g emalla, go lo Cahndar retlirugl, uabct firin calendal, EFd dranga -Other notllkcfisns'.

Fcruagdtrq this lnvltatiol'r codld a,lloll any rocigr{enl tro s€nd a r*spor}se to the organleer" be add8'd to

the qtn*! lis{, invile ptherE regeldbss o.f *reir a{Fn inuilelisn status, +r rrradt-fy yuur FI$VP' Lear* rrqfirs

Ft Grnail

hno,.rrFnflt c€ff;n.orfttfi$rj6i';1hrfllslg?tFldIyirr.Ff*fr.shrf,tatptfrr{rrsrerrtdJ:t l9flfilF*{{9Gtt00t?8&mplrn;$+t ?9NtlA{fi9BF90Ol-lE !iE



E.E E;Ifis6ps6FrtalffiIt;rear,lfuu{ttlfttfr!flar?ttilHatt }{snflrffilrlrdfiirqnltilfllLflFlmsrliargs{ldd't$F$l*os$m0rru+rrfttl

!tE
fil'el.[Aul n

. 6rrrdlEL*imil-tT.tdrn-$1 brrrr -il.frrr apfip'qe ilecr enr lslul.rxlrr1t1!rr].r5 'ervfuitllfAGGr lrdHal pfiUlfrul - lgrruEl Ird cq.e! 'raEl$6



gi1[,3d :l 5t Fu {f|Ft}l - lffi kY Etr.{y fiys . l$lo,'ratp

Eddle Ghin dEdchrn$3s@gmall"com>

T95 Vll GerYey Ave - follow-up
4 nn*seages

Hlchslle Ktrn qmhim@jlha-net>

To : edchan930@grnall"mn'l
Cc,:'Sh iau, Fstsf < psfrlau@m*ltoraynarft - ca.Sfiry>

Tue, May 38. 2t]24 al 3:SE FM

Hl Ed and l-{o*ard,

Thanks for yout tlmq thiis rnomlng'

At manliCIned during our ConttstrEation, herE arE FOrnE useful tra$oufE8$:

. Attacfied ls the rnsst Eungnt drlsil ol lhs h,tndular Wetland $yetem {4x15} lha! is

availabls on Contech'a wshslte, lt may ba useful as you lCIok ft.rrther lnt0 yaur sile deabgn for

LID.

" Fotr future rglarsncr, hare are are #fme stdrmwalar dalenticn {1.4., slorage tankslcletemsl

oplianr rnEds by Conte*{,1: hnps:/&rnnnr.contechsu.ernnlslormwalar-managernenUdstentian'
and-infillraUonJ

6 csnteeh ls the sffrrlg trompany that makes the Msdular $felland Systpm' Y'ou rnay

wl*h to eonlac{ lhsfil lt you ara inlcrected in lhpir dslention produal*,

A!eo, as dlsflissad loday, i,f ysu are interasled ifi f,eulelng lhe site design to tnclude e pump ln lha

da{ontiocl tank {or rny oif'*t rnodlflcation}, I r€ffimmFnd you snnsult wlth your design engineer" We

urouk! need mvisod plann 10 bts submitled for reviiavv and aFFrovol.

Hsfip lhi+ helps, l'vg Gc'd pqter" our tr€ntffEt rrilfi the City, sa ttqt he ls in th€ lfisp, L€l rn€ hnnw ll

yol.r have any quetltuns"

T?rn nlvyor*,

ftllchallo ltlm. CPSYVQ I nSF I EIT

Water Rasnurefs Engineer

J,ohn L. Hr.rnter and Aesoc.iats.s

E l3'! Orangelfrorpe Av€,, Sttitp 3fifi

Buena Park, CA 9062CI

nakirn@jlha"Fet

f+fl Grnail

htbr:i.lrnrl om*l* rprnrnqttp6rt's{Ggl?flbdlttbw.Ffisss{Efirlghrrmlhi5dH*r#i lSffi!8&5I}3*fia$dg6ElrinFJ'mrg'l:!fl!il$31195'0S!8{56€ tls



git$,?d. tt.SI Pt"l

rndhilr: t56?) S?3"5lul

E

Gfl*rH - ?S5 lY Gsrust Avn ' loltolr4iF

tilodular Wtilands Llnpar {xtE Spen Planter.pdl
d€4K

Eddle trhan cedcha nll3s@gmai l,cum>
To: Mlnhrlle Kim <mkirn@flha"net>

Tun, Hay ?s. 2fi24 at 5:25 PM

l"li fitlichelle,
F{iee to meet you lod,ay, Hara are the FDF plans lhat I haus for your refarencs,, We wsuld llke to

lhanh you for yEur halp and will lteep you in lhe loop'

Sinca,refy
Eddle Chan

[q$$!rd t*ttl hkldanl

{ etlrchrnrnt-s

E TBE Grnrcy Godlng lfi {Rrv{ttd $tor'rgn Tank} (ctty1{f }'pdf

n
1S7Et{

?SF Bervay Gradlng 17 (arch! {,l}.thrg
4AEK

?95 Guvey Gradlng 7 {nrchf tll'-Pdf
g6c3K

St.pdil
56?K

E

E

Eddlo EhEn <e.dcha n$3$@gtnall,corn>
Ts: h4ichelle K{m emkim@}lhs.nat>

Mon, Jun 17, 2S34 at 3:54 PM

Hi MlchElJe
Jurt ls keap y6u updated. fihris Lindsey al santa Fe Systern eaid hefiay hava a drop ln Eolutiun

for ltr* pr4ici, I w{ll lst you know when t gat ryqe detalls and have hirn conlact ydLr also when we

are rcedy wttfr movlng fonrvard, Hopefully alN of thls r*sufd sultsfy Evqryona inmluad'

Talk to you sdqn,
Sincaraly
Eddie f,han

On Tr.re, May ?8, tFI4 at 3:5fi PM Michslle Klm emkirfl@jlha.nel> wrota;

leuob[d tsfl h]dfdnnl

Hlhhells l{lrn <mhl m@jlha.nat>
To: Eddie trhan cedctl8n930@gmall,cnm>

M*n, Jun 17. 20?4 at 3:55 trhl

H! Eddis,

Yse, Hfi,vard !'rll*d mc in tha qther day, ,{nd sounde good!

Hlrtirtn4tl.{E{f,t6.ffdrdTnifirr$'?r}'3Erlf??Ffl&vterr*prBrdret}rilEparr{nr*dimltl'{;10!dSJ0flo0tE4568a0*'rng*rqg1 
lHm38rdd{!lF{l6E tfn



t/8 "-CI6$ralCI0flcLffitrl'

lurpnq 1rQ pettri6l

t$!)f Fill8{r!fi1

*srorq " firy,{rllro ili qal " mut$ ftd EE:Er'tEtll,![



Ct{,}l* ltltil' f tld: tfroF !*X tllll lof FIE{rt xv} lwls Jr.'rnlll-llfll-c{tltli'sy3GffiE+' f, F:trf, ff{r- E${rlF'"ri'r;uL ttnt!: rlr|;}HSF

Frqrn : Eddli Ghrn <AOciltl,SlF$g$gl-com r
Brll: n1lr, StF 5.308{ st $;S3Atd
El.tbFEI Frnd: Errop bol {lls* fcr pbnl ?95
Tn. *rlirrflr lturn *m.hlmdDnh$$S'

Hi*+bhilh
i rnr hnrnrrfns t6u Srrm phn* lhrt ShrB at Srnla Fr Syrficrrl propamd br lhl GFlim, I tt{pF rur qt
prrurlrptrnry rirrfiy frem ioU gi'm you lnfirl H *'+ rre ttying !a srid up tftir snDcaa6. I hdlitvl thb tfi{trfent

iy*ogtururriO hs 6s3fu5r end htrr fi imtitt- trhrii reacnuy gfiur FE lha aflirnelQ flid I $o$ld llu lu m0ua dl.tf,l ro

"L 
cgn lir*rlt Utir qu*lmr, FlE8s€ f?el frcc ld EonhEl Chrb il ynu llEY* rfif q$iillstl or ssnc€rn3-

Thgrt Yqu,
Eddie Chrn

Fowadad rg*tlglr
Frorn:Ghdtllfflrry@F
Drlr. Tw; Jd 16, r$t4 Et l:11 Ptrt
Sr.etttt RE: Drop box lir4 fw phn+ 785
ro, irhE Yrnp cst!ffidleff&tr$s&!, Edsa shan {Edshg$X$ffimd!,$ru>
Cq: Rrt'neri*tta +ElmgngdE$gqnt>, Jmon 16 *pccn4FEdlE{tdBnE.E$fi1>, tclnn [lhng
{ lsdt}ru'{$flludl4efng]

lH FirH-

Fitr*r 1pt r;#!6d emt*. I insd h do lht mr*.+p'* nryuel! fr fil PnF, lut unlsrfunaFlf, ttra PEf ir prolr*d nu I

crncot rwks thefi n slt rik |h.il,

I am elro rncludL4g nrr dreign q4 ilrcll to irc heludsd |[ dttptl lnssrti.

l,ralfy it thq dfldlfar tffi HOPE cfior*err,

t|rh srs prpsgring n Eu+tr for lhs ryctc n fur 0rr firnl {Eddhfihln}. CInct ht gtitr thrqudt flrd apfron/tlt thrr

*y*rm.'lun ;gfun birest,!r rs roivr lansrdryith tha drr6n edffi. 80. pl*re's do nu rn8*.l.fy ffinfcr unfr rna

harrfrsm Eddh.

l,rn 0srm0 H frtthr rdi$ E ltlr Llo plgtl cewtlitn Ffnprrlffifl einff t arn hrylng hrnsfrsff lnra iat'lv.ckr sf

vaerfrrn""*fnc,rgh I *tt be q,Jl e{ttr}yn, I ur{llrfillhrlu nry @EtFrtil- md v*l wn{trtus cqfiE3Funrlfi?Ee

Thrnk you!

lrfd
'Iet&35" 

5:30 PI



ri,lll llturl - I *rl; lltr$ hfrr' llnh l$rplanl l?l

f;hax t lnfls#y; PE
Le:d Der$n EngfiF{r

nlgF5.;FnilI!,ilr:rl,[trltr.'!}:fldtcll'llcJF{rIH- l:uutl'E'!;qL'nsr!'nrrrHEr

(fienta t
IE-r\tlter gtrtorns

1frl{4 Frprftsn Aw

S*ntu Fe $Fnn{s, f,A gSFi0

t3!0}5fis-+&+{ cerl

{5Sl} 717-s72{ Ofiic*

t;tj{,dis,ts$SESEISEs€.trm

wrry*. S F1fi 15 ?! t€rtl t $gg

sFvt{s DiudllErsfutzu

Frumr Ping lfeng {ftilg&E!iltdeflg{ffi F

Srnttl/Uodngrdry, Jrdy 10" t034 5:15 FH
Tol Eddia Chrn *@F; Chr!* LindsEy 4f;.bqCeQ1.&riilElltrEmg.ffS!:r

cc:RrrR+rtgurb-*@;Jgco{ttilctr*o4&ca[sJrdgsg-@];Lrann$d*ng
nEles@
$ubJrct ftr: Drup bqx lln|t for ptenr 795

HiEddie.

Good sfterffifn. Based on the rneetirqg with Chri*. hlde need $snd s proposalto you for

Gradirq plan revislon" s,nd L,iD report rstlsi+n'

Gor.tld you Fn€vid€ your psntacl infurmation to w? '[*ddrms, phone nurnbEr, €rnail addrws.]

Ownar or *ontractor nesds csnfirm which devics will be ufi€d on eits, we need rBvireu it srNd

add il on revision.

Hi Ghris,

It trr,as nice tapdng ttrith you, lrlfu need dwner sign propoml ard eonflrm dwiue firgt. then t+E

can stsri prs+BtsiftH tft&s proiact,

I didn.t pur*onally handle this proii;c:t. Projeet rneftsgar Ray will handla thls proi+el' ire wil''l be

rnah oonnecl per*on" tlGc'ed him an lhis ernsii"l

nilnyrr$alf '].i

I uf4
lr{1,!t}35. X;}s Fl\



fl(rl" Fl,ilfl " l'l/t'o: r.l'o$ mr {rftrd ltrr Frcns f :rf

Thank you.

Xiping Yang {Plng}

Scnhr Proiect Engineer

Sal ["and Engineering & Associstse, Ins.

Office Address: 574 E, Lembert Rd,

Br*s, SA 82841

Office: t7141871-1950 eilL 118

Erne il: et3g$calg{}deryg.ntrm

Fax: {714} S71"1SS0

lfdebsite: wqry.Fallardeng@

trlr,FE,t.rrlu{l,trrrt.biratl. r tts{rLl!"ilJ mt'iu ! uuh'srr--*1

'ffi
CAL LAhID
l:\t;ilt-hHl!rr; fi *l;tlii'! lTl:-t, lnr,

Frcm: Cft rb Lidary <fi!$dtl$l[lturrrlsmg,llnrll>
Sonh lfrtdnrldxq, JL,ly 10. ?0?4 ltSt F[l
To: EddiE Ghflr a€dilmg$x0$nsrl,€nm>; Firrq Yrng telgg$f;E&.n0Eng-ru!
$urbltcl': Rt: DruP bor linh hrplent t$5

l-1, Edfrs sM Fio6-

frr my rnc+ting *nh Fing i fow rnhuiff ago, Flng ffrll rend mE lheir cogy oflh* lFprg*ts d.nrrlffi0r" LlD phn' snd

edsnsnl. I em gsing rs ;;ku ltrt updsftrrln f*ie docuilttRlr lnd rrylll eend lo Ping far har rB'rii'rr mmo shr

EFpr+rfiE* thsrn, l4h wittmen *rrrd te,.pshn L Flunlrr fnr rubrndd,

Tbare .,1,{lt bc m lac kr rry ursrk sono to es.nplts thsre tif,k*. H Fing ilc*d+ ts inusifri }$iJ h her rguiE J, I rnlll lrl
lrrr woft with y*ru d*s!ilUln ffitt. I rm *$re dpre ryill sko br r !m to John tl'untnr fsr rEviErn EB ursll rfid Nfleh' I *ill
no*d b lal you frntllr lhat.

Sncr I ht'1g fie dgcumanlr frorn Ping. {wtl hl yfiu hnO'U thrt I hgve f,ltrlfid rfiir*iom.

Fogard,r,

f,hng L{ndtgy, FE
Leqd D*ugn Enginatr

Inf.l l;#?tlll.5:3e Fl



filJL n4&ll ' f rr1E, f"tnrP S[rX llnl tUFPsitr!! ,Yra

Ssnta Fq,$kler Sy*teme

192{4 Frurnun Aw

$mU Fa SPringe, CA 90G7il

'f3l0l5$s4d44 S.E

t563l r77-97e4 O{rrffi

ri LindEetSSFt/tEvshmt, cor4

wrrr+ SFW${€lilS+.f*S

Sf$S[lgrtsl E{$chdres

llt!|i.'ll]t.qlrln9r.L.ulrtr.E.JL€f,LlliEL'Fwg

Frufi : Eddr ff hrn .F$[al9i0Fg!r]!tf.G9fl r
Ern* TueadaU, Juh S, 3014 3:44 Pl/l
To; Glr dr r-fidil*f qGlJflfu E4F$$lrsts*tl g, con e

Subiratl ft*: Dtsp bpr lin*. tpcFlant ITE

t{t Ehrir

H6flers mrnlbnod !0 nlg thst ypur fornF{rry cNfi dnnn up glem !o wa tlril qrilsnn, $rb redd lltr* ll proemd

tp;1ryrrd sr'dr thi* ond iry ilNd gpf fib finfufrfd HE {'Oorl af pemblr. F|esa hl mE ktuw *fre! umufd trEu ncsd from 
'J*

itr rrrdr,ti foruard lrilh lhb p{ffrirtt,

Thrnft yul

Eftnrd Gbn

"*'lcAuflot{. TFt{s EuAIN_ ofi|GIHATED OUTSDE OF trLE, EE CAUTIOIiIS trltHEfi OFEl.ll!{G Al{Y Lll,ll{$ gR

DSCUiIEI'ITS,-'""

H
n
H

IT5 6ervq'Crrdiog 1? AFPROVEF CHr. EdrilsFdl

I.IMfi

?9! W.6rrwy A,ne - |'lontErry Frdt " f,trfS - CIIlulI4.PDF

TME

2c5l??95ft n*ryArae_lriSTT7g5fitrwyftwlrionteruyFarltfAFinetA Srsd$. pdf

5Si',tg

,lpf4 lrfi{f,0}5. S;1{ F[



frrIoif{. !I:S{,PU Gmrri ' ?BF r1 Exrrfiy

}+i Grnail Eddle Eha n {odchnrr9e0@grnall.cornr

795 W" Garuey
2 mrssagas

Eddle E hr n <edeflsn930@gmail'EornF
To; Michelle t{irn cmkim@ilha,n€t}

Fri. Sep 6, 3S,24 at 1:39 Fhtl

f"ii Mldlalle
T{'rls }s J;ust fo{h}wing up on ths smail I fonuarded tt you. tt lool*s like it would be bettsr to lnstall s

dilTsrerrt systefi urit crrrp Linaey suggestFd and hrlp drew up. we ara in csntact wlth cal Land

to nnake tha changss, unleus ys* havs a baltar ldas to movs thia alang qutuker. Sauen {-saves.

orrs of tha proepsilivs tenants would lika us to rnme thi* alang as fasl as p{ssibNe- Atta$hed is

th6 sh6ng€s suggssted by Chrie al $anta Fe, pleasr rsvisw theff and lat ma knua'r what you

thlnk, I hopa you have a grsal lry*qfiond.
Sincsrsly
Edd{n Shan

3 attaehnrenl*

fi ?Ef Enrvey Eradlng 1I f,PPROVEIX GHL Edlt*.pdf
gtr6K

fi 799 m Gervoy Avs - ttlontsruy Ptrtr ' SWTS 'oIJul2{.FDF
30s0K

I4[mfg EGaruuyAvs_ilf7n$SGa nrryAvn]ilontersf Fa rfi SAFlnalA SFWS"pdE 5Ss3K

Harbsudl, IFd <znralboudi@rnontereypa rk 
" 
ca' EFvF

To: "sdcfi a n$30@gmail, com" <sdchen$30@srnail'6orn>
filion, Sep g, ?0?4 at 8:11 A[rt

Eear Mr. Chen

ll ls goad ts sse lhe proJect mavlng fomard.

plsaEs refrain forrr subrf,itfin$ anything tB lhu City'a csnsultant. All puhllc worits relatsd submlttals

murt bs submitted to ths Pub{rc Wsrks Doparlmant hy the GeneralContmctor

Thc,nks

Ziad

[quolcd trxl tur.{danl

[Odot6d lan ldddenl

nler ilnrrtflilflt fi'Grrtrrn&*u0.Nlt,5FlIFr llftl&virn'Fratmrortrl&Fffm"rrddtr.d'r:r.33ll8l7Bt! U{i53lF{[t*'ttfu"m*r rrlf&3tz?BssFsi!' ltrl



fl,rt0f1{, !.I:56 Fl{ r:rrrefl - lF5'ft' Srncf *vs 'SrnirSc Flsil rfls yjtls,n ?p1*

f*f Gmaill Eddle C han <adchlngso$gmail.com>

7S5 W Garvsy Ave - Dainage Plan and Water Tank
5 rne*sages

Psglch Chiu <patricttchlul@ssl,Eqfi> Wcd, h'!er 17. I0?4 at 11:OB AM

To:'psh.iau@rn*ntereyparft ,ca,gov" <ssfllsu@n'lontertypark.ca.sov:l

fc: Eddie CEan <edching36@grnall,cofi'rb, H$vard Chsn *cffhowsrdchan@gmail,mnn>

Peter

The d6aifiag6 revisisn on 7SS W Garvey Ave using concretF rffater tanlq hes

been apFroved by John Hunter in Apnil last year.

Attachad belaw are the drawings and ealcuNation subrnitted.

The contractor is ready to stert-buitding it on site. His guestion is: dpes his work

requlree public Wsrk ihepections? lf yes, at what stages ehould he csll fsr

inspections?

Hope you can give him en answer. Thank you fcr your attentinn ['o the ah'ove"

Patriclt Chiu
Archiltect

{ attachments

E TEf Garvey Eradlng lT [Ecvlt+d Storagt Tffnk] {cltyl (6},pdf

a00?K

B Stornge Tanh [{}'Pdf
1fiK

U3?$F-?$S We*t GarYry Avenua, hlontcruy Park, GA {3}'prlf
1193K

$'! {"tf,l.Fdf
5621{

E

fl

Patrlclr Ehlu <patricfiehlutr@s0l.com> Wed, ltlar ?7, f,024 at 5;44 Phi

To ; Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmsil, conn>, l'{srnai'd Ghan <cshowsrd*han @g mail"eorn>

Sent frorn ths sl$ nrw'AOL apf for iOS

fil&r:f,,.ftitfo{$rs*,'tttr{'r}df&t'A l€al8F?t2t1,#*.FtlltasrEhoTltorrnllcdrtnrer*.l !?S{?OIIBSfIltTlt?{+rlrlgl-rGf'l !t$rt03?[gtlltIiS !.ts



9il$r?tl, l3 5G Fi.l gtIEJ - r?E Vf {j|ftrFt Art . Udlrlgl Fnltr OnA ililflotf l€rrr

Begin fonruarded message:

On Wednesdey, March 27, 2034, 5:31 FM, Shfau, Pater
<Fshifl u@MontareyFark,ca.gov> wrote;

Good Evening Palrisk,

To *ngwar yurr questlsn, this umrk will naed the pubtic wonk ins,peclion hy JLHA.

urlro h cc'ed in thia arnail. $tre will be ebla lo provida y6u rfiore detcil on the stages

of inepeclton.

Thanh you!

R*gards,

FETER SHIAU " SSHTR"ICT PROJECT IiA}IAGEB

3?O W, HEWMARK AVE, MONTEREY PAR}T, CA 91754

0frioe t826l S07-ISAS' Dired {6eS} 8II-1se8

E.rnEil: PSHIAU@iTONTEREVHARI{"GA.GOV

Frurru Fatrick SFtiu <pglrickchiutr @aofi "cn*n>
Senh Wedne*day, fi{arch 47, 2O?{ 11:08 Att{
To: $hiau, Pal*r <nshlau@ildontaroyFark^ ca, gnv>

Gc: Eddn Chan cedchangS0@gmail.f,f,rt1>; Hsward f,han
{dho$tsrdchan@ g m all . mm >

Subjoet 795 W Garvey Ave - Dainage Flan ard ttJater Tank

IEXTERHAL Eh,IAILtr

CAUTIFH: This email origlnated from outeide ytur orgnnizrtion. ErerEis* esulion

when opsning atjlacfiments or cli*ing lin,ka, especially frnm unknsu$n sBfld6r$,

l0uslsd itxt htddutl

htr*r:fiy'C.g$oglo.tnrnfimisusr?ttrfi6c8gllfndlvtr+rdf,rrrrrh"rtisrrrrlr*t]ftrsrd;t l tgil?ttliE@ !??13?{lrinderrrler'l:l?*ttr$llI[*!fln15' 3tU



git$?r, llr5fiFhl trin*l - lBsfisurrry&u " B!,lrlla Ftlnnrrd ffilllr T{ftu

Eddle Clrsn q"edchanss$@Srtuil-eom> Wed, Mar 27' 2044 al5:57 Ffit{

Ts: Falnck Chiu <palrl*chiul @eol.com*

Hi Palrick
ls the pffsen clted in tha amail Jl-tLA the sanne p€rssn Jqhn Huntar you suhmilted lhe plans to or

who is lhis per*on we ne€d to fiontact,
Eddie
[Orrrohd B+ltl hiddenl

2 attachmunte

lmag*ll{ll.png
15K

lmagt00{.png
15K

Patrte& trhlu <palrichch,iul @aol-com>
To: Eddle Chan <€dcheng3CI@gmail,ccm>

Thu, Mar 29, 3$?cl at 3:50 P[l

Hddie

Jshn Hunte/s Bmail,

- 
Fo;1jandad Meesage 

-FrOrn; fit{ichslia Kim *rnhir*@jlha.neF
To: Fatrich Chiu <patricftchiu 1 @ad.carn>
Cc: Shiau, Patsr <pshiau@montrrsypark,ca'guv>; Lozsno. Ralt
<rinrano@montereypaft,ia.gov>; Mazboudi, Iiad <zmatboudi@montereYpark-ca.govF

Sent; WiEneedsy, Mardr 37. E0A4 gt 11103:54 PM FDT

$ubfect: Re: I95 W Garvey Aw " Bainage Plan and bTater Tank

Hi F*triclr,

Thgnh you for raaching o{rt, We will nead to inspect lhe concrete cletern afler it has beer}

cqnslructad but before {t ls haclrflthd and bunied cvar. WE will need to sss 'it sxpogBd sa thal

m€ssursrftBnls fsn be laken ln verify the dimensiEns ars acc*rding ts lha apnruved plans'

Wa will alss nn€d to inspect fte Modular Watlarrd System, but thi$ won't be necBsssry unlilcloser

to final inspection. Prisr to our Inspeuiion, you will need to eontsct the msnufasturer tor an

actiwtiof, inspestion. Afterthey conduct lheir inspectlons, ffTFy wlll proruide an activalion/ircpeclion
- raport dstaihrutneir linOings fsr ths Msdulsr lrTefuand Systern. On,ss any cnmrfients hsue bEsn

addrasssd atri rnuy haue desmed the MW$ to ba buill iccsrding 1o the spe,siflcalisnE, lhey ltnll

ie€ue a letter notifuing you of formal aclivation. Add|tbnally, their final aG{ivatiCIn/insP6ctlon r*port

wjll lnetuds r product*wananty cerlificatr. I hsve provided the contact parson's infsrmation halmr.

IdtF,rfingl,ge{qh.csr16ndA,uertfh=li{t$Ttgglrlc,l"Ftt;*srgrstlfpcrrfiild*limrd.t:rtgtt!&fEEfAlft$f**rrrp1'non4 
rTl{lf3?!g6eIt?1t"' &t$



gl?ffftl, U.!d ru Grull - l9[ qU El]ldl[IAe[ - (J.t]lgr! r'l!n i*

Oncr you'v,e rrecelved lhss€ docurnents, lhey will need to ba erttailsd td mF. From there, lve c6n

da a final inspection" during which the MWs wrtl sls,o be inepeclad to en$urE lfro r,onect mfid'sl aftd

cnnftgurathn ls insl€tled. etc.. We can dls,sus$ rntrra when rne get io that point.

Dean Hlll
Activation Managm
Oontech Fngineared Solutions a Ouikrete Cfirnpany

{780} 203-507ff
dean, hill@conleehas.oorn

Hnpa this helpe, Please let ms hnorr if you have any qusslio,ns

Thank you,

lltlchella t{Im, GPSWQ I OSD I EIT

Water EoEEU rasg Englneer

Jofrn L, l-Nunier and As'sociales

613l OrangelharpaAvs,. Suite 300

Buene Park, CA g$63m

mhim,@jlha"nst

mobita: (56?l823-5101

0n wed, Mar ??,, l0I4 at 5:3-l Fh,l $lriau, Fatsr <psh'iaufQnnonlFreyparlc"ca.gov> wnot€l

Good Evening Pdtrhfi,

To snsr+er your Eus$fion. this work wlll naBd the public wodr inspeclion by JI-HA, who is cs"ed in

this emsll, bna wtr be nble tc provida ltu rnnre detail on lhe slag€s of inspacthm'

Thanh you!

Ragads,



9t!flf3.{, 'l} 56 PH trmal " FgSwGift'rtf,'lil - plltstagE,rEfii ilnE LmlF l.rr

FETER S}IIAU 'GOI{TRACT PRSJEET MAHAGER

3?O W. NEWMARK AVE. MOh,ITEREY PARH, frA 91}54

offim {SA6} 30r-n3?6 " Direcf {626} 8r?-tSfB

E "mail : PSH IAU@IvIOHT ER.EYPARI{,CA' GOV

Frurn: Pakf;ck Chlu <Palrickch'iul @sol.eornr
$pnt; Wedllasday, Marctr 27, ?02{ 1'l:08 AM

To; $hia u, Petsr <pshinu@hdonterey Far'k.ca' gou>

Gs: Eddla Chan *"Uclran$hfl@grnail.com"; l.,lq*rsrd Chan *cf,howadchan@gmail"cnm>

subJrch Tg5 vY Garvey Ave . Dainaga Plan arrd wster Tank

[Effi'ERf'lAL EMAILI

gAuTltrt: This ernailoriginatad frorn oulride your organflealftrn. Exsrcds+ cautisn when trpenirq

attAdtnrenls sr dicking llnks, especielly fiom unlqngnisfl sendere.

Peter

lOu*ftd tert hiddenl

Eddla Clran <edchan93fl@gnnail.csrn] Thu, h{ar fS, 402{ at 4:15 FM

To: .louon gffilao6{r .iivgilslnc@gmsil.eom>. Janslls SimmonE <iovenssalaa@gmail.ss]il>. Andrew

l{raslins <Alqr*sJins@aol' m'rn:'

louotad lsxr tddtlsnl

E attaehrnsnls

lmagd0tr.p,ng
15K

lrnega00l.png
15K

lrltr ji',*,Enolb,asrutrdlutfffnrrs$*19?lftdt";1'p'p5fr*rntr'dllfsm*flFtlrrcd'{:l?e*tE3?+96?!ff 13?{frrnpl=rnrgrl l IS{7{lFt*fiilltt'13-" $3



F!FIl{, l,I;3tr F'}'l Grnd . Fr*. 196 9* Efwtr Affi - Of,firpd Fhrr irH H$sEr lrfll frFr'Cili'

f*f Grnaill Eddls G han {rdch{rrE}O@gmall.cprn>

Fw: ?gE W Garuey Aus - Dainage Flan and Water Tsnk fram Gity
I ma*age

Pstrlslr Ch$u cpatrlcltchiul@aol,mrn> Thu, Mar 28, 30?'l at t1:35 AM

To: Edttle Chan cadehangs0@grnail.sorrrr, Howard trhan <cshowardcharr@gmail'come

Eddie and Howard

please give thir City ln,str-uction to your oontractor for all necesE8ry inspectlons.

Call hilichelle Him if he has any question.

Fatrick fihiu

- 
frgpps,rded MessfrSs --From; Mlchsfls Hirn <mkim@jlha.ne!>

To: Palrick rhiu <Falricltchiu 1 @aol.sorn"
Ec: Sldau, Petar *pthiau@monlereypark"ca"gcv;'i Lnieno, Rey
<rlorano@rnontareypark.ca'gpv=; Marboudi, Uied <arnatboudi@mont*relpark"cs.BovF

San* Wsdnesdey, Manch ?I, 2024 at t1:03:54 Ffid FOT
$ubf*ct Re: I9S tr$ Garvey Aoro . trninage F[an and ttlJalar Tenk

Hi Fatridt.

Thsnk yru for remhlng out. Ws will neod to|nsF€ct lhe cqnclnta cigtern aflar il har basn

oon*tnlmed but belordit is baekfilled and :burhd ovsr- Wo will naed to ses ilt arpoesd so thal

me-l$urerrgrnts san be takan to varify lhe dirnsnuons ere acsording to I'he approved plans.

We wlll sleo ng€d to irrspect llre lulodulsr Watlard Sy*tem, but thiE wont be ne*ssary unlil clos€r

to ftnai lnrpoction. Frior !s our lnrprulton, yor.r will n+ed [u contact tho rnanufacturEr for an

aasvetion in*pectien, Af1er they conduct lheir lnnpsctione, lhey rrdll provlds an acEvaliofilinF.pect]on

repffi detalling ffrslr flndlngs tor the Modula,r wptland Syatam" onc€ 9ny esrnrnafite hsve been

addres*ed and they havs oeemed thg M\4tS to be buill eecording to lfia specilieaiions. thty wlll

icsu€ a lettar notifyrng you of formal aclivatiun, Addltlonally, their final activaliunl,inepeclion naport

wil{ includs a pruUi.rcf-trerranty psrllficats, I haua pnovlded lhs mnteet perssfl'$ lnfErmgtion bo}s"rt/.

Oncs you1,u igceivsd llrose documents. they will need to bE erneilsd to rne. From there, w6 cFn

do s final in*pe*tion. during whidr the MW$ wlll aluo b€ lnsp,Bct6d to sncurs lhs correcl modeN and

mnfiguration is lnstalled, atc.. We can discuss nn'oro whan lv,E g€t lo lhat point.

Eean Hlll
Actiuallnn Manager
Contadr Engtnssred Ssluti€fis a f,uikrete Company

t?fi01 803-5078
daan hill@conteches,from

rfi



S10{34,13:*l Fs GfnCC " Fs 7tr151T C*Aru|f .A'1rO , lrilntgfi Fhril lrur i.ltlllF litru, rrtd3 L'r;f

Hops this helps. Floase l€t me hnor+ if you have any qua*tions"

Thank you,

lllchrlto ltlm, fiF$wQ l0sD I Elr

Walsr Rsszurce€ Engineer

Jshn L. Hurtter ard Assosiates

6131 Orangelhdrpe Ave," Suite 3S0

Buena P'ark, CA S0F2{1

mHim@lha.nst

mobils: {5$3} Sg3-5101

Orr Utrled. irlar 27, Z$?4 at 5:3tr FM Slriau, Petsr <pshiau@nnoellereyparft,ca.govr wr'Dts:

Good Even.lng Patriclt,

Ts ans$J€r !a$r quesuon, tfiia wsrk will need lhe Fublic w*rit intpe*tlog by JLHA, r'rho ie cc'ed ln

ttri* emshl. $he will be ab{a to prnvlde ysu ffior6 det*ilon the stiag,es of in*pectlon"

Thank you!

Regaffis.

PETEE SHIAU 'EOHTRACT PROJECT ilIAI{AGER

320 W. HEWhIAHK AVE. ]T,IO.T-ITEREY FARK, CA S1754

Sffias {Sem} 30r-132fi 'Olrsct {6IS} 877'lSgg

E-rnail : P$H IAU@M0FITEREYPARK, Cfr .GOV

hupn:nm*!dgl*.oo11rrrnr6bilit*.r!6rrlff??-8rdlv*rpsFif*x*rr*Aoc*rnlfrtt rtrts*i t lS{ lgaoFF166{650r'sfrrn$lEf|f{. tr$|}fE{ltEt 5f{856!E a'l



ALlt, ihlfll . t t|{l: 7V-1 H'- f.irnE}

FroEn: lldoudl, Zlrd trmalbo{&@rffFltqffyCIfl+4*gg!}
Brle: fllon, Sp ll, 1.014 et E:t1 AM
EulNtdt ?$$ W Grrwy
To: tf,$ec9lg8gmarl, ccrm <fdchg-n g 3"9&fl mri I' corn*

OEEr Mr 'Chefi

It i*good tg*Fc ltrc prolsct mfinflg foruad

Ftcg6s rslnh fnom ruhniliing arrylhing to ttrr Cily'r ssnr*lbnt A,llSfrbc lllurtr ffih}Bd *ubrnitltl8 must br
rubnillnd to SH fub$e $,U*t oGF ltnDlnt bry lhF Gpo+r t $orrUreiilr

Thsnhs

Zind

ItIiFi:1,'nltttl.ilOi,EDIn'{I'SCaungn:'xFli-$,|rrr'':r'utr ct!-:ilrrtts:-ri':I-Fu'

FoffiEtdtd flt*trdlF
Frwn: Eddfu Ch*n <eCqIfl n$SEg*r[sffqr
Drrs; F4 $Bp S.em{ tt 1:39 rM
tutilct: ?95 tU, €*rvery
Tc. HlchellE l{i.ft { dtt {.Silbr-erEl'

Hit{l6helb

Thrt b Jut| follornng uF ar! Sre ern€rl I t{frtr rdfr{ to }'su al'hsks li}.s it *ould bf bettter ltr inEtEll e dlll*rmt tt:3Frlr

lhNt Gh{i* Linrry qug{fufited and hS *a* qp. $fo art nr ffirllrrl wiltr Oal LFnd to tu*kc lhf, dlrtqel, mlEqs fdu
l*rrre E b€frg1' idlt tO nnWl lhi* atrnp quid15r. S*'*n [-fff,i,St, une slihs ptc*pschc hnanJn tuEruld Hlfr lJl'tS nr0te

lhh ehn4 1 fsl Es pspgibtd. Atbeh.d lt ilif Elrf,ng€ Fuf,tgitlrd by Ehrl* sl Silttlt Fe, pt6err t]vriit ltrEm snd l*t

rnc hnpur r?hs4}Eu ihint" I hsFs fru hpve n grtsl trLlilnd'

$ncanS

Edde Chan

I ni'l lj'frt0:t. il{! }f



EXHIBIT H

EXHIBIT H



AflL ilt*tl " r*d IJJop 0sr lfnt lor Futrr lY] lrtllxi.lf.r'tlilll-il$l.tsllriorpclrEn'ififYrf,Elru-f{lerlF'.rair;lJL rlil$:tlllnlrdEs

Frwn;Eddhtrhrn@t
orlr Tfiu. $lp 5- 20f,{ sl$;S3Al,t
STF1IEI Frud: Erup bor lln/t fat pbnr ?95
To; *behafie l{im {nbh$Bbrug"

l{ir*hhnh
I |rn tE.m$rding f'Bu Hr||n phnr thrt Cftrrr d E|nije F* $yrtiem FruPold lor thr rytltm I hspe yry EeI

pr*rnp,f"r*y ilr6x mem inO giw yur irpul i* f,r* ffE lrlinq b 6FctA rp ftir F.ooiils. I b{liFri lhb durcnt
Ly*nm*ot'fO bs rsts6r end frrlrr rb nEtitt" Ghrie rcornuy gir,r ma lha tatlnsh iftd I frltrlid fta to rnoue cl6d ra

"u 
c6n linidr llrir qu***r. Ptaesf fbBl trfi b cofitrci Cfirts il you irs,[ Efrf qutllonl or EsneFtlE-

Thnrfi Yfl.
lEdrlio Chrn

Fomtsrdgd nH'ssgF
Frurn' Glvh Lliltrry fclb&y€Srey'fMFCnft >

Drh Tup. Jirt 16" XCIX4 ct l:f,l Pll
$&!r'd: RE: Fttp bqr lini+ fs{ pbna I85
tr: Fhg Tsry <nrrs8Cdlmltsgg.ggm>. Eddic Ghrn "*C$sdll$eg{Adlcftn"
C*: E{ nonqrillo;ffib$s.gg1r, Jmn Lffi ql$orr4}crilsnd$tfi.@F, L*tnF tfihnfl
r Halrm*fncr&rulnpg..Eor'nl

Hr Fing'

Fltem mi ldrrrtrEd Frtfu. l tnfid tn do lltr msfi'uFi mfoc[ h fiG Ff]F, but untqrtunf,hly. lhs PtrF il ptubcud ca I

Grnml maka lhern n thc lik ltsrlf,

{€ffi E[ioinchrdhl anr dadpn FAudltd bt inEludld |rdertril lrtl€rla.

Lslly ia ttls ddEilior tht HDFE dhaftberc,

[th src pit$srth$ r qrJsk frr ths fy$ern ior fir ctlil tEddh Chan]. Orrcr h* glclt thr $rsis snd apprortr thr
tyiprn."Unn lra"mn di6ct ur tu ndvi fcrflirr,d i+ith ths derrgrt rdft. 8s- dBHs ds nol md(e ilrf chrnfs unfi ils
hmrfom Eddts,

I ||t-r geing ts rnikf, ffhtt tE hc Lltt plm acud in prprmrbon EinF€ I em l*rving tsmsnsw tsra lsw*mht sf

*"prii*.hno11f,h I Hi[ be out sf tcnrn, I Nrtll rfill hnu rmy mrriFrltcr md nrlt cilnttrus c;offrefiPon{tffteE

Thrnh you!

t rrtf,d !J6"3015" 5:Is Pt



4{]L tuliltl . ;;*41 []firF bnl llElt lor plil5 lYl

Chr-* Lrn#*y, PE
Leod Desfun Engmeot

nllpS:r;nlUlt,iltl!.F{'lrrIlLL'}qtr[11llt,:l strlu-Fuu4 EJivL'tBir-ttrrt'aoEr]

,(frrnta t
E-*tYllet frrlrrnl

1F3{4 Frs+rnrn Aw

$*nE F* Spnn{s, cA $s870

{3!S9 5'B$'*6+t Cell

{568} 777-sla{ ffict

S,LndtrySEEl{Eusqsfi .8tr1

uru* SFIAISygI@AS!9I8

sFnE BUilrlBroqbr{ss

[tt"r{nr:rnrlrttft trr

Frum: Ping Yeng {glgl$Egkldem-.cg6}

*lE"ffiJ;ffi ; &hrr is undrev 4sl4tselglrtunvs*rar-anrp
Gc: Rrr ftrrqurb *@: Jesoc! tm <tms**csllsrdrt&B$d!11; Lsonn tnrhng

c I ea nnrr ffi c€ lEil$llg-&gF
Sublnct R*; Ornp bsr llrdt inr pEns 78S

HiEddie,

Gfl{d sftertreon, Based sn thg rneeting with Chri*. tr'Je need ssnd s FropftsaltCI you fior

Gradirry plan reuishn, End LIF report rerrision,

fiauid you pruuide your sontast infurmatlon t+ rlt? (eddrets, phona nurnbe*, emailaddre*.!

Owner or cqn,trmsr nefds c+nfirm which devica will be used on +ite, we fteed revieu it and

add il on rerigion,

Hi Ghrig,

It wss nim tagdng with ysu, lrlJe need dwner Eign prsFusal ard conllrnr d€vi$e first' then we

can stsrt fro'esssirq lhls projac*,

ldidn.t Fergonalllj handle thi* propct Preie€t rnanag'e'r Rsv will hendla thie proiEe{- he wili ha

rnaln connael per*nn. {t Gc'ed him on lhis email.}

I uf4
ldfl'ttE5, t;19 Fll



ALll, M.S!t. l'{r$: rJl{ry n{rl. ltllE torplflfls '!wr-

Thank you

Xiping Ysng {Ping1

Sanior Ftoiect Eng ineer

GslL"and Fngineering & Associatas, lnc.

Office AddreEs: 574 E. L"srnbert R.d'

Frea. CA 92821

Office: {7141 ts71-1lS50 axt. 'l1B

Ema il: glng@callandgng. com

Fax: {714} fi71-1090

Sl$sib: w+nv- gallarudengsgtr

ll[lF}.illlfu,lfl{\Jr.Lt.q!r-U.IFglSl.,FlJsa'rUBgun.*rnd*q

ffi
CAt LAI{D
1:\t;itLl:illhr; { {strH:I lTl".li, trnr'.

Frann: chrF Lindasr <EludFar€rlurygl#Eg trEl>
Srnh ltrhdni*dry Juty 10.1034 lt31 Fhl
To: Eddh chtr' iedrtl|nisffilgmail.mm>; Firq Yrn{ <nu9ft$gl]dgggff"
*r$rct: Rr: Drap bcr iintr hr planr 7$5

Hi Edfit end Prng-

Ftr,,my meeting unth Filg r fcrr mrnr$es ego, Fing wilt rcod mE lheir capry of lha,apprqved drstxrn0l, LlD plan' and

e.o,nnin1 f im-g*ing 1g f,,are Frc updshrin rfrceE doeurtlgnlr lnd rvlll s€*d lo P,ing fur har twiqur onos eht

4Fprft'6s lhsm, lt{b v*rlllftm *rnd bo Jshn L Hunlir fot st brnfrld

Ther8 rwil bs no hr hr rnf r#ork don* ts csmprh thFE€ taHhi. tl Fing n€€d4 tei*ryio lEu ta* hcr rEvieri, 'l rill lrt
h6rumil{ .1wlh ygu dkedly on lhsl. | iln s{rre th*rE ryillsBo br l lpc bJnhn f{un*r'lur rwisrv se u.6ll and ryeh, I xill

nsrd tc hl yau hsndlr lfi*t'

Snca I hst s tlle dqcumenls froffi Fing, 'l 
nil hl unu hnort thcl I ltst€ rtrrl*d fiilvrrtona'

Fegorde,

f,hme Lin#ey, FE
L*ro Omrgn fngnaer

1*f { lr'0?tt]5- J:}F F$



p[qJL iuil|| . ra*'E; Lrr_oP gq1{ t:lrlt tgr Pr.ut} r Y.a

S*nln F* blhler Sy*tems

101{4 Fam*nrn,4w

. S*llh P6 $pringe, trA gtl67g

{310} s6$484{ CiB

[561] 77?-g7ei[ o{Tkr

* L i n'dery 4 Sf lVS yglgtItg.-Epil]

Yrrity. S F W$g.Blirtr{ s._lpLr!

EFtt\i[S fi g rlslE{sqhd rB I

lllalll r. r rtlFf ar-!i,LqlrrE lr- rldrLr F BL J F ut u surft f 9t.ttr*

Fmm: Eddh chrn *edchansSs@grnall qqtpr
$rntr Tus*def, Juh S, 39141.{4 P*t
Ts;Chfrl"ndttfq@>
Subpan Frr Sop bnr lin}l hr p*rn* fSE

f{i Cftrir

Hd*srd m*mpnrd tD nrB thst yqur turlFdft! Bfi drerr up Fhns to sm ilrlr'qfltE{tt, U\h ururJd f*t ls pfoc*od

fnffilrnd rfi lhir and lry trtd gt{ tftb flntrnrd Tt tOOr! ar paru&lt. Fbrse ht lne hrtgr'tr *fut tlttould yotl nacd ftfim u*

ts rrgvs torrpard wilh lhc ptt*l*,

Thrn& yw

Edremt Gtnn

'''".CAUTIOH, THIS EUAIrL OR|G|r{ATED OUTBIEE OF FLE. BE fiAUTIOI,II5 UIFIEfi OPEHI}I€ AI{Y LII'IITS CIR

[IOCl.lirE.lTS.-""

t95 Ganney f*rdirrg l? APFRAVEO {ltt Ed,itqdl
?"1M8

I95 W,Grrvey Arae - Montprry Fr* ' SWTS - O3JuIE4.PBF

3ME

145 ltIgS6rruey,AwJ{ 577?gSGarwyAw},{onternyPrrlfAFirr*lA 5FW5' Fda

IH

n
H 5.5MS

,lnf{ l.16rel{l35, $:i{ Fltr



EXHIBIT I

EXHIBIT I



Frprn. Ffi h Ghrn *cddror€tftsogrFil-aqrnr
Orb: Fri, Stp8.l08i[ S | 3$ru
*$j*{:795W" Frtlcy
Iip: Htit16t* fixn r1g16fitihrl$$}

It [*EhElr

l.ldr s tl,|tl tdlloltrrng rn an rllB srifl I lsr*sord lp pr.. tt lsohr lilri.lj rpr.rld bl t{ffir io lnrler r dil!a{6t rt'dl[n
$frt chnr Lhwry *lEgrrt J rng mrp Orr* r.rF tdlfr s[ in effibct rrit cd t-ilt! ls mnh* fifi {$rll.l-r.1, unhF rtu
hrru u btthr iOfl ts mqrr fs rloni, gugi. Sn *r Lafi,€t, onl sf ltrl prnl#rClhlr hnmh wilff llkf, ll b nt$ffi

rg";fi*g * fu* !r pe66itrle. nnrfrO h firr dirnnm ruggrsFrl hy 6hri* d Sanb Fc, Fllfi! nH,rcir lhem rnd lst

nr kns*-*lttdpu ftlnle I hosr foiJ hlve s glrrl 
"rnd+lttd-

$letnF;

Edilt Gllr'!

lj6fj0l$.6:31 tcl*lofl



EXHIBIT J

EXHIBIT J



Frsn: Irrho&d. Ehd {;InilfqlgsFlsEl$l$*8tr$.-Eilffqsl
Bala llsn, tup S, afil{ rt t:ll Alul
$ubJi#: I95W c16reef
r+ : r&lr-uflI$Esc.ms f tlmrdigMsllr{i8t

Ottr lrlt Clrrrr

It lr pod ts trrU* protrtl m.rlr,ingfnn*erd

Fld*r f*frrn ]roilt *ubmiutns Bn/ffimf ln tti Grty'f cdrrf;ultrfiL Alt puHle utrk* rcs!E{! fiubrnrnnts nu8t D€

f,lbrlitlr{t bilr Fu}Le Fdsrt* Owrimfrt hy thr tr*ncnl tronlrrclor

Tlwrftr

A{d



EXHIBIT K

EXHIBIT K



A{-ll" lllril - llrt*rrd { nisr riltcruElruri'!t'l{ll htr l"ubltc n{rl{.3 llEFt,F ,, nltFt:rimlll.col.soll&!ll'llllljcrF,' I ;rDEESiq$FF frFlq".r;a I r:-f -t nnr-IT v .t

Edward Charr interaction with MF Fublie Wsrks Dept., Building Division, and City
Consultants

Fr'*rn: Ermpen, limollry' t, t|nam pernF burula*r,codn}

Io" tkrtrlrnslswfSrnl.com

(r: mahensfey@br'tglaw,tnrrt

Fcte: M,omdry, Sept*nnbet 9, aSI4 tt 01S-5 PM PFI

Dr*r h{r. KrnstiilTs,

I wa:rrted !n hmp yo1l in the loop thst p*r prior Holicet, Edrrsrd Chsn hs E*€n remlndGd ihat eny

cornnrunicdion wlth City Staff {lncluding Fublia \r\lork* and Fuilding} end City Consullanb {such as

Jshn L, N'{un1g.r} rgge16lng Eonsfurlk}n I'nstt*rs tyi$l fgs W GdruaY mual bs UrrEugh your Clbnte'
ganerd connraitor"" tlour clisnls dsn cgrtsinly ba pru*anl and/or c0Ft;d m any,u.terr esmmilnicstiofl*"

tn tn* genaralconuactor is ths point persoei that Cig $tsil rnd Eonsullan& willdeeldirEEtly wilh'

Alao, it sFFefinr hhely that lhir Thuradey in thE a,m, thr ciry wil be restrlng a tarnpornry reslrElfling

order ls, in effeg, prnctuda your clhents lEr any Utrar ntrn{icensed lndlviduaF} frorn ncting ln t{1t

cap*cify of e generrl contractor fsr this Fr*petly ll lhs tining on $r*[ hearing changrcs. mll let you

Itnow as Eeofi a# kngvt,

$lneeml$

Tlmallril E" Earnpcn lPrrdnur
S$1 trftat Bnno&ray, $uils 1S00 | $rn Drego. ffA Bel0tr
d - sl 9,8"!4, 5El 0 | r - fr 1'9. 914.5SflO I f - slg, Et'l,E?gp I rn - $ 1$.fi8{.77S7

nrt*E ilrlr*lF* fOnFiS[-]r tlc
tlu u*rnrrtirq r1n15d Fr&r6.1flrtnu156rgt u inlrrdtd mry ia.u. SOI{FlgEHflAL lrrG,ulllldiripnre *hrFil nrtrldfbt€
Tl{ idurr.i*ma rrr,r,"qld E.,li"El no rrr rfrrn++rnr paafra,mdthf twfHrs asQlHrttirl tlr.nr'y nry* Ffodtld Rlf+trfrr$t il,H
n* nr rof ijot frn-mel rg;rn f,urOy .*."sn rrenOr tt 1qnrr$.n$ [fi! dErFry d911q$ f1f_ e* BI lhr ]sthsrffi lg.1il
6ry;irift 6rr {rfh,r,t tg i ro $l oagr.: -rro dolulrr, rur naial rrn eacuint lhm{gh lruortrl!4tffI"Tg;T! Iff""rrllnr,
airirn**na+. q6lrurnn*r-q*yirU rrau cccnr,.mirrinby treuor ft'6.1ilthailnn*r-nmnfurd' ll1Pu RESETL€gTHH

cnnt rlncAn$d r* ewilffFiE+sE imirFr us-rrueE*lrrly ByrELEFltdrilG ritg SEHnER HAre.oAB#'t'E AT t00's,ts{3s?
Thll* p.r

I tr,f I lJ6/I0l$, 0:!.1 Ft



EXHIBIT L

EXHIBIT L



.ll. illitrl - Rt: llrJrrrrrd t'Rln tRtF nfllon ulul slr rutrllc !'tlt{Er r'!sl}'

Re; Edward fhan interactiqn wlth MF Public Works Dept-, Building Division. and f,ity

fonsultarrts

Fssm: Af,dtffr O frrasting, Erq' iahra*li6dilaSsgttorn!

Tc. ttrrcp+ntFbwl.{lw,dgm

Brt*: 'Tuesday, Septrsnbrr 1fl, Ailtd i[ llt]rO{ FM FDT

Dear Mr. GamPen:

Firsl, liust leamEd that Elains ehan, Edrffsrd's and Honard's nnothel FSsSed al'$sy on

saturdry, a littl€ wef hro yB8r3 afrer R'ohert Ehan, Frer husbsnd of more than s0 yBf,fE'

Heedia*g to say, HE cen presum€ that the fernlly is grieving,

Edrrrrard Ghan hss R€ver ffited or rought to ect 
"t 

s tlg€fi€ral EsntraEtor"* As I rucall, at our

Apnirn" gsga meery, irw.* Mr. Tarangitrr*ru invited the Ghgns tn dl*ema technii:sl matters

r$#Uiigifre underground ss,aagp andirmler ttorage is$ueE wilh John L' Hunter' I

underEtAnd thEt Edusard Ghan aEled as a {ecililator to ensura thEt the city'e consultant, and tha

chansl csnsullante, Gal Land a Engineering Asaodales snd sanla Fe trlfatnr systems.were in

direa trornrnunieation so thal ev€r!ryre Eouid aefrierre a rnutual undsrstanding scr fow best to

raeslve rhis rernsi;,rw-t."illcai 
-i*iu". 

Thig rrilEs dsn€ with he intentrnn ol rnaxirniring tha

tikelihoud that rha lffi6r fun* $umittsJ ofi th€ chans' behqlf would ne most likely apprwad'

I undprsland frsm ;t r*ffi of the e*",1* dating bacft to May 2024 is that slty staff ware ae'd

on lhass conrmunicalions. ln arry enr*nt, Edwaru Charr waa timply actlng as respongib? 
.

propcrtl, oryTner u**ir*g ** a oonduit between thme teshnicf,l expert* to sp*ad up cornpletion

br gr* iloi'ct snu nst iu u ;g*nsral cnntrastoF." EdwErd's desire to spe-ed tha Broiect to

sorrrpleJion ie plain from the-emailexchangec with ftiliche]B Hirn. including the sne attached to

the emeilito Edward trnm Ziad lrlarhsudi"

Edward chan has bEen dsing en $dlth tha cilys sxFrFBs enfirouffigement, at is apparent

frorn nurrermrs emailE suelr as lhe following exaerpt:

'$Bffsrlo,.leesic6 <lserrano@monttreypank.ca,ggvr lfirlEd, FBb Et' 2033 at 5-13 FM

Toi',,"dctnang30@gfiail.csnF<eoctrangS,0ggmiil,corn>, ''c8hqtfr6rdchan@gmail,corn'

ccBfisfff, rdchsn ffi gmai I " csm >

Gc: 
,'Tonpe. JoEeFf;; ijtorre*@munr$rsyFark.ca.goF, "d€nnis,fiarflngn@tran*t€+h.org'"

odennis,tarrrgoffin*#ilh.*A>, ''cho$r, Belfi" <n*now@rnonlereypark-ca,gov>, "chen,

vrvigtl' 
g*aar* en nfiu> "futazhoudi. ziad'< iereypark'ca'gclrr*<vf, hren@rnontsreyFarft . ca . gov>,'fi aabqudi, zi*d' <emazbsudi@.monl

Hello Eddie.
Thank yau far nneeting with us loday. As a fol!ryrnr-uF to our meeting, beloltr is a summary of otll

discusslon
end pending ,itemt that requipe frollcnr-up . ' ""

rt rs dbrrisus that Edward ss aacornrnodabng a request from Gity stafi ts rn*st witfi hirn

dirwtly snd that ul"*i *trr **tl Joe Tones ind Dennie Tarango rflers fulh ar,trare sf lhis

l,SQ$I5,6;t$ P$



,,111{. hlnll - itc h.$tl'8ltl Lnru lnlcrf,Ftlil$ 1'rl!n Ml. t'un'lle wfffts5 t}ljF. fmF6;.ilnal I ilfll-cHflrr{.t' lulttl;!}'iirl lF}x5€* ra{f}E rr "' !rtrr !rt 'sL !r a$rf '

{t seerns to me that if he OiU Row dfi€s not with to entartsin csmmunisations about tfis
proiect fronn Edrrvard Ehan, it cin silnply in*truct siaff to dlsrogard sr.lch cornrnunicatrsng rsther

itrah eeetr e temFoftlry re*training order whlclr can only warlF rE$ourc€si and delay completion

further" tf th€ Ciiy Oois indead wish to rceh prwisional relief, I esk that it do sa on regular

nstigs and reelprbcate ths courtesy which ltre Chans hur*tt ehown the f,i$ in granting

n umer.o{.rg di*correry exteftsisng"

\Ery tmly you.E,
Aradrerru 0. Krssthe

Ilrr sfldrnt[ of tlrt* r.m,rttl rilffisrg$, i'letu(trng rny rttmhrr,urtr, ifl inlcntrd *otrrff fur mr UT qltlr?-
p".lo,'rormtfty56ntinfi fiso-nrilf *rrlgfforild. fi&lcufinifirhfrornardpn ffittfilrf brpruircfr$OqUtr
;{i#*fltrriprl"llry*: r+sr*-frafuet dpstrtrtt, q orficrpdr"flrgst *rrdamy fu rurrlc{nd fnonn glrslorurr

ti qnpfiee6lr *iro*m? frCrnifrw. ffyrog mcrrlvld nn|r r*mrtltttt"tilgt fn *ru4 plrmr +mr{f
*frJiu*lr,tgpgr.".,+tn Of ;pry r.,mali, Flptr r&o prrnnrrn*nry oonr rfl *op{** af $r ot{gJtul *'nnfl ar
pl{t ar rny *lflcftmrntr,

Sn i[ffrdrf, Sael*rnbGr g. 2S24 u 0f 'S5:EO Fld FBT. GernFs,r. Tl4rethl E *:tffimpln&buxl*rv-eom] tur6{i:

Sear ltlr Kraehnr"

$incetaly,

I $rirniid t6 lrgrF!qi.r ln lha toop fhst FGr pdpu f{oliauo" Edvrsd f;han hsr besn ssmilrdd tryi Errf wmfiunic*tbn
ilih 5"y dtr6lil'itrging Fut*rtr&*" onu eriuingl rnd Giry surraulhnf* 1ruch m "!drn L. Hunlrl rtgnrding

po{r.trrrhhn menlrr nit lgr w Gvrrry muc bc 61ror,!gh your filirtrlr' gencrrlaonlltd r YmrrdicnF eerr

crrtrinty b* pregsrd end{ur sophd on any cuch Eo{rufi$ft1fl1iofi!. bul ttrp gfflifil 'Donff,Elsr b lha Btint Fiff,otl

lhst Cil' $tslf Etxd Gonltdtrnl* *iF deal dfrEctly tih

Nc,s. rt gFpoeru llHrly lhal tftrs Thuri#y til ths e m, lha siFutlbc rleking a Frnporsry $mahirq ofdEt lo, ln

#rei, pncn** youialion{a {Fr rny sftLr non'EEfngsd indiuidur.ls} hem arting in th* Ergpsits oIa g*nrnl

**t"tfui nt n* Ftopttty' h rnc i*ir"g sn ttlll hmrng ahangp6' wrll lci lmu ftnort sB aeoa as hns$t'

Tlrnsthy E. GamP*n I Parhor
501 kTE*l Broadwty, $uite 1E0tl | $an Diego. CA 9e1CI1

u " nts"ff4.FfiI0 ; i- ntU"at4.sgfi$ | f - fits.sl4,ETSS I m - 61s,gfi1 7tr07

lSeEFSlSFwEleUtqsm I bwsla$t cqln

lnl"l l"S':02I, Sr35 Ph
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,{,{-lL Mml " Rl:: Edr*ind ['hur tntcrruilun $':th MF llublir lAtultl l]cT, lllIpS:.f,'nltll.;tol.surr;il'l{JLu?J}J I rrnglseBf st.]qrJ}tfrjrli I t} f d r-!{u,n'+ '.

RE: Edr'*ard fhan interaction w:th MF fublie Warlc Dept., Euilding Fivisinn, and City
fnnsultants

From: Crmptn" Tiimoltry [- {tcarn pen@ b'*rlrrry, c*rt!

fs akratfinslarvtFacl.rom

Eate: Tuerdey, Sapltmb,er ln ffie{ at 1S:15 Plvi PtrT

Dcer Mr. Krarlinn,

.*flow ine itr ofinr my oondnfonccs to tha Chsn famlly ov;r lho toss o{ Elalna Shan

Jugt so I .m'r eber, wtrile I undemtand you llegrrl to be ssftlrrg thal the Clty forego rurking a TfrO:nd
inrtead ftla Isr a raguter. nsticed pr,aliminary iniundion, f,rE fou aho aakrng to al ha+t daley $tiF TR0

b€csuse of lhr dcath grf EteirFE Cltan and hsty lfrat elfe*lt your clrunlr'ebility to a6Bi8t yur wfrlh your

rgprErenlfilion oI lheryi shsuld the TRO procaod thi* wesk? lf so, I wrll ecoontm$dalQ that fE'quest,

U\lhesrer ilre ffity wl;l forrgo saefting a TRO et all. or perhapc mak one 8s Bf,rly ss next nwh, will

roquire fudher catsidaratioc! snd otnsultation with nny dient,

On thal lart polrrt, the trr|pam st tha TRO ir lo udErih lhs Chsn'a rotalntd gen*rel contrEfitor lo

sfiiw{y trrurtr on lrre proBartl, Thare is eMluteiy plrn y af uru{k thnl csn ba donr nryrr whilE iha csB

revlrxri ntwty *unrnitted fldnr rsle{Ed tD *srtrnf coqrnEdlpn* or the $t9nil,raisr eatcfi baein irt thE

parlring lfi. ifomily, e{estrieala,nd othcr nrork on lho intarior oil {he s,tnlcture lhat can procsed notr"

ifnvinf your'f,tiantt' generrl contrpdnr dimding orr,silp worh nan rvuultl *hsw good faith nfiort tcru*ards

oornpt-aling oonetruculn errd mlt$ate agrain*-t t}ri cityt conG$ns ebcul cortdltien$ on lho FrsPgrty bsing

a hnitspd fr puhtic EefE$ d.re lo rtrE proptty effadivelf belnE vrcsnl and in*dhe hr teleral IEsrB

Furttrer, tr*ving yuur dia*t'* lirxn*eil cnn,tractor and erglneering plofr*sionsl5 ltrtrlr dhrufily with Sily

Ftrp'1f wilt fnep i'm,iU thr ftley* thet hrvs plagr.rcd lhh dswlupmenl BlnH co,nslructisn h€{En m 3017"

Thsl do€c not masn ya,rr cilenm efnnolt bq Frdgrnt snd lE$lried ln Srors dlsH.rEsiolH, ol couru* they

cen. I betipre yrur efienn mf,y mEs{r weH. bul ltrcy dmply 8ffi n6l qualified ts efiE*tivuty rnanagr thit
profi cl nn lheir'ot#n fi an "ffwneflh.ttldef capaclty-

I appncrata il ir ie,te, and au you cirn irnrrgrne" { am'*orftirg to ge{ rny TRO ftJed in ltre rrnoming to bt
n*i*ra on T6ursdsy. bo again, ptrare lel me kno* inrwradiptaly if yuu a1e a+hing to rl leenl delay thl* ax

,E,rla for a week to aeourirnoOats your dianb'lo** md ggfrape allqrfl lsr furlhar diEcussion an what

your clienl* tan suh#tanbuely de l+ pcrsuade holding oil lur longer.

Timolhy E, Errnprn I Prrtnur
501 mh6{ Er*adrray, $uile ifi00 | Sen Dbgo, fiA get0l
d - 619,S14.581fi 1 t " els-4t4,$800 | f ' fi1s.Bl{'6?gg I nn' 6re"ffit'770?
icamsg&htqbfl@ | brrslan'corn

I *l'J lrlli:025,6:l? Fll



ftufu: rytdtsI - R g, EUq &u L llul lttlft lltlull n rul lTtf l-uurlf, ryulr] rfF IlllP3.,i I lttrll,{UL*Ul ll'E' I U?gVI }' I ' 
t !r5+}al{ti$! f }Vrraf utn ru f . ,"!r !-tr ra

Frn*f wTrt.ail,ts* f*fEEldtfit r"{F

Tlu rnlonnrlbn s{lrtrFil h EtF *mal rnrrlrrgn s hlend.d *nlt 0r !il f trtFnE hTEAL u* ol the dfit$t$d rddnrm rlr rlf rFrrt!
Thr iniarrsjon r$rwflhFd rr inrqtce F fi* |.l*ru?-,rtiim Frir+nter l}&br ltFtrtris eonidaHhl rllsrn*t Nrsrt F{HdlJd Rlqrrf* rfiquld
rst lt *Orr pt tn arlrfll ndr pitii$y rccn*ifrh ructlrlB lt ?ou lfr nol EE d"qnflrd rdlmcs* tttrn{d ltoil or lla rulhsrhrd rgnnl
r||psrF* hv dlhrnffig il ts sr+ df*iryttEd fdartlcra- f$/ l.ffi thit ttocirt*nt ihrEitlt lr}r{lrrrwll rngr sllq !ryt fudhr rrYrsr,
O*imrn1ion. dtrbrdifrt $ Fotrrrrg el ll* frE rhrhtiAc bt !'ou o{ rrittnt ilrt rh drF}i proltfttilt. lF YOU ftEGEIUEO fHE
OflI*UHIEIHITH{ II{ EHEOR. FLE.ASE HSTFT US TIIE{fiAIELY BY TELEPIItr*F{g TIE SEHTER HTTIEO ASfflE AT lOO 3S}t:9I
f,fienh 1lpu

Fmnr: Andrtw CI, !ffasllna, Eaq. <ahrastinslaw@aol.cam>

Sent: Tuesday, $eptumbar 10,4024 9;CI5 FH
To: C*npen, Tinnoihy E, cTCsmpff @blvslaw, cqrnr
$ublmft Re: Ednard Chnfi interaclion wltlr h,tP Publlc l/tlork* tlept." Building Diuisitrt, End Cdy

Gonsullrnlp

IETTE*INAU

Des ilft: CEmPrrn:

Fr*t, lJurt h,rrnid lhll Elrlnr Chsn. Edrnrd'r tnd I'lorcrd'q sldhlr, pr*rd frtvrry Dn Srlwdry r lttfa e$er
fitE !'cf,rg rfisr Bgbcrt ehan, hgr husb€rH o{ mom tlrrn F0 ycrrr I'lmdbt* ts $fiy, ute can prEflfrlfi lhat thii
femily ll gludng

Edr*rrd Shrn hr* ntuEr rcFd u *oughrt ts Ed as s'f,lrrlsral Gofiirlclof." Ar I rccrll, al pur April lE, ?f2{
rneetin{, a wa* Mr. Tanpngo rhs *tivilrd firr Chlr'r* io ffrtrrm l.schntcf,lmelleds rCIgnrdihg tftf uffillr[rElrnd
sffiNg; rnd rrrlrr ttoruEr irruc* wilr "Iohil L. Fluntpr, I undarthsrd tfir{ Ednrd fihrn rcttld ss a fffiilitElor lp

enture ilr6t the Gitfr wrcultsrd,tnd lht Ghmi'eonitdtlnlr, E*l Lrnd & Englneerirry Ac€ocielffi lnr! $a*{l Fl
Itllbtr* Syrirun; rrnFt rn dimd EofiEnuF{€slisn rc tftaictEr'}tirg muld rdtlanc I muhuC htndaluls:ldng on hov
bGst !q rsnolvs thb ]'Em€iniiu leclrnical l;nut. Thi; wtt dotl*ttith thc hterdinn cl maximizng lhf lihithood thn't

th* fu;7ltsl p;;ni rubmiln*d en tho Chrnri b*frsf rlrquH {nB $qel likery qpFrflvud. I undm*trnd ftsm my revlaw of
ths srilahd*ling back b hlsy A0ed ii 0!et Cily *rilmrt ac'd on lhel*,Foil!illl nrcalbns, ln rny iet{l!, Edtrir$d

Ghan uu rimpS .clifrg er r**pon*!h FrsFcrfy oilnsr rowirg er n wnduil bGt{,iftil fti** bchnicnl ExF€rl[ !0

apcd 16 comptithfi al tho praiecl and ngt ea p "€pnaral Efiltrdsr-" Ednurndl d*dra to specd lhe pmiecl l*
mmpletim l* plErn frqm lhe email*lrcfia*gu* uriiilr l,lir:hah K.,inn, ncludlng ths +ne attechsd [s ths &ffitil to E{iirrlrd
frorn Zi*tl N*ubcudi

Efurrd Chrn hr* boen do*ng sq ilith Fre trlty'r rilprufn cntruffigcns{ll, ss rs EFpprant hun nurncrccrc Enttilt
tuch ae the foEo*ing t{re.r$:

'$enans. JaBirE€ <1pggtr@Eu} tthd, FSez, 3033 el5:15 Pl{
Ta: "rdcft iln9l$Sfinsit c{xft* <gd$rugfg$gtFd.E{tfi}, "C8nntqrrUS&ffiSgmaii com"
reShqeardchfl@gEudlcq$F
trc: -lirru*. *osoFho in*tlGl6ftrnrulfllgIAffb,g!.gggl"'$lSiE$ffi[SQ@$EnLEhJQIg"
+dunnir trrrn0q{s|nlllgch-,srF>, "Clrg*, Bfrlh" {bf$otrd$ngnletetpgrh c,8 BQP, "Chtn, Vrwiln"
<VCnEoElmorr&rynEdsa$@r, "hlerboudi" Euf dE $i.bsuifiEilEiltilS$0il1q.-cf.$E'

3 srf4

ftolls Eddu

j jdrfCII5, 6:3? Ftt



?hrr* vsu fsf il6{{t1g,rri#r ur lrdly. fu g fplgn'u? tJo nJr fi*Ftn{l, bst04rl ir r E{{rimrry cH *rr dl.rc$5f|{]n

and n€ridirlf, l';nrf lhil ltquirn fslsrFtF

tt}anbv'6t,*$dEdft'f{leffillrlllo4rihgEmqurdlrrrnCitl'!'ilt!.ncdsi{hhrndirsdlt},lftdthltEiniol
rtril *uetr .!m Torrr,t rncl Dennn T*nrrgo rara lrrty f,iltrru ol lhli

tl rsrrrr ts fn6 u,lfiif s* trity r:ro+r dml notrr.rfi to{itt*rt*lcffil.nunr#gliEntlboul lheprofcctlb'n E*frrqt

chail, ,1,;en rrrrply tn*uud EH; tt *HEgs6 "u$oo***i,gliorc 
l.tltlGr thrn *ralr s brnporrry tEEhf,n''{ srdtf

rtrrfi :iln nnty .**rg.firrggt gna OUiyaor,npflin t,ttnit. o 4t UU dof* rndsr*llrP b" T"k pro+rr+ttd

Frl{', ! F6t thrr ir ds id} o*r rugulr n+tlts fi}d #iiii*t" ur: caurh*t *hlcfi lhs chtttt hEve €hdr$n lha ffilf 'rl

f ilnting nurntrorli disEs'd;f'y lxtEnflofi *.

fFrcanfrnls sltfrlr |-rtlillll3fitcigi, {nctudnglny.lttlEftnrrds*' lrn finndldlol$J}lor ifliu*r of du

F'.^ron sr ffidff io ,*fififltt;*',fr *ry t4Uit*mfu nconlrl'nr tr*Onnrfon $of *nrytr propsndly

thr tfidftrf.6ttwrlprfrilrgnrlorftffofb6t;;ltttil iiiJ6rrretl*llrg*t" rnd rnry 61 nsffic6d fiunt

o$rctlo*nrt by qpFfi"rih-#f. ffdlldrr-&l fil f pu fgmi lfttb rnmrf' m*lqgu tn rrurr' Frlr** e-

mr* alr+un"r.rs*ilffi !r ^Ft;;n" 
i;ifiril ;t*o p*mre rrm4v dolb{N rtl cqplac ol $* orreirtl }

F.}ilfl ,c rrtl l' ffry tdteft fiifflt*'

@ !ruly ye*rns..

Art{liBw O Hregin*

snMonoelL sgptmr,barB,lfE4 el0l:&s.$0FMPBT.*nnrp641, nr'rOthy E. dt#'"ntrfi@htltslu{{:E5lrfclE:

i nf 4

[tsar llr lQrrgins

1,,b.,30:$,6-17 I
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,ttll- lrlall - I niil l',r' I l.raYtl - ?*-1 lt' l'l;utct Art - Llll {'l;ffir hls,:lir,mll,xll,cilnl;drl.rldfF rl,'lTltr;5;!*f,r'nt tfltEl'tJl! r-t flr'rf E s"

Fwd: Fw: 7 [esrr+r - 795 W Garv*-y Ave - LID Flans

Font*r*C mnans!€
Frsmr IlnElhU l*guy:n .lbel}Lflgul:tl'rBftsser$PlF.ltry>
Brta: tblan Jsn 13, AOt$, 12FF[4
Suojad: F*: ? L+wca " t05 W 6r+ry Aic ' Llb Pl*na

Io: EdO* 61r5fi qd::hanq3&&g1P*'l,cgt!r

Hello Eddi€,

FYI

,p1s di*ggd hEr* Ir the thru.rd from rryhsn lolrnny ryote Hllh loseph Tsrret korn MP CitV'

lel file tnnnr ll pu hrue *ny quethorls'

fimstfiU F{f,uyarn

Cofi itruE$ofl Csqrdi netgr

Lpcah'snr lSo,5J,tsslch El.'r.d E4SII H$nnnggg-Egggh t"olt 9'IEL;T-U5fi

Emr!: I,qn.te-tbt' fituue{qurgiel.aH;g*rt illi:rbri{t ' !Sp-'}l."-b*?,?Ls!4$lrt'gplt"
Ptroqf : {r1{l l if '6trt

0anlid*ntiolitY Flotler es* r d
llgiJ|{ruErE!i ,{fi*ilkrrcrdlwrCE-ll hltilndh.iD|n rhsdtfiJrtdfiillt{,tbllrlwflilllurtl f.t{F- to'#}|l ild

F'lr$ ro.r fl*rns ,Jq!, #iI U" i n ;y g f- 
'con 

r',r*rr- il nrl 
!-u 

rFd.d ilrlnit rqu ft }r'*r il'ilr |ls rfl
f[||!trc!tl ffDfimr't t#fc+F qrrhE{r:rrill'ft.br"t Ur rld|-rtllbltl-rtdpt l"h*f rt{'rbt f is!lnllrt!'eiddft|l e+ilFtltdFl
h !Tr, dr'a, fitb't tu .nnfrFrg, .*frri"g ttf mdutl ',d 

mfft Ff *flft lrrrd*0f, Tlrrrt fr','

LEAdFF

lutl l "l?t}fif 3, l;4S fil



.t,{:tl, $tdr! - I tttl. Fw ? Lr*t3' ?{* W Gnirrcl ,ttts - Ll$ Plmr lllq|!'.' -illsll xlll-fallllI';tr' ffrlQ{:} I I ttlE}5lFu} f lL 1!rr?r.'l;rt I

frunrl Torr*r, losrph r j!.ff.1s"ifl€lslltfisf E!-arLtu!. g{!}
Srne fridry,lanr.ry l0,l0I5 tJ0 PM

To: 'Jsnnnf Hgt4en' qhl]:-lty.S$u'tf4€.Ikfl$rllsggrs*; 'ftry ftonquillo' qta-"rFjril:n-de*l:::mr

Es:'Vinh flsur*n,*g;nd;;S€_a;saaf4.urni"; ,5cnrt' lrtguxrn, Eig.t_{E t$uffJ1E.leFrg$..rtq.1{itr, llg3h

ragr.fl,trarlrr, *1ue t,.rcw11;1ilgrgllgg-vl:retrrl]I!4 'Tlnxr$ry l{guvc*r' *finatbr. n$[l'EJl@7lt,rvr"*af+' Ei;nrr

SubF{u Hf; } Lrants - t*} !1 6o;sv&{' " LIF Flrns

It,t rny Fleafurd, Jolilnl, phaEs 
l8t t'!nE kn*u anyllrnc I csn bt *l any {lEr*tf,t]Gr. tldc r,rtqrH loua to cre

?L*aw* EpEn Fsoll h fifent*rey Ftrkl

{hankt,

JSBEFH TONFES" IiFA
nrilASER

EGOHOHIC P€1IELOPISEHT
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants

Electrcnica lly .f tl-gP hy
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angales
It3Ll2025 5;22 PM
David W, Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

Case No. 24NNCV00087

DECLARATION OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS IN OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ISSUANCE
OF PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Evidentiary Objectionsl Proposed Order re
Evidentiary Objectionsl I)eclarations of
Edward M. Chan, Martin Flores, Chris
Lindsey, William Lau, and Kristion
Grbavacl exhibitsl

Date: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS AIIGELES

v

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 1,2024
: None Set
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I, Andrew O. Krastins, declare as follows:

1. I am an attomey duly licensed to practice law in the State of Califomia and am an

attomey of record for Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold, and Patricia

Yu Chan in the instant action. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein; and if called as

a witness to testiff, could and would competently do so.

2. True and correct copies of Defendant Edward Chan's Fourth Public Records Request

and his subsequent Public Records Request of October 14, 2024, both of which I served by email

on the Plaintiff City, are attached as Exhibits A and B respectively to the Declaration of Edward

M. Chan which accompanies this declaration.

3. At paragraph23 of Dennis Tarango's Declaration (filed with the subject Motion),

Mr. Tarango expressly states that he met personally with the Chans' designated general contractor

on July 29,2024 regarding construction at the subject property ("Chan Property"). At paragraphs

19 and 20 of the Rey Lozano Declaration (filed with the subject Motion), Mr.Lozano expressly

states that he met personally with the Chans' general contractor on July 24, 2024 regarding

construction at the Chan Property. At paragraph25 of the First Amended Complaint (FAC) filed

August 23,2024, Plaintiffs themselves state that on July 29,2024, Tarango andLozano met with

Howard Chan at the site and that'oDefendants' general contractor was present." The Chans' general

contractor for the subject construction ("the 7 Leaves Project") is Joven Construction Services, Inc.

('oJoven"), a licensed general contractor that has been the Chans' general contractor for the 7 Leaves

Project since November of 2023.

4. In November 2023, the City notified my clients that it wanted to meet with them

about the 7 Leaves Project. The City suggested a tentative date. When the City did not hnalize the

date, my clients presumed the City had decided not to go forward with a meeting. A few days before

Thanksgiving, the City notified my clients that it still wanted to meet on the original tentative date.

I advised that I was not available on that date. Edward M. Chan advised the City that it would need

to reschedule for the following week because I was not available.

5. Instead of rescheduling the meeting, Deputy City Attomey Timothy Campen on

December 23,2023 sent my clients a letter which included a schedule of completion dates for the 7

2
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Leaves project with which it was impossible to comply, due to the underground septic tank/pumping

system issue. Mr. Campen's letter also states:

"Please Be Further Advised that all communications with the City regarding construction

on the Property, particularly with the Building and Safety Division and the Public Works

Department, must be conducted exclusively through your general contractor or its

authorized agents. " fietter atpg.4; emphasis added].

The City stated that it planned to sue my clients. It instructed my clients to contact Mr. Campen. [A

true and correct copy of the City's December 23,2023letter is attached as Exhibit C to the Edward

Chan declaration.l

6. On February 23,2024,I telephoned Mr. Campen's office and left a message asking

to reschedule the meeting with City Staff. Not receiving a call back, on February 25,2024,I emailed

City Attorney Campen a letter setting out my clients' efforts to complete the project and asking to

reschedule the cancelled meeting with City staff as soon as possible to resolve outstanding issues,

including the underground sewage disposal system problem.

7. Still receiving no response, I contacted relevant City staff and advised them that I

unsuccessfully tried to get in touch with Mr. Campen and that my clients and I wanted to meet with

City staff regarding completion of the 7 Leaves Project. Still receiving no response, on March 4,

2024I emailed Mr. Campen's superior, City Attorney Karl Berger, relating my efforts to contact

Mr. Campen and to schedule a meeting with City staff. I also emailed Mayor Thomas Wong, who

represents the district where the Chan Property is located, advising the Mayor of my and my clients'

efforts to contact Mr. Campen and set up a meeting with City staff. [A true and correct copy of the

relevant email exchange between myself and various City officials is attached as Exhibit E to the

Edward Chan declaration.l

8. Only after contacting Mr. Campen's superior and Mayor Wong did I receive a

response from Mr. Campen, which stated:

"Dear Mr. Krastins, I am the Assistant City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park and

assigned to this matter. I am available for a phone call if you like. Please let me know what

time works best for you."
a
J
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Mr. Campen's letter did not address my numerous efforts to contact him.

9. We agreed to meet on March 18,2024 at City Hall. Edward Chan, Howard Chan,

and I attended the meeting. Also attending the meeting were Mr. Campen, City Building Official

Dennis Tarango, Code Enforcement officer Rey Lozano, and other City staff.

10. At the meeting, City Attorney Campen served my clients with the City's Complaint.

Mr. Campen stated that City Council members had complained about my clients' property and

indicated that the pu{pose of the Complaint was to pressure my clients to finish the project. Mr.

Campen also stated that the project was "80 percent complete" and that a judge would "probably

not" grant the City's request that the Court appoint a receiver.

I 1. At the beginning of the meeting, I passed out copies of the City's December 22,2023

letter in order to use it as a guide for discussing each issue raised therein. I stated my intent that the

City letter serve as an agenda for achieving mutual understanding, and for identiffing which issues

were resolved and which remain outstanding. We went through the issues in the letter, in order.

The City acknowledged that almost all Code violations for which we were served Notices and

Citations were completely resolved.

12. During the meeting, we discussed the technical problems with the underground

storage tank, sewage disposal, and related issues. My client Edward Chan carefully explained to

Building Official Tarango and to City staff that redesign of the sewer pump station, which is needed

to connect the sewer line out of the building to the City, is necessary because the City's street line

is actually very shallow and is higher than the line that comes out of the Chan Property. The Chans

advised that delay regarding the sewer system was caused because the City did not identiff the

problem in its plan check. City Building Official Tarango acknowledged that there are technical

complexities and urged Howard and Edward Chan to work directly with the City's engineering

contractor, John L. Hunter and Associates, Inc. ("Hunter & Associates"), a firm which I understand

the City hired to help with the 7 Leaves Project by providing technical expertise which City staff

lacked.

13. At no time during the meeting were we advised by Mr. Campen or City staff that my

clients are not to contact the City directly about the project, or that only general contractor Joven is

4
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permitted to contact the City about the project. To the contrary, I understood the City's position, as

stated at the meeting by Mr. Tarango, to be that Howard and Edward Chan should take an active

role in working with John L. Hunter & Associates.

14. Toward the end of the meeting, after we discussed each issue raised in Mr. Campen's

December 23,2023letter (Exhibit C attached to the Edward Chan declaration), Mr. Campen and

Mr. Tarango expressly acknowledged that the prospective completion dates in the letter are not

tenable or even possible. Mr. Campen advised that the City would send us a revised schedule of

prospective completion dates reflecting the information we provided to the City during the meeting.

15. However, the City never provided us with a revised schedule. Instead, on August

23,2024 the City filed its FAC, whose newly added allegations are premised on the bad faith claim

that the completion dates in the City's December 23,2023letter (Exhibit C attached to the Edward

Chan declaration) are still viable and that the alleged code violations remain unremedied.

16. After our March 18,2024 meeting with Mr. Tarango, City staff, and their attomey,

my clients hired Perfect Design and Engineering, Inc., a well-regarded local design and mechanical

engineering company that includes plumbing and sewer pumps among its specialties.

17. On September 9, 2024, my client Edward Chan received an email from Ziad

Mazboudi of the City's Public Works Department which states as follows:

"Dear Mr. Chan. It is good to see the project moving forward. Please refrain from submitting

anything to the City's consultant. All public works related submittals must be submitted to

the Public Works Department by the General Contractor."

lZaid Mazboudi's September 9, 2024 email is attached as Exhibit J to the Edward Chan

declaration.] Later that day, City Attorney Campen sent me an email stating:

"I wanted to keep you in the loop that per prior Notices, Edward Chan has been reminded

that any communication with City Staff (including Public Works and Building) and City

Consultants (such as John L. Hunter) regarding construction matters with 795 W. Garvey

must be through your Clients' general contractor. Your clients can certainly be present

and/or copied on any such communications, but the general contractor is the point person

that City Staff and Consultants will deal directly with. Also, it appears likely that this

5
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Thursday in the a.m. the City will be seeking a temporary restraining order to, in effect,

preclude your clients (or any other non-licensed individuals) from acting in the capacity of

a general contractor for this Property. If the timing on that hearing changes, will let you

know as soon as know [sic]."

[A true and correct copy of Attomey Campen's September 9, 2024 email to me is attached as

Exhibit K to the Edward Chan declaration.l

18. On September 9. 2024,I received from afforney Campen an email accusing my client

Edward Chan of improperly contacting City staff and stating that Mr. Campen planned to file an ex

parte motion for a restraining order to prevent anyone in the Chan family from "acting as a general

contractor". [A true and correct copy of Attorney Campen's September 9,2024 email is attached as

Exhibit D to the Edward Chan declarationl.

19. On September 10, 2024,I sent City Attorney Campen an email explaining that

Edward Chan never acted or sought to act as a "general contractor," and that instead he was trying

to facilitate communications between the various participants to speed the project toward

completion and doing so at the City's own urging. [A true and correct copy of my September 10,

2024 emailto Timothy Campen is attached as Exhibit L to the Edward Chan declaration.l

20. Later that evening, Mr. Campen emailed me admitting that the Chans have a licensed

general contractor and engineering professionals on the project, but claiming that "the purpose of

the TRO is to unleash the Chan's retained general contractor to actively work on the property. There

is absolutely plenty of work that can be done now while the City reviews newly submitted plans

related to sewer connections or the stormwater catch basin in the parking lot." [A true and correct

copy of the referenced email is attached as Exhibit M to the Edward Chan declaration.]

21. On August 21,2024, the Court granted Plaintiffs' ex parte application for leave to

amend its Complaint. Paragraphs 25 and 26 of the FAC expressly state that Defendants have a

licensed general contractor and that City staff personally met with Defendants' general contractor.

22. After the August 21, 2024 ex parte hearing, I drove by the Chan Property and

adjacent properties. I noted that the lot at220 N. Atlantic, Monterey Park, which is directly to the

north of the Chan Property, exhibited in far greater abundance all the code violations being alleged

6
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against the Chans (which the City acknowledged had long since been remedied). 220 N. Atlantic's

lot and adjacent sidewalk were strewn with liffer, and there were holes in the fencing large enough

for adults to pass through with ease. The entire lot was choked with weeds and with rogue trees

which appear to be a product of years of neglect. I also saw unattended heavy construction

equipment stored on the lot, with large piles of what appear to be sewer piping of various diameters.

The exhibits attached to the Declaration of Martin Flores as Exhibit R are true and correct copies

of photographs which I took of the property at220 N. Atlantic Blvd. on August 21,2024.

23. Upon further investigation, I learned that since the late 2010s, the City had not cited

the owners of 220 N. Atlantic for any ofthe obvious and abundant violations they now allege against

the Chans. Investigating further, I learned from the owner of the unsecured heavy equipment and

sewer pipes that these items were placed there at the express urging of the Cify itself, as set forth in

the Declaration of Kristion Grbavac filed concurrently with this declaration. I confirmed this by

reviewing public records from the City acknowledging the arrangement.

24. According to Kristion Grbavac's Declaration, the City encouraged Mr. Grbavac to

use the lot as a storage location for equipment in connection with a sewer project which was

completed in September 2023. Any rationale for ignoring Grbavac's and the property owner's

violations of the City code necessarily ended when the sewer project was completed in September

2023, but the unsecured heavy equipment and stacks of sewer pipes remained at the site for more

than a year, with no action to abate the litter and the obviously dangerous large holes in the fencing.

Meantime, from March 30, 2023 through May 1I, 2023, the City repeatedly cited the Chans,

sometimes every day, racking up some $80,000 in fines.

25. On November 18, 2024, the Court conducted a case management conference (which

I attended) at which the Court advised Plaintiffs' counsel that Plaintiffs' case was in disarray because

Plaintiffs' counsel evidenced an unfamiliarity with the status of the named Defendants. The Court

ordered the parties to meet and confer and instructed Plaintiffs' counsel to file a Joint Status Report.

26. At the Case Management Conference, I advised the Court and opposing counsel that

I would be unavailable during most of January 2025 becatse I would be in Italy conducting

historical research. On December 3,2024, counsel for the parties (including myself) conducted a

7
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telephonic conference. At that time, Plaintiffs' counsel advised that he would dismiss three

Defendants and add two newly identified Defendants by requesting ex parte leave to amend via Los

Angeles Superior Court Form CfV 105 Rev. 09/23. Plaintiffs' counsel further advised that all

persons holding an interest in the Chan Property were indispensable parties without whom Plaintiffs

could not obtain the relief sought. Plaintiffs' counsel asked if I would accept service of the summons

and complaint. I agreed.

27. On December 3,2024, on my clients'behall I filed a Motion for Judgment on the

Pleadings, set for hearing on February 14,2025. I chose a hearing date sufficiently distant in order

to ensure that Plaintiffs' counsel had ample time to digest and research the issues, and an opporfunity

to dismiss Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action for a receivership, which was brought under a statute

which Defendants contend is patently inapplicable.

28. On December 20,2024, Plaintiffs filed two Judicial Council Form requests to amend

by naming two newly identified Defendants: Edward M. Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Living Trust,

and Raymond Man-Shu Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Living Trust. On December 24, 2025,

Plaintiffs and counsel for Defendants Raymond Man-Shu Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Family

Trust, Raymond Man-Shu Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust, and Cindy Chung

Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Family Trust filed a stipulation with this Court. The Stipulation states

that Plaintiffs have still not served fwo of these Defendants and is silent on when service will be

perfected. The Stipulation extends the dates for these Defendants' responsive pleadings to after the

hearing on Defendants' Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (presently set for February 14,2025).

29. On January 8,2025, knowing that I had departed for Italy, Plaintiffs' counsel filed

and served Plaintiffs' Motion for a Preliminary Injunction set for hearing on February I4,2025,the

same date as the hearing on Defendants' MJOP. The City's Motion is directed to all Defendants,

including the Defendants the City stated have not been served and, under the Stipulation, do not

need to file a responsive pleading until after both motions have been decided. On January 27,2025,

after returning from Italy, I reviewed all communications from Plaintiffs' counsel and the docket on

the LASC website. I confirmed that Plaintiffs had not served Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the

Chan Living Trust with the Summons and Complaint. Plaintiffs' Motion for a Preliminary

8
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Injunction, which is directed to all Defendants, therefore directs the Court to bind named parties

who have not been served and parties who have not yet appeared. On January 29,2025, counsel for

Raymond Man-Shu Chan, as Trustee of the Chan Family Trust, filed a Case Management

Conference Statement stating: "As of the date of this filing, Plaintiffs have not served Cindy Chung

Chan, as trustee of the Chan Family Trust, and Raymond Man-Shu Chan, as trustee of the Chan

Family Living Trust, nor their counsel." (See court file).

30. Plaintiffs' FAC alleges a multitude of unspecified code violations by quoting

verbatim various lengthy portions of the Municipal Code and claiming that Defendants are in

violation without speciffing how. These allegations are contained in FAC paragraphs 33-38 and

43-46.

31. In an August 9, 2024 meet/confer letter to Mr. Campen, I laid out in detail

Defendants' 'oclass of one"/discriminatory enforcement defenses under the California and federal

constitutions. I explained that since the early 2000s, the City has targeted the Chan Property for

redevelopment in a proposed plan that would eliminate the existing small businesses there and

replace them with a national chain store, ? Eyfr, and bookstore. This plan is still in force and can

be viewed at section 5.3.1 and accompanying illustration at pages 90-91 of the Pedestrian Linkages

Plan on the City's website. plan. See

https://www.montereypark.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/Viedll07 lPart-7 -Private-Realm--

Recommendations?bidld:. I also explained how these various aspirational development goals could

no longer be implemented because California abolished redevelopment agencies, thereby precluding

the City and other public entities from condemning private property for commercial redevelopment

purposes. I explained that this resulted in attempts by public entities to coerce compliance with

various aspirational goals by misusing code enforcement procedures. [A true and correct copy of

my August 9,2024 letter to Timothy Campen is attached hereto as Exhibit O(l).] Defendants

propounded discovery and public records requests inquiring about 220 N. Atlantic and other

neighboring properties which Defendants contend support their o'class of one" equal-protection

defense.

32. On October 10,2024, Defendants served their Second Set of Special Interrogatories

9
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directed to Plaintiffs. In response to special interrogatories aimed at the initial Complaint, Plaintiffs

refused to answer questions which sought specific information supporting claims in FAC paragraphs

quoting Code provisions. Plaintiffs objected that these were 'ocompound." Because the prior

responses were insufficient, the Second Set of Special Interrogatories parsed each code provision

and statute alleged to have been violated in the FAC - paragraphby paragraph and clause by clause

where necessary - and asked Plaintiffs to describe each alleged violation in detail, from the date of

the filing of the FAC and from the date the interrogatories were served.

33. Plaintiffs responded to almost all of these questions by claiming either (1) the

code provisions and stafutes had been included merely for "context," (2) act'nowledging that there

were no responsive facts but that "discovery is continuing," (3) misconstruing the question and

identifuing notices of violation and citations from 2023 which have long since been remedied, or

(4) verbatim recitation of code provisions with no specific facts. [A true and correct copy of

Plaintiffs' responses to Defendants' Second Set of Special Interrogatories is attached hereto as

Exhibit o(2)1.

34. More than 30 responses state: "The fact various MPMC sections and their

subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation

of that section or each of its subsections. . . . Responding Parfy does not contend, and the FAC does

not allege, that Defendants violated MPMC section fspecified code section]" or some variant

thereof. If Plaintiffs didn't really mean it, they shouldn't have pled it. These responses demonstrate

that Plaintiffs' lawsuit is inherently vexatious, forcing Defendants to defend against non-existent

wrongs. [See responses to Special Interrogatories nos. 182, 183, 186-187, 190-191, 194-199,202,

203, 219-23 1, and 236-244.1

35. At the August 21,2024 CMC, Plaintiffs' counsel represented to the Court that there

is an ongoing graffiti problem at the Chan Property. Defendants' Special Interrogatories 124-126

ask whether there was evidence of graffiti at the Chan Property from the date the FAC was filed

(August 23, 2024) through the date the discovery was served. The City responded: "Responding

Party is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not have sufficient

l0
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knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti at any point

during the time period specified in this interrogatory." The City's responses were the same for

Special Interrogatories 128 and 129, which ask about other alleged "blight" conditions.

36. The exhibits attached to the Declaration of Martin Flores as Exhibit Z are true and

correct copies of photographs which I took of the Chan Property on August 2I,2024.

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

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on January 3I,2025 at San Pedro, Califomia.

o'

Andrew O.

ll

<.

DECLARATION OF' AI\DREW O. KRASTINS



EXHTBTT O(1)

EXHTBTT O(1)



LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
John T. Gaffey Building

333 W. 6ft Street, San Pedro, CA, Suite 213
Telephone: (5621 208-9679

Email: Akrastinslaw(@aol. com

August 9,2024

VIA EMAIL :

TimothyE. Campen
E-mail: tcampen@bwslaw. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 9007 I -29 53
T el 213.236.0600 F ax: 213.236.21 00

Re: City of Monterey Parkv. Chan

Dear Mr. Campen:

I am writing to meet and confer regarding the City's supplemental and amended

discovery responses, served electronically on luly 22,2024. At the outset, you state that the

March 28,2024 meeting between my clients and City Staff, in our presence, constituted
"confidential settlement negotiations" which are inadmissible pursuant to Evidence Code section
1152. We actually addressed this issue prior to our meeting. We stipulated that nothing said in
the meeting would constitute a waiver of the attomey-client privilege. There was no agreement

that the statements made in the meeting would be confidential. You yourself wrote to me that
any statements made in the meeting were to "stand or their own." With your express permission,

Edward Chan recorded a portion the meeting. Neither you, nor City staff, nor the Chans, nor I
requested confidentiality.

Evidence Code section lI52(a) states: o'Evidence that a person has, in compromise or
from humanitarian motives, furnished or offered or promised to furnish money or any other
thing, act, or service to another who has sustained or will sustain or claims that he or she has

sustained or will sustain loss or damage, as well as any conduct or statements made in
negotiation thereof, is inadmissible to prove his or her liability for the loss or damage or any part
of it." Your March 18,2024 express representation that City Council members had complained
about the Chans' property has nothing to do with the disclosures prohibited by Evidence Code

section II52(a).

At the March 28,2024 meeting, the Chans advised the City of the progress on their
project, obstacles encountered, such as weather and post-Covid labor scarciry and unexpected
technical challenges, particularly with the location of the City's sewer system. You and your
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colleague, Mr. Tarango, pledged to provide a revised target completion dates. However, to my
knowledge, the Cify has sent nothing.

Equal protection defenses

Before I go through the responses in detail, let's address my clients' equal protection
defense under the federal and state constitutions. The Chans are raising a "class of one" claim,
contending that the City, without rational basis, has treated them differently from other
commercial property owners. The heightened discovery showing required inArmstrong derived
from the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and is not at issue here because the Cityhas
brought a purely civil action. It is therefore governed by the Discovery Act contained in the

Code of Civil Procedure. Standards applicable in federal criminal actions, such as Armstrong or
state criminal actions, such as Murgia are not applicable here. Discovery in California criminal
cases is constrained by the strict limits of the Victim's Bill of Rights, to which Murgia claims
constitute a limited exception.

Defendants do not allege they are members of a protected class; they allege that the City
has targeted them for disparate treatment without a rational basis and for impermissible reasons.

A "class of one" equal protection claim is sufficient if it alleges that (1) the plaintiff was treated

differently from other similarly situated persons, (2) the difference in treatment was intentional,
and (3) there was no rational basis for the difference in treatment. See Las Lomas Land Co., LLC
v. City of Los Angeles (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 837,857-858 and the cases cited therein.

The power of California cities to use eminent domain for purposes of commercial
redevelopment has been curbed. First, a2006 amendment to the State constitution prohibited
condemnation based on perfunctory findings of "blight," and required instead that the
condemning agency make specific findings based on objective evidence. Second, California
abolished redevelopment agencies.

Presently, it does not appear that the City of Monterey Park possess the legal capacity to
take private propertyby eminent domain for purposes of private commercial/economic
redevelopment, as it had in the past. This limitation, however, has not stopped municipal
"economic development" and "community development" staff from creating aspirational zoning
standards and aspirational economic development plans. Two are of particular note. First, an

early version of the City's Pedestrian Linkages Plan included detailed plans to build several

stories of residential units on top of the 99 Ranch Market, property owned by Robert Yu, a friend
and former business associate of former Mayor Betty Tom Chu, who vociferously advocated for
replacing Monterey Park's many "mom and pop" businesses and family-owned Chinese
restaurants with national chain stores and chain restaurants. For the remainder of the lot, owned
by the Chans, the City planned to force out the existing long-established Chinese business tenants
and replace them with national chain stores and a gym, as per the desires of former mayor Chu.
The City's current Regional Speciality Center and Planned Development Overlay zoningare
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similarly aspirational, aiming to encourage "destination" businesses, mixed-use
commercial/residential development and similar goals.

Lr the past, the City's redevelopment agency provided the vehicle for bringing such plans

to fruition. However, that power has been severely curbed. As a result, municipal governments

try to achieve their redevelopment goals or assuage business interests and elected officials by
other means. Here, the Chans contend, that the City improperly has targeted them for heightened
code enforcement and has commenced draconian receivership proceedings so out of proportion
to any extant code violation or danger to the public as to constitute an obvious anomaly requiring
explanation. This particularly so given your statements at the March 28,2024 meeting that the

project was 80 percent complete and that you did not believe that the Court would grant the
City's petition. The inaptness of the City's receivership action becomes glaring when contrasted

with the Good Day Inn motel case, the only other receivership proceeding the City has

undertaken against a commercial property in the last 10 years. That case involved a documented
history of police actions, illegal drug use and sale, prostitution and other criminal conduct. Judge

Strobel still refused to grant the petition.

The Chans contend that the City has commenced its proceedings to coerce the Chans into
conforming with City's untenable completion goals or to coerce them into handing the project off
to a contractor or developer favored bythe City in order to further the City's commercial
development goals it no longer has the power to compel through eminent domain. The Chans'
"class of one" equal protection defense is entirely valid and they are entitled to pursue evidence

in support thereof. RTPs 30 and 31 pertain to 780 W. Garvey. The City states that it is
providing all responsive records "more out of courtesythan any legal obligation. This
undermines its statement that has indeed produced 'oall responsive documents within its
possession, custody or control." Please provide an unambiguous statement that all responsive

documents have indeed been produced in accordance with the City's obligations under the

Discovery Act.

Additionally, the City's responses to RTPs 25 and 27 state that all responsive documents

within the City's possession, custody or control have been included. The actual production for
each of the two requests contains three emails titled as set out below, with nothing more.

To: Bow, Ron

Subject Accepted: Meeting with thr Mayor - 780 W Garuey

Please provide complete and unredacted copies of these, along with any initiating or
follow-up correspondence.

The City's responses to Special Interrogatory 10L asks about documents pertaining to
the potential redevelopment of 780 W. Garvey. The Supplemental response seems to be the

same as the original. The City states it reserves the right to amend its response but is willing to
meet and confer. The response suggests that the City possesses documents that it is withholding,
in addition to those provided in response to RTPs 30 and 31. Please clariff the discrepancy and
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list any responsive documents which are not contained in the RTP responses. If you have any
suggestions regarding meeting and conferring further, please let me know.

The City has not supplemented its response to SI 104, nor did you address it in your
letter. Whether a use complies with zoning requirements is a question that non-legal city staff
address routinely every day. It appears that 780 W. Garvey has been out of compliance with the
City's zoning standards since the gas station was removed but that the City has taken no legal
action against the property owner in order to spur development, as it has with the Chans. I
presume that you will stand by your objections as to SI 104 and 105. I would much prefer to
avoid a motion. So if there is any alternative resolution, please let me know.

Thomas Wonq Powerpoint (RTP I et al)

We are unable to open the presentation for Thomas Wong. Also, file indicates it is a
o'revised" presentation. Please provide a further supplemental response which includes the Wong
presentation in a usable format, and include any earlier or alternate versions.

Condition of Subiect Pronertv at Comnlaint was filed (RTP 2l-22\

Thank you for segregating the responses to RTP 19-22. The Requests seek documents
that evidence the actual conditions which existed on the date the Complaint was filed and

afterwards.

Complaints from the public (RTP 23,24, SI91-94)

Document Requests 23 and24 ask for complaints from the public over specific time
periods. Special Interrogatories 91 and94 ask the City to list each such complaint from the
public and any related document. The City's response to SI 91 lists the following:

1. Document #l - Citizen Request #9239
2. Document#2 - CitizenRequest #16763
3. Document#3 - CitizenRequest #17508
4. Documefi#  - CitizenRequest #20189
5. Document#S - CitizenRequest #24537
6. Document#6 - Citizen Request #31548
7. Document#7 - CitizenRequest #31727
8. Document #8 - CitizenRequest #42714

The City's response to SI 94 lists "Document #l - CitizenRequest #62120." The City's
initial responses to RTP 23 and24 state that all responsive documents will be produced.
However, the Supplemental Responses now state that the City has no such documents. Please

supplement the City's responses again to clariff the discrepancies and produce the documents

listed in the two SI responses.
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Evidence supportins ll27-30 of the Complaint (SI83-86)

The Interrogatories are not "compound" for purposes of the DiscoveryAct as per the

reasoning and case law in my prior letter. An interrogatory requesting "all facts supporting the

allegations on the complaint" or a particular cause of action are routinelyused. Here the

interrogatories all pertain to the same subject as per Clement v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th
1277, l29l and the authorities cited therein. It is unclear how the City wishes that the

interrogatories be "separated out." If the City is concerned about the integrity and clarity of its
responses, it can create subheadings expressly referencing the paragraph of the Complaint to
which the portion of its response pertains. Perhaps you have another suggestion. Please provide
complete further supplemental responses. Anything else will lead to needless delay. I hope we
can work this out without the need for discovery motions.

Buildine Official (SR 47.48)

I noted in my prior letter that the City's response relied on the contract between
Tarango/Transtech and the City for the information sought, rather than obtaining the facts based

on the personal knowledge of Mr. Tarango himself. The supplemental responses merely delete

the language "per agreements between the City and Transtech Engineers, Inc." but do not identiff
the source of the responsive facts, nor state whether the Cityasked Mr. Tarango. Please provide
a further supplemental response clariffing these questions.

Plan Checks (SR 53-58)

Thank you for setting out the City's difficulties so clearly. You note that one significant
difficulty is the generation of separate reports for each of the four separate types of plan checks

the City identifies. Perhaps limiting SR 53-58 to building plan checks would enable the City to
provide a substantive response. Do you have any other suggestions?

Tarango prior employment (SR 11.1.. 112. LL8)

In its responses to SR 1 I l, lI2 and the City provides a time span but notes that more
precise dates are not available. However, the Citydoes not explain why more precise dates are

not available. Please supplement the City's responses accordingly and confirm that these indeed
are all the dates that Mr. Tarango provides services to the referenced municipalities.

I am confident these matters can be resolved informally. Please advise within seven days

whether the City will be providing further supplemental responses so I can adjust my law and

motion calendar accordingly. If so, we can agree upon a mutually acceptable due date for the

responses.
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If you have questions or concerns on the above, feel free to contact myoffice.

Verytrulyyours,

hfusa 0. gttnrtittt, €og.
Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEIS AT LAw

RrvERsrDE

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, NORTH CENTRAL DISTRICT

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF Case No. 24NNCV00087
CALIFORNIA, and through the City

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458), City Attorney
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
E-mail: kbereer(Abwslarv.qeno
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail: tcampen@bwslaw.com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 9007 | -2953
Tel: 213.236.0600 Fax: 213.236.2700

Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF TIIE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA and CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK

Attorney
CITY OF

for the of Monterey Park; and
Y PARK, a Municipal

Corporation,

Plaintiffs,

v

ROBERT CHAN, an individual;
ELAINE YEE CHAN, an individual;
EDWARD M. CHAN, an individual;
PATRICIA YU CHAN, an individual;
MAN FEI CHAN also known as ("AKA")
MAN FEI GOLD, an individual;
HOWARD M. CHAN, an individual;
IRENE CHAN AKA IRENE I. HUANG, AN

individual;
RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHAN, as Trustee of
the Chan Family Trust;
CINDY CHUNG CHAN, as Trustee of the
Chan Family Trust;
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, a California Corporation;
EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; and
DOES 1 through 50, inclusive,

Defendants.

FILING FEE EXEMPT PURSUANT TO
covERNMENT CODE $ 6103

JFAP: Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Dept. E

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS
TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD M. CHAN,
HOWARD CHAII, PATRICIA CHAN AND
MAN FEI CHAN GOLDOS SPECIAL
TNTERROGATORTES SET NO. TWO (2)

March 5,2024
None Set

4892-1541-8093 v1 1

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,
HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SETNO. TWO (2)

Action Filed:
Trial Date:
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

PROPOUNDING PARTY : Defendants EDWARD M. CHA|I, HOWARD CHAN,

PATRICIA CHAN AND MAN FEI CIIAN GOLD

RESPONDING PARTY : Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARI(

SET NO. : TWO (2)

TO DEFENDANTS AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 203L210, et seq., Plaintiff City of Monterey

Park ("the City" or "Responding Party") responds to Defendants ("Defendants" or "Requesting

Party") Special lnterrogatories, Set Two, heretofore served upon it as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

It should be noted that the City has not fully completed its investigation of the facts

relating to this case, its discovery in this action, and its preparation for trial. A11 of the responses

contained herein are based only upon such information and documents which are presently

available to and specifically known to the City based on the knowledge of individuals currently

working for the City, who discloses only those contentions which presently suggest themselves to

such responding party. It is anticipated that further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research and analysis will supply additional facts, add meaning to the known facts, as well as

establish entirely new factual conclusions and legal contentions, all of which may lead to

substantial additions to, changes in and variations from the contentions herein set forth. Similarly,

further discovery and investigation may uncover certain privileged documents falling within the

categories of production sought by Requesting Party. Therefore, the following responses are

given without prejudice to the City's right to refuse to produce privileged documents later

discovered, and conversely the City's right to produce subsequently discovered documents.

Additionally, the following responses are given without prejudice to the City's right to produce

evidence of any subsequently discovered fact, or facts. The City accordingly reserves the right to

change any and all responses herein as additional facts are ascertained, analyses are made, legal

research is completed and contentions are made. The responses contained herein are made in a

good faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specificity of legal

contentions as is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of the City in relation

4892-1541-8093 vl 2
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1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

I2

13

t4

15

t6

n
18

I9

20

2T

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WTLLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RrvERstDE

to further discovery, research or analyses and should not be deemed and do not constitute a waiver

of the City's right to rely on additional or different facts or information at trial.

RE SPONSES SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed. [For purposes of these Special Interrogatories,

"SUBJECT PROPERTY" means the real property at795 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of

Monterey Park; for purposes of these Special Interrogatories, "DESCRIBE IN DETAIL" means

that responding party is to state the specific condition or object that is alleged to be in violation of

the Municipal Code, the specific location thereof on the SUBJECT PROPERTY or adjacent land,

and the specific Municipal Code section that responding party alleges has been violated.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter "MPMC") to provide context

to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

subsections. Further, MPMC section a.30.050(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, Responding Party

responds as follows:

MPMC violations observed at the property include illicit discharge of water runoff from
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the SUBJECT PROPERTY into the public right of way and public storm drain system in violation

of MPMC section 6.30.030, for which Defendants have been issued thousands of dollars in

administrative fines that remain unpaid. MPMC Chapter 6.30 effectively enforces State and

Federal stormwater regulations, including, without limitation, NPDES Regulations as codified in

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. While new sandbags have been placed along the

perimeter of the Property around the Spring of 2024 after the rainy season ended, there has not

been sufficient rain since, including during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts have been effective until the rainy season resumes over the next several months. Because

of the long history of illicit discharge of water runoff from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is no

basis to conclude this violation has been abated under the circumstances and just because it has not

sufficiently rained over the last 6 months. Completing construction, including, without limitation,

finishing grading, installation of a stormwater capture system, paving the parking lot, etc., would

provide sufficient basis to conclude this violation has been abated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Intenogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter "MPMC") to provide context

to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

4892-1541-8093 vl 4
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD',S SPECIAL INTERROGATORTES SETNO. TWO (2)



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1l

t2

13

t4

15

t6

17

18

T9

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIVERSIDE

subsections. Further, MPMC section 4.30.50(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, RespondingParty

responds as follows:

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

MPMC violations observed at the property include illicit discharge of water runoff from

the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system in violation of MPMC section 6.30.030, for

which Defendants have been issued thousands of dollars in administrative fines that remain

unpaid. MPMC Chapter 6.30 effectively enforces State and Federal stormwater regulations,

including, without limitation, NPDES Regulations as codified in Title 40 of the Code of Federal

Regulations. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property around

the Spring of 2024 after the rainy season ended, there has not been sufficient rain since, including

during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these efforts have been effective until the

rainy season resumes over the next several months. Because of the long history of illicit discharge

of water runoff from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is no basis to conclude this violation has

been abated under the circumstances and just because it has not sufficiently rained over the last 6

months. Completing construction, including, without limitation, finishing grading, installation of

a stormwater capture system, paving the parking lot, etc., would provide sufficient basis to

conclude this violation has been abated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

INTERROGA NO. 11

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended
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Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served. [For purposes

of these Special lnterrogatories, "LIST", when used in connection with writings, means that the

Responding Party is to state the type, date, author, recipient and description of the DOCUMENT

to which the Special Interrogatory refers.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 118:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter "MPMC") to provide context

to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

subsections. Further, MPMC section 4.30.50(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, Responding Party

responds as follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; Apil12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; Apr1126,2023; Api127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;
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May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL I ATORYNO.119:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served. [For purposes of these Special

Interrogatories, .'IDENTIFY" means state the name, address and telephone number of the person

whose identity is sought.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 119:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2d a5.) Further, no single individual necessarily has o'knowledge of each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a)", but rather various individuals may be aware of some of

the violations.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

All Individual Defendants.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 120:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50@ [sic], as

referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.12O:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Vague and

ambiguous, and overbroad as to the reference to "MPMC section 4.30.50@" due to the copyright

symbol used. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ.

Proc., 5 2030220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 450(9)," Responding Parfy responds as follows:

MPMC section 4.30.050(c) establish it be unlawful for "Any building or structure which

... permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." The SUBJECT PROPERTY has been in

a state of partial construction with no meaningful progress since at least 2020 and remains so to

this day.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Parfy reserves the right to amend

anilor supplement this response as necessary.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50@, as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 121:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Vague and

ambiguous, and overbroad as to the reference to "MPMC section 4.30.500" due to the copyright

symbol used. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information
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sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundin g party . (See Code of Civ.

Proc., g 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 4.30.50(c)," Responding Party responds as follows:

MPMC section 4.30.050(c) establish it be unlawful for'oAny building or structure which

... permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." The SUBJECT PROPERTY has been in

a state of partial construction with no meaningful progress since at least 2020 and remains so to

this day.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 122:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(c), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 122

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., g 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2d a5 .) Further, Requesting Party akeady has all or substantially all such production

from either prior discovery requests or public records act requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 4.30.50(c)," Responding Party responds as follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.
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Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023;March 27,2023,March 28,2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5,2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13,2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20,2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 123:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(c) as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 123:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the

SUBJECT PROPERTY being in violation of MPMC section a.30.50(c) for remaining in a state of

unfinished construction without meaningful progress since at Ieast2020 is an ongoing violation

the remains to this day, meaning anyone who lives, works or who has otherwise spent any

appreciable amount to time in Monterey Park has knowledge of this violation.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Inez Alvarez - City Manager for City of Monterey Park (who may be contacted
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through counsel).

o Jessical Serrano - Director of Community Development for City of Monterey Park

(who may be contacted through counsel).

o ZiadMazboudi - Engineer for City of Monterey Park (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o A11other Individual Defendants.

o Most everyone who has lived or worked in Monterey Park for the last 12 months or

more

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 2202023

MPMC a.30.050(g) - Graffiti Private Property - Any building or structure, wall,

fence, pavement, or walkway upon which any graffiti, including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other

similar marking substances, is not allowed to remain for more than twenty-four consecutive hours.

The photographs contained in the notice of violation show the SUBJECT PROPERTY with
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gaffiti including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other similar marking substances.

RespondingParty is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti

at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 125:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced

inpangraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Intenogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

MPMC section 4.30.050(9) - Graffiti Private Property - Any building or structure, wall,

fence, pavement, or walkway upon which any graffiti, including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other

similar marking substances, is not allowed to remain for more than twenty-four consecutive hours.

The photographs contained in the notice of violation show the SUBJECT PROPERTY with

graffiti including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other similar marking substances.

Responding Party is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti
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at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 126:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 126:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023, which contains photographs.

RespondingPar$ is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti

atany point during the time period specified in this interrogatory. As such, Responding Party

does not have any documentation at this time responsive to this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 128:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 128:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as llows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22r2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

Responding Party is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the
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SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 129:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 129:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 2212023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

RespondingParty is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 130:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

Responding Parfy is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel) regarding the violation documented on or about

March 22,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 132:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 132:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 128 above,

and to which Responding party has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 133:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 133:

Objection. This interro gatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 129 above,

and to which Respondingparty has already responded.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

4892-1541-8093v1 17
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



I

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

T6

T7

18

t9

20

2T

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 134:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 130 above,

and to which Responding party has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 135:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 135:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 131 above,

and to which Respondingparty has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 136:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(i), as referenced

inparagraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 136:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 412023

MPMC 4.30.0500) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or
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other diserase carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or

ahazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffrc, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)

Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes afirehazard. The photographs contained in the

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

Further, the property continues to have overgrown, dead, decayed weeds, vegetation, and

debris which: (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4) Creates a danger or attractive nuisance

to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring properties or property values, andlor (6)

Constitutes aftrehazard, particularly in the undeveloped parking lot area of the SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 137

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(i), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Intenogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 137:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 412023

MPMC 4.30.050C) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or

other diserase carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or

ahazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffic, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)
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Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes aftehazard. The photographs contained in the

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

Further, the property continues to have overgrown, dead, decayed weeds, vegetation, and

debris which: (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4) Creates a danger or attractive nuisance

to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring properties or property values, and/or (6)

Constitutes afrehazard, particularly in the undeveloped parking lot area of the SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 138:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(i), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 138:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023

o Photos taken of property on or about September 512024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 139:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in
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violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(iX4), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which "[c]reates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public," as of the date that these

Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses

thereto.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Wqter Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

The SUBJECT PROPERTY state of being effectively abandoned due to the lack of any

sustained or meaningful construction activities for years in combination with the dead, decaying

weeds and vegetation and other conditions creates an attractive nuisance. The open trenches on the

Subject Property are danger to anyone who enters upon the property as a result of it being an

attractive nuisance. The piles ofjunk and debris left on the interior of the structure on the

SUBJECT PROPERTY creates danger to anyone who enters the structure as a result of it being an

attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 140:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500)(5), as referenced inparagraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which "causes detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or the value of the

undeveloped vacant real property at780 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park, present

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through

the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 140:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the property from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by

definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at 780 W. Garvey Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 141:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500X5), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which o'causes detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or to the value of

the undeveloped vacant real property at 800 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,

present at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 141:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the properfy from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by

definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at 800 W. Garvey Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 142:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(iX5), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which o'causes detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or the value of the

undeveloped vacant real property at220 N. Atlantic Avenue in the City of Monterey Park, present

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through

the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 142:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the property from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by
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definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at220 N. Atlantic Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

From January 1,2019 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, has

the City of Monterey Park received any oral communication from any NEIGHBORING

PROPERTY owner stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY, or the condition thereof, causes a

detriment to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY or the value thereof? [For purposes of

these Special Interrogatories, "NEIGHBORING PROPERTY" means the real properties at 220 N.

Atlantic Avenue, 111 N. Atlantic Avenue, 780 W. Garvey Avenue and 800 W. Garvey Avenue in

the City of Monterey Park, or any of them.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 143:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 144:

From January 1,2019 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, has

the City of Monterey Park received any written communication from any NEIGFIBORING

PROPERTY owner stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY, or the condition thereof, causes a

detriment to said to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY or value thereof?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 144:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 145:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT memorializingeach and every oral communication

received by the City of Monterey Park stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY causes a detriment

to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 145:

RespondingParty does not possess any DOCUMENT responsive to this interrogatory as

stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 146:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT relating to each and every wriffen communication

received by the City of Monterey Park stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY causes a detriment

to the value of aNEIGHBORING PROPERTY, including the written communications

themselves, from January 1,2019, through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 146:

Responding Party does not possess any DOCUMENT responsive to this interrogatory as

stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please explain with specificity how any condition present at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from January 1,2021through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses, in violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50C)(5), 'ocauses detriment to" any NEIGHBORING PROPERTY, including

but not limited to impairment of the value of each such NEIGHBORING PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 147:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.
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(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY amounts to blight from the overgrown

vegetation, and also in combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts

to blight, which, by definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally.

Responding Party is unaware of any specific information or data concerning the extent to which

the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has had adverse effects on real properties located at

220 N. Atlantic Avenue, 111 N. Atlantic Avenue, 780 W. Garvey Avenue and 800 W. Garvey

Avenue in the City of Monterey Park as phrased in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 148:

From January 1,2021through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, has

the City of Monterey Park received any communication from any member of the public (excluding

employees, contractors, or officials of the City of Monterey ParD expressing concern that the

SUBJECT PROPERTY impaired the value of real properties within the City of Monterey Park?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 148:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 149:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 149:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

All exterior surfaces of the SUBJECT PROPERTY remain in a state of unfinished

construction ofjust dirt, piles of dirt, weeds, trash, litter and debris.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 150:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

All exterior surfaces of the SUBJECT PROPERTY remain in a state of unfinished

construction of just dirt, piles of dirt, weeds, trash, litter and debris.

4892-1541-8093 vl 27
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD',S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

1

8

9

10

11

12

13

T4

15

t6

17

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SORENSEN, LLP
AtroRNEYs AT LAw

RrvERsrDE

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 151:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 151:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY September 4, 2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY December 3, 2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about hily 24,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 152:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 152:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Most residents of the City of Monterey Park (specific identities unknown)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 153:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(l), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 153:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were served with a notice of violations on March 22,2023, which included a

violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(1). The photos attached to the clearly show an accumulation

of litter, trash, junk and debris on the SUBJECT PROPERTY. Additionally, the photos attached to

the notices of violations issued to Defendants on March,27,2023; March 28,2023; and October

4,2023, show that these conditions were not mitigated. RespondingParty contends that photos

photos represent the general state of the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame stated in

4892-1541-8093 vl 29
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL TNTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



I

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

ll
12

l3

t4

l5

t6

11

l8

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WTLLTAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERStDE

this interrogatory, and that such conditions ebb and flow with various amounts of accumulation of

litter, trash, junk and debris depending on the various circumstances, and at least in substantial

part due it being avacant property in a state of incomplete construction with no meaningful

progress made since 2020.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 154:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(1), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 154:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were served with a notice of violations on March 22,2023, which included a

violation of MPMC section 4.30.0500). The photos attached to the clearly show an accumulation

of litter, trash, junk and debris on the SUBJECT PROPERTY. Additionally, the photos attached to

the notices of violations issued to Defendants on March , 27 , 2023; March 28, 2023; and October

4,2023, show that these conditions were not mitigated. Responding Party contends that photos

photos represent the general state of the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame stated in

this interrogatory, and that such conditions ebb and flow with various amounts of accumulation of

litter, trash, junk and debris depending on the various circumstances, and at least in substantial

part due it being avacant property in a state of incomplete construction with no meaningful

progress made since 2020..
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 155:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 155:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023

o Photos taken on or about September 4,2024

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 156:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.500), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 156:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Most residents of the City of Monterey Park (specific identities unknown)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 157:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as

referenced inparugraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the datethat the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.157:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22r2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.
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Responding Party is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 158:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as

referenced inparagraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 158:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

RespondingParty is not aware of any wall, fence , gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as referenced in paragraph 34 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 159:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023.

o Photos of SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 160:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as referenced in parugraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 160:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Parfy reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 161:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(1), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 161:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023 April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April 20,

2023; ApriI26,2023; Api127,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May II,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.
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Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 162:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f1(1), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 162:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingPafty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023;April 17,2023;April 18,2023;April 19,2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; Api127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.
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Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which the City of Monterey Park contends

evidences each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(l), as referenced in paragraph

37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the

First Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses

to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 163:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April 12, 2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

4892-1541-8093v1 37
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

t1

l2

l3

t4

15

I6

T7

18

I9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEvS AT LAw

RrvERsrDE

2023; April 19, 2023; April20, 2023; Api126,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 164:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(1), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual lilater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 165:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 165:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April 12, 2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; April2T ,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 166:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

4892-1541-8093 vl 39
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREYPARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CIIAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

I6

17

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RrvERsrDE

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 166:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5,2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Apill2,2023;April 13,2023;April 17, 2023; April 18,2023;April 19,2023; April20,

2023; Apr1126,2023; Aprtl27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid funher runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 167:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing atthe SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 167:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27 , 2023 .

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April20, 2023; Api126,2023; April27,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Parfy reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 168:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed
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through the date that Responding Parfy serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 168:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 169:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,
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2023;Api126,2023;April27,2023;May 1,2023;May2,2023;May3,2023;May 8,2023;and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 170:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(D(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Respondin g P arty serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 170:

Objection. This interrogatory is verbatim the same as stated in Interrogatory No. 166, and

to which Responding Party has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 171:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existingatthe SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 171:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Wqter Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,a5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10,2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19,2023; April 20, 2023; Api126,2023; Api127,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 172:

[No Interrogatory No. ]72 was included in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2.1
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 172:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively. Interrogatory No. 172 was not included,

causing non-consecutive numbering of Interrogatory No. 17 1 and Interro gatory No. 173.

Accordingly, Responding Party has no response to any Interrogatory No. 172.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 173:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 173:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParf responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 174:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 174:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; Apil

11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April 26,2023; ApriI27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May ll, 2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 175:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(3), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 175:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Apnl12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; Api126,2023; Api127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May II,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contend evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3, as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SIIBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to
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these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 176:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; Api127,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 177:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of
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MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3) as referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 177:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutuql Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 178:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(4), as

referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 178:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpat':ry. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(0(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering
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may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 179:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(4), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that RespondingParf serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 179:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(f)(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 180:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(4), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 180:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual ll'ater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,a5.) The fact various

4892-1541-8093 vl 50
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD',S SPECTAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

l5

t6

T7

18

t9

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERStDE

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(0(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 181:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(4), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special lnterrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 181:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(D(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 182:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

4892-1541-8093 vl 5 1

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,
HOWARD CHAN & MAr FEr CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



I

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

I3

I4

15

r6

t7

18

t9

20

2T

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIVERSIDE

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.3 0.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 183:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(5), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.3 0.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

4892-1541-8093 vl 52
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD',S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SETNO. TWO (2)



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

T4

15

t6

17

l8

I9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

RIvERStDF

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Parfy contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Intenogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 184:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 185:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(6), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special lnterrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 185:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.
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(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding ParE responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(6).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 186:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(a), as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 186:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parry responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April 6,2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; Apr1126,2023; Apr1127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after
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the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 187:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13), as

referenced inparugraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 187:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; Apil

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023;Apri126,2023;Apil27,2023;May 1,2023;May2,2023;May3,2023;May8,2023;and

on May 1I,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after
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the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 188:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Responding Party's Requests were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 188:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue ocflr during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023
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o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April I1,2023; ApriI12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; ApriI27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 189:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 189:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(b), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 190:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; ApriI12,2023; April 13, 2023; April17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023;Api126,2023;Apri127,2023;May 1,2023;May2,2023;May3,2023;May8,2023;and

on May II,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

anilor supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 191:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(b), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 191:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; Apil2},

2023 ; Aprll 26, 2023 ; April 27, 2023 ; May 1, 2023 ; May 2, 2023 ; May 3, 2023 ; May 8, 2023 ; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 192:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13xb), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special

Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 192:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SIIBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingPar$ responds as

follows:

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from September 4,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from December 3,2024

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,
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2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; Api120,2023; Apr1126,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 193:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 193:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or

supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 194:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)@ [sic],

as referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 194:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)O", which is not arccognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 66.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)O [sic],

as referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)O", which is not a recognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended
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and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13)@ [sic], as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these

Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13)@", which is not arecognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or
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each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)@, as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)O", which is not a recognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 198:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(d), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 198:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutuql Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 199:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(d), as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

INTERROGATORY NO. 199

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpa;rty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(d). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or
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each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2OO:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(l3xd), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2OO:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

INTERROGATORY N 20

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(l3xd), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special

Interrogatories were served.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 201:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingPafty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 202:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 202:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 203:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(e) , as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 203:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 205:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

All Individual Defendants

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 206:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of the City of Monterey Park Municipal

Code at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing at the time Plaintiffs serve their Responses to these

Special Interrogatories which the City of Monterey Park intends to abate pursuant to its First

Cause of Action.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 206:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation" and of

"intends to abate." Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ.

Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

MPMC section 4.10.010(c) establishes thato'any condition caused or permitted to exist in

violation of any of the provisions of this code is a public nuisance and may be abated in

accordance with this code." MPMC section 4.30.120 authorizes the City to abate public

nuisances if the property owner fails to comply with an abatement order from an administrative

hearing officer following an administrative hearing held pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110, and

states in full as follows:

$ 4.30.120 - Compliance with abatement order.

At no cost to the city, the responsible person will comply with all of the
provisions of an abatement order. If the responsible person fails, for any reason,

to comply with an abatement order within the time required in the order, !!g
citv manaser. or desisnee. will cause the nuisance described in the
abatement order to be abated bv citv forces or bv private contractor. The
city attorney is authorizedto take such action as needed to gain entry upon the
property where the public nuisance exists for purposes of abating a public
nuisance. (Emphasis added.)

The FAC does not allege or infer that the *City of Monterey Park intends to abate" the

SUBJECT PROPERTY, nor does it seek such relief. In this case, no administrative hearing
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pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110 was sought by the City and the City has never intended to

abate the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Rather, this lawsuit seeks, as may be

necessary, injunctive relief from the Court to order Defendants to abate the SUBJECT

PROPERTY in a timely manner and bring it into compliance with the MPMC. If injunctive relief

proves ineffective, the City may then ask the Court to appoint a receiver to assume control of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY. In such a case, the receiver would be ordered by the Court to abate

the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Whether conducted by Defendants or a

receiver, abating all public nuisances on the SUBJECT PROPERTY would be achieved by

finishing construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and according to plans

submitted by Defendants to, and approved by, the City.

To repeat, the City has never intended to use city forces, hire a private contractor, or

otherwise itself abate the SUBJECT PROPERTY, namely finish its construction, nor is any such

relief alleged or sought in the FAC. It remains the City's hope and preference that Defendants

simply finish construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and avoid the

potential consequences associated with injunctive relief or, if necessary, receivership.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 207:

For each violation of the City of Monterey Park Municipal Code that Responding Party

contends exists at the time that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories, please describe with specificity the actions that the City of Monterey Park intends

to take to abate each such alleged violation.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 207:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation" and of

'oabate." Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in

this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $

2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d a5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

MPMC section 4.10.010(c) establishes that o'any condition caused or permitted to exist in
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violation of any of the provisions of this code is a public nuisance and may be abated in

accordance with this code." MPMC section 4.30.120 authorizes the City to abate public

nuisances if the property owner fails to comply with an abatement order from an administrative

hearing officer following an administrative hearing held pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110, and

states in full as follows:

$ 4.30.120 - Compliance with abatement order.

At no cost to the city, the responsible person will comply with all of the
provisions of an abatement order. If the responsible person fails, for any reason,
to comply with an abatement order within the time required in the order, llg
citv manaser. or designee. will cause the nuisance described in the
abatement order to be abated bv citv forces or by private contractor. The
city attomey is authorized to take such action as needed to gain entry upon the
property where the public nuisance exists for purposes of abating a public
nuisance. (Emphasis added.)

The FAC does not allege or infer that the "City of Monterey Park intends to abate" the

SUBJECT PROPERTY, nor does it seek such relief. In this case, no administrative hearing

pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110 was sought by the City and the City has never intended to

abate the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Rather, this lawsuit seeks, as may be

necessary, injunctive relief from the Court to order Defendants to abate the SUBJECT

PROPERTY in a timely manner and bring it into compliance with the MPMC. If injunctive relief

proves ineffective, the City may then ask the Court to appoint a receiver to assume control of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY. In such a case, the receiver would be ordered by the Court to abate

the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Whether conducted by Defendants or a

receiver, abating all public nuisances on the SUBJECT PROPERTY would be achieved by

finishing construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and according to plans

submitted by Defendants to, and approved by, the City.

To repeat, the City has never intended to use city forces, hire a private contractor, or

otherwise itself abate the SUBJECT PROPERTY, namely finish its construction, nor is any such

relief alleged or sought in the FAC. It remains the City's hope and preference that Defendants

simply finish construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and avoid the
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potential consequences associated with injunctive relief or, if necessary, receivership.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 208:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing on

the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed which Responding Party contends, as

referenced inparagraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint, constitute violations of the Health &

Safety Code 'oso extensive and of such nature that the health and safety of residents or the public is

substantially endangered. "

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 208:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself, other code violations observed

at the property applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC generally include illicit discharge of water

runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry with it filth,

rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions are a violation of California building

standards and negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the general public in that

unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to pollute the environment and

create health risks to the public. Further, public entities like the City are regulated by State and

Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermitted runoff. While new

sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property since the rainy season has ended,

there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in thousands of dollars of
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administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season resumes over the next

several months Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have

remained without any work associated with and at a time when no permit was in effect, and which

is also applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC. Such open trenches are also threat to public safety

by virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long

standing state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 209:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing on

the date that these Special Interrogatories were served to the date Responding Party's Responses

are served, which Responding Party contends, as referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended

Complaint, constitute violations of the Health & Safety Code o'so extensive and of such nature that

the health and safety of residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 209:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CalApp2das.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself, other code violations observed

at the property applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC generally include illicit discharge of water
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runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry with it filth,

rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions are a violation of California building

standards and negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the general public in that

unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to pollute the environment and

create health risks to the public. Further, public entities like the City are regulated by State and

Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermitted runoff. While new

sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property since the rainy season has ended,

there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in thousands of dollars of

administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season resumes over the next

several months Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have

remained without any work associated with and at a time when no permit was in effect, and which

is also applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC. Such open trenches are also threat to public safety

by virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long

standing state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard.

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 210:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences each condition at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY existing from the date the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date the date that Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend, as

referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint, which constitute violations of the

Health & Safety Code "which are so extensive and of such nature that the health and safety of

residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 210:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o CE Invoices - Administrative Citation (Total to 4-20-23)

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from July 24,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from September 4,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from December 3,2024

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParry reserves the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 211:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each condition at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY existing from the date the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served to the date Responding Party's Responses are

served, which Plaintiffs contend, as referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint,

constitute violations of the Health & Safety Code "so extensive and of such nature that the health

and safety of residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 211:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding parfy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CalAppzda5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as
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follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer - may be contacted through

counsel.

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official - may be contacted through counsel.

o Defendant Edward Chan

o Defendant Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 212:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 212:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced in Paragraph 45

of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in
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Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermitted runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season

resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have

resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which

is also covered under Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are atheat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered

under Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 213:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories
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were seryed through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, properfy, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.213:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced inParagraph45

of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in

Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermiffed substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermitted runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season

resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have
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resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which

is also covered under Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered under

Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 214:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section I7920.3(c), please state with specificity how each such o'endangers the life, limb, health,

property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 214:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.2d a5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being
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a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced in Paragraph 45

of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in

Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermiued runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season

resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have

resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which

is also covered under Paragraph45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacan! and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to anattractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, liffer and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered under

Health & Safety Code $ 11920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4: (on page 23)

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section I7920.3(c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was fledthrough

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which RespondingParty contends

o'endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.4:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request has either already been produced or is equally available to the propoundingparty, who has

greater access to the SUBJECT PARTY than Responding Party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $

2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;

March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,

2023; April 5, 2023; April 6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; Apil12,2023;

April 13, 2023; April17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; and on April20,

2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about December 3,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5: (on page 24)

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(c), as referenced in parugraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer - may be contacted through

counsel.

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official - may be contacted through counsel.

o Defendant Edward Chan

o Defendant Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217: (on page 24)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. Their code violations include illicit

discharge of materials into storm drains, overgrown vegetation, unsightly property, filth, rubbish,

stagnant water, trash, litter, and failure to control pollutants. All of these conditions negatively

impact and endanger the health and safety of residents and the general public.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218: (on page 24)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend o'endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has
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resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. Their code violations include illicit

discharge of materials into storm drains, overgrown vegetation, unsightly property, filth, rubbish,

stagnant water, trash, litter, and failure to control pollutants. All of these conditions negatively

impact and endanger the health and safety of residents and the general public.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 215: (bottom of 24, to top of 25)

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Parfy's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(e),please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 215:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"Special lnterrogatory No. 215" first appears in sequential order at the bottom of page 23 of

Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled

as "Special lnterrogatory No. 215" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's

Special Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant

Chan's violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of

Interrogatory No. IT2,because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion

or ambiguity with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat

the same number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate

of the Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to

this interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 216: (on page 25 - REPEATED NUMBER)

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety
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Code section 17920.3(e), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.216: (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"Special Interrogatory No. 216" fnst appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant

Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 216" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the

Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this

interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217: (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as
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"Special Interrogatory No. 217" fnst appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant

Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 217" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the

Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this

interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218: (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(9), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which o'endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "Apafi propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"Special Interrogatory No. 218" first appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant

Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 218" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the
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Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this

interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 219:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(9), as referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 219:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParf is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(g;). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 220:

For each condition atthe SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special lntenogatories were served through the date on which Responding
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Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section I7920.3(g), please state with specificity how each such'oendangers the life, limb, health,

property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ROGATORY NO. 220:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SLIBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(g). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 221:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(g), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 221:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(g). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 222:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section17920.3(g), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 222:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included
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for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(g). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 223:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(9)(2), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which o'endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 223:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section
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17920.3(9)(2). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 224:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(9)(2), please state with specificity how each such "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 224:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding parfy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CalApp2das.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(2). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 225:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(g)(2), as referenced in paragnph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

'oendangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 225:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Wqter Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SLIBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(g)(2). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 226:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(g)(2), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which
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Plaintiffs contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 226:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(2). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 227:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(gX3), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First

Amended Complaint, existing atthe SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served,

which Plaintiffs contend o'endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the

public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 227:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Parfy is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(3). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 228:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(9)(3), please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life,

limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 228:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parry responds as

follows:

RespondingParty is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

11920.3(g)(3). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 229:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(gX3), as referenced in paragraph45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 229:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(3). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the
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FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 230:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(gX3), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which

Plaintiffs contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 230:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(3). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 231:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(9)(4), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 231:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health & Safety Code appear in the FAC as recitations of law

generally does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

any of its subsection, but are provided for context or continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(g)(3). The fact various Health & Safety Code sections and their subsections appear in the

FAC as recitations of law generally does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in

violation of that section or any of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 232:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section I7920.3(gX4), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served,
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which Plaintiffs contend'oendangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the

public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 232:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(9)(3). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 233:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(c)(4), please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life,

limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 233:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph 45 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section I7920.3(c)(4)," nor

does that section exist in the Health & Safety Code. While Responding Party has made reasonable

inferences and responded to other interrogatories herein with errors in the code sections

referenced, Responding Party is unable to reasonably infer what code section Defendant Edward

Chan intended this interrogatory to refer to, particularly where it appears to be identically verbatim

to a prior interrogatory, except that it refers to "section 17920.3(c)" rather than "section

17920.3(c)(4)".

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 234:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(c)(4), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 234:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph 45 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section I7920.3(c)(4)," nor

does that section exist in the Health & Safety Code. While Responding Party has made reasonable

inferences and responded to other interrogatories herein with errors in the code sections

referenced, Responding Party is unable to reasonably infer what code section Defendant Edward

Chan intended this interrogatory to refer to, particularly where it appears to be identically verbatim

to a prior interrogatory, except that it refers to o'section I7920.3(c)" rather than "section

17920.3(c)(4)".
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 235:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(cX4), as referenced in paragnph45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 235:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph45 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c)(4)," nor

does that section exist in the Health & Safety Code. While RespondingParty has made reasonable

inferences and responded to other interrogatories herein with errors in the code sections

referenced, Responding Party is unable to reasonably infer what code section Defendant Edward

Chan intended this interrogatory to refer to, particularly where it appears to be identically verbatim

to a prior interrogatory, except that it refers to o'section 17920.3(c)" rather than "section

17920.3(c)(4)".

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 236:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(h), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories

were seryed through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 236:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.
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(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(h). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section I1920.3(h), please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 237:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(h). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 238:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(h), as referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 238:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(h). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may
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be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 239:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(h), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 239:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundin g party . (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact various

sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Parfy is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3Q1). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 240:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(I), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SITBJECT

PROPERTY on the datethat the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 240:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.2d45.) Further, the fact various

sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(l). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 241:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(I), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories
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were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 241:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact various

sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

RespondingParty is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(i). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 242:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special lntenogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(I), please state with specificity how each such condition'oendangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 242:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.) Further, the fact various

sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(1). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 243:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section I7920.3(I), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 243:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact various
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sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(1). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 244:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(I), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 244:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for legal

conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact various

sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean

the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included for context and

continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as
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follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

I7920.3(i). The fact various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the

FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 245:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3Q), as

referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which o'endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 245:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 41 2023

MPMC 4.30.0500) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or

other diserase carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or

ahazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffic, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)

Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes a ftrehazard. The photographs contained in this
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notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

Further, the property continues to have an accumulation of weeds, vegetation, junk, dead

organic matter, and debris, which constitutes afrehazard and would amount to an illicit discharge

if carried by water from the SUBJECT PROPERTY and into the public right-of-way and storm

drain system, as depicted in photographs taken on or about September 4,2024, and on December

3, 2024. Such threats of fire and pollution 'oendangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or

welfare of the public."

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 246:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3( ), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 246:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 412023

MPMC 4.30.050C) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (l) May harbor rats vermin, or

other diserase carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or

ahazudous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffrc, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)

Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring
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properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes afrehazard. The photographs contained in this

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

Further, the property continues to have an accumulation of weeds, vegetation, junk, dead

organic matter, and debris, which constitutes aftrehazard and would amount to an illicit discharge

if carried by water from the SLIBJECT PROPERTY and into the public rightof-way and storm

drain system, as depicted in photographs taken on or about September 4,2024, and on December

3,2024. Such threats of fire and pollution "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or

welfare of the public."

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 247:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 1792034), please state with specificity how each such "endangers the life, limb, health,

property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 247:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023

MPMC 4.30.050C) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or

other diserase carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or

ahazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffic, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)
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Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes afrehazard. The photographs contained in this

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

Further, the property continues to have an accumulation of weeds, vegetation, junk, dead

organic matter, and debris, which constitutes afrrehazard and would amount to an illicit discharge

if carried by water from the SUBJECT PROPERTY and into the public right-of-way and storm

drain system, as depicted in photographs taken on or about September 4,2024, and on December

3 , 2024. Such threats of fire and pollution "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or

welfare of the public."

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 248:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3Q), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend'oendangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 248:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about December 3,2024.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 249:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3Q), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Defendant Edward Chan

o Defendant Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 250:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, which poses

"an imminent and substantial danger to life and safety" as referenced in paragraph 46 of the First

Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 250:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

17980.6". Such conditions observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and

endanger the health and safety of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm

drain systems are known to pollute the environment and create health risks to the public. Public

entities like the City are closely regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment

and public safety from unpermitted runoff. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state

of partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems due to incomplete construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash,

litter and debris also contribute to afrehazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are athreat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, even abandoned, due to its long-standing state

of partially completed construction without any work crews on sight to give the appearance of any

human presence on site - and which invites trespassers as an attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 251:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation
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of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which poses "an

imminent and substantial danger to life and safety" as referenced in paragraph 46 of the First

Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 251:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

17980.6". Such conditions observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and

endanger the health and safety of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm

drain systems are known to pollute the environment and create health risks to the public. Public

entities like the City are closely regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment

and public safety from unpermitted runoff. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state

of partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems due to incomplete construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash,

litter and debris also contribute to aftehazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat to public health and safety by
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virhre of the Property appearing completely vacartt, even abandoned, due to its long-standing state

of partially completed construction without any work crews on sight to give the appearance of any

human presence on site - and which invites trespassers as an attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 252:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Requests were served through the date on which Responding Party's

Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend poses "an imminent and substantial danger to life

and safety," as referenced in paragraph 46 of the Complaint, please state with specificity how each

such condition constitutes 'oan imminent and substantial danger to life and safety."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 252:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d a5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

17980.6". Such conditions observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and

endanger the health and safety of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm

drain systems are known to pollute the environment and create health risks to the public. Public

entities like the City are closely regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment
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and public safety from unpermitted runoff. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state

of partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems due to incomplete construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash,

litter and debris also contribute to aftehazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches arc atfueat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacart, even abandoned, due to its long-standing state

of partially completed construction without any work crews on sight to give the appearance of any

human presence on site - and which invites trespassers as an attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 253:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17980.6, as referenced in paragraph 46 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 253:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about December 3,2024.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 254:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17980.6, as referenced in paragraph 46 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 254:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Defendant Howard Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 255:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, which

ohould cause irreparable injury to be suffered by surrounding neighbors" if a receivership is not

granted, as alleged in 46 of the First Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.255:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SLIBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. Their code violations include illicit

discharge of materials into storm drains, overgrown vegetation, unsightly property, filth, rubbish,

stagnant water, trash, litter, and failure to control pollutants. A11 of these conditions negatively

impact and endanger the health and safety of residents and the general public. Moreover, the blight

on the SUBJECT PROPERTY diminished the value and business opportunities for the

surrounding properties.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 256:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which'owould cause irreparable injury to

be suffered by surrounding neighbors" if a receivership is not granted, as alleged in 46 of the First

Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 256:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParf responds as

follows:
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Defendants have not completed construction of the SIIBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

17980.6" including businesses and residences in the immediate vicinity. Such conditions observed

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit discharge of water runoff from the

PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry with it filth, rubbish, trash,litter,

and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the

general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems are known to pollute

the environment and create health risks to the public. Public entities like the City are closely

regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermitted

runoff. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state of partial construction with piles of

combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire protection systems due to incomplete

construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris also contribute to a fire

hazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have remained

without any work associated with them since before the original complaint was filed. Such open

trenches are athreat to public health and safety by virtue of the Property appearing completely

vacant, even abandoned, due to its long-standing state of partially completed construction without

any work crews on sight to give the appearance of any human presence on site - and which invites

trespassers as an attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 257:

Please state with specificity how each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend okould cause

irreparable injury to be suffered by surrounding neighbors," would indeed cause such irreparable

injury to the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at 780 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park,
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specifically, at the southeast corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 257:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

11980.6" including businesses and residences in the immediate vicinity. Such conditions observed

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit discharge of water runoff from the

PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry with it frlth, rubbish, trash,litter,

and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the

general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems are known to pollute

the environment and create health risks to the public. Public entities like the City are closely

regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermitted

runoff. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state of partial construction with piles of

combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire protection systems due to incomplete

construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris also contribute to a fire

hazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have remained

without any work associated with them since before the original complaint was filed. Such open

trenches arc athreatto public health and safety by virtue of the Property appearing completely

vacanq even abandoned, due to its long-standing state of partially completed construction without

any work crews on sight to give the appearance of any human presence on site - and which invites

trespassers as an attractive nuisance.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 258:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which evidences the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at 780 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park,

if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 258:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about J:uly 24,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about December 3,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Parfy reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL ATORY NO.

Please IDENTIFY each person with knowledge of the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at 780 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park,

if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 259:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.zd 45.)
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Defendant Howard Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 260:

Please state with specificity how each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at

the SLIBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "would cause

irreparable injury to be suffered by surrounding neighbors," would indeed cause such irreparable

injury to the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at 800 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park,

specifically, the real property at the southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 260:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY would "indeed cause such irreparable injury to the owner of the

undeveloped vacant lot at 800 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park, specifically, the real

property at the southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue." This is primarily due

to the fact that that property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend
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andlor supplement this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 261 :

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which evidences the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and

Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park, if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 261:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY would result in "irreparable injury that would be suffered by the

owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey

Avenue, in Monterey Park, if a receiver is not appointed." This is primarily due to the fact that that

property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 262:

Please IDENTIFY each person with knowledge of the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at the southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard

and Garvey Avenue if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 262:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d45.)
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY would result in o'irreparable injury that would be suffered by the

owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey

Avenue, in Monterey Park, if a receiver is not appointed." This is primarily due to the fact thatthat

property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingPafiy reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 263:

Please state with specificity how each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "would cause

irreparable injury to be suffered by surrounding neighbors," would indeed cause such irreparable

injury to the owner of the undeveloped vacant 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard, in Monterey Park,

specifically, the lot directly to the north of the shopping center at which the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is located.

RE,SPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 263:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY "would indeed cause such irreparable injury to the owner of the

undeveloped vacant 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard, in Monterey Park, specifically, the lot directly to

the north of the shopping center at which the SUBJECT PROPERTY is located." This is primarily
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due to the fact that that property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 264:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which evidences the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at220 N. Atlantic Boulevard in Monterey

Park, if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 264:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY "would indeed cause such irreparable injury to the owner of the

undeveloped vacant 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard, in Monterey Park, specifically, the lot directly to

the north of the shopping center at which the SUBJECT PROPERTY is located." This is primarily

due to the fact that that property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 265:

Please IDENTIFY each person with knowledge of the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the undeveloped vacant lot at220 N. Atlantic Boulevard in Monterey

Park, if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 265:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, nor does it allege in the FAC, that the conditions of

the SUBJECT PROPERTY "would indeed cause such irreparable injury to the owner of the

undeveloped vacant 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard, in Monterey Park, specifically, the lot directly to

the north of the shopping center at which the SUBJECT PROPERTY is located." This is primarily

due to the fact thatthat property is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 266:

Please state with specificity how each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "would cause

irreparable injury to be suffered by surrounding neighbors," would indeed cause such irreparable

injury to the owner and/or owners of the commercial property located at 111 N. Atlantic

Boulevard (specifically, the commercial property at the northwest corner Atlantic Boulevard and

Garvey Avenue) if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 266:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has
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resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit that includes conditions amounting to an

"imminent and substantial danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $

17980.6" including businesses and residences in the immediate vicinity. Such conditions observed

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit discharge of water runoff from the

PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter,

and other pollutants. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the

general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems are known to pollute

the environment and create health risks to the public. Occupants of 111 N. Atlantic Blvd. could

reasonably be placed in danger by such pollutants due to their proximity, and such illicit runoff

into the public right-of-way is known to create ahazardto those walking on public sidewalks and

travelling on public streets. Further, the interior of the structure remains in a state of partial

construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire protection

systems due to incomplete construction. The accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and

debris also contribute to afrehazard. A structure fire at the SUBJECT PROPERTY would

present a very real threat of irreparable injury to persons and structures at 1 1 1 N. Atlantic Blvd.

Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have remained without

any work associated with them since before the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches

arc atheat to public health and safety by virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, even

abandoned, due to its long-standing state of partially completed construction without any work

crews on sight to give the appearance of any human presence on site - and which, for example,

could reasonably invite individuals who may have become intoxicated at an eating establishment

at l l l N. Atlantic Blvd. to enter onto the SUBJECT PROPERTY due to it being an attractive

nulsance

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which evidences the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner andlor owners of the commercial property located at 111 N. Atlantic
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Boulevard if a receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 267:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about luly 24,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of the SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about December 3,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 268:

Please IDENTIFY each person with knowledge of the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner of the commercial property located at 111 N. Atlantic Boulevard if a

receiver is not appointed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 268:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Defendant Edward Chan.
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o Defendant Howard Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 269:

Is former City Manager Ron Bow presently employed by Transtech?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 269:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, Ron Bow

is no longer an employee of the City of Monterey Park and his current employer are irrelevant to

Defendants' failure to finish construction at SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Based on information and belief, RespondingParty understands that Ron Bow has worked

for TransTech since retiring from the City of Monterey Park, but does not know whether he is

presently employed by TransTech.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 270:

If former City Manager Ron Bow is presently employed by Transtech, please state the time

elapsed from his retirement from employment at the City of Monterey Park and the

commencement of his employment at Transtech.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 270:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.) Further, Ron Bow
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is no longer an employee of the City of Monterey Park and his current employer are irrelevant to

Defendants' failure to finish construction at SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Based on information and belief, Responding Party understands that Ron Bow has worked

for TransTech since retiring from the City of Monterey Park, but does not know in what capacity

or whether he is presently employed by TransTech. Responding Party does not know the time that

has elapsed from his retirement from employment at the City of Monterey Park and the

commencement of any employment at TransTech.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 271:

Between January 1,2004 and January 1,2023, was Building Official Tarango employed

by D&J Municipal Services, Inc.?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 271:

Objection. Whether between January 1,2004 and January 1,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CA2d 12, 18.)Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

RespondingPafty reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same. Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as follows:

Yes.
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SPECIAL TORY NO. 272:

If, between January 1, 2008 and January 1,2023, Building Official Tarango employed by

D&J Municipal Services, lnc., please state the dates of such employment?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 272:

Objection. Whether between January I,2004 and January I,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, RespondingPnty will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same. Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as follows:

Dennis Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc., between 1999-2010. Mr.

Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, represents to Responding Part that he does not have

exact dates of employment.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 273:

Between January 1,2008 and January 1,2023, did Building Official Tarango hold an

ownership interest in D&J Municipal Services, Inc.?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 273:

Objection. Whether between January 1,2004 and January I,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is RespondingParty obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 20L7.010; Columbia Board.
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^!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit

of avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same. Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 274:

If, between January 1, 2008 and January I,2023, Building Official Tarango employed [sic]

by D&J Municipal Services, Inc., please state the dates he held each and every such ownership

interest.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 274:

Objection. Whether between January 1,2004 and January 1,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0; Columbia Board.

,Sys. v Superior Court ( I 968) 263 CA2d 12, 1 8.) Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same. Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as follows:

Not applicable.

:

Between January 1, 2008 and January 1,2023, did Building Official Tarango a manager

[sic], director or officer of D&J Municipal Services, Inc.?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 275:

Objection. Whether between January I,2004 and January I,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 276:

If, between January 1,2008 and January I,2023, Building Official Tarango was a

manager, officer or director of D&J Municipal Services, Inc., please state the dates he held each

such position?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 276:

Objection. Whether between January 1,2004 and January I,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence ati'rial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CAzd 12,18.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of
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avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 277:

Did Building Official Tarango ever provide professional services to the City of Bell?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 277:

Objection. Whetherbetween January 1,2004 and January 1,2023, Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, RespondingParty will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 278:

If Building Official Tarango provide professional services to the City of Bell, please state
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the beginning and ending dates of such services?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 278:

Objection. Whether between January | , 2004 and January I , 2023 , Building Official

Tarango was employed by D&J Municipal Services, Inc. is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, of his past employment from over 20

years ago. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary

expenditure of resources of Responding Parfy.Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of

avoiding spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or

related discovery requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the

same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 279:

Was Building Official Tarango ever employed by a business entity which provided

professional services to the City of Bell?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 279:

Objection. Whether "Building Official Tarango ever employed by a business entity which

provided professional services to the City of 8e11" is utterly irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attnal, nor is Responding Party obligated to

inquire of Mr. Tarango, who is a contractor with the City, regarding this interrogatory. (Code of

Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary expenditure

of resources of Responding Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of avoiding
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spurious conflict and claims at this moment, Responding Party will respond to this interrogatory,

which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that Responding Party

reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or related discovery

requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 280:

If Building Official Tarango provide professional services to the City of Bell, state the

name, address and telephone number of each such entity.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 280:

Objection. Whether Building Official Tarango Building Official Tarango provided

professional services to the City of Bell to the City of Bell is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence at trial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's

only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary expenditure ofresources ofResponding

Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of avoiding spurious conflict and claims at

this moment, Responding Party will respond to this interrogatory, which is not an admission of

relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to

respond to any future such interrogatories or related discovery requests, and, without limitation,

seek judicial intervention in response to the same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Building Official Tarango has never provided professional services to the City of Bell.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 281:

If Building Official Tarango provide professional services to the City of Bell, please state

the beginning and ending dates of such services?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 281:

Objection. Whether Building Official Tarango Building Official Tarango provided

professional services to the City of Bell to the City of Bell is irrelevant to this matter and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's

only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary expenditure ofresources ofResponding

Party. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of avoiding spurious conflict and claims at

this moment, Responding Party will respond to this interrogatory, which is not an admission of

relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that Responding Party reserves the right to refuse to

respond to any future such interrogatories or related discovery requests, and, without limitation,

seek judicial intervention in response to the same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Building Official Tarango has never provided professional services to the City of Bell.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 282:

Please state the amount of attorneys' fees that Plaintiffs have incurred from the

commencement of this action through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 282:

Objection. The amount of attorneys' fees that the City of Monterey Park has incurred from

the commencement of this action through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served is

not relevant to this litigation and not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence at trial.

Such is also privilege and not subject to discovery under California case law. (Code of Civ. Proc,

$ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd,12, 18; Rico v. Mitsubishi

Motors Corp. (2007) 42 Cal.4th80; California Shellfish, Inc. v. United Shellfish Co. (1997) 56

Cal.App.4th 16; Lang v. Hochman (2000) 77 Cal.App.4th 122; Carehouse Convalescent Hospital

v. Superior Court (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 1558.)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 283:

Do YOU contend that, within the City of Monterey Park, the mere existence of a hole in

48e2-1541-8093 vl 138
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEr CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SETNO. TWO (2)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

l4

15

I6

I7

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RtvERstDE

protective fencing large enough for a person to pass through on a cornmercial property where

construction supplies and/or equipment are present, without more, "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public" with the quoted language construed in its

ordinary meaning?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 283:

As specifically worded in this interrogatory, 1lo.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 284:

Do YOU contend that, within the City of Monterey Park, the mere existence of a hole in

protective fencing large enough for a person to pass through on cofirmercial property where

construction supplies and equipment are present, without more, constitutes "an imminent and

substantial danger to life and safety," with the quoted language construed in its ordinary meaning?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 284:

As specifically worded in this interrogatory, 1lo.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 285:

Did counsel for the City of Monterey Park state at the March 16,2024 meeting between

City officials, Edward Chan, Howard Chan and their attorney, state that the project at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY to build and open a 7 Leaves Cafe was approximately 80 percent

complete?

RE,SPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 285:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous, and confusing as worded. Further, statements made by

counsel are not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, the

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingpat'ry, who, by

his own admission, was present at the very same meeting and can recall from his own recollection

what was said. (See Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v.

Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParly responds as

follows:
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Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy Campen has stated, and continues to state,

words to the effect that construction at the SUBJECT PROPERTY is, and for years has remained,

in a state of approximately 80o/o completion, and may have said as much at the March 16,2024

meeting with Edward Chan, Howard Chan and their attorney. Responding Party does not agree

Mr. Campen used the particular phrasing of this interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 286:

Did counsel for the City of Monterey Park state at the August 23,2024 court hearing on

Plaintiffs' ex parte application for leave to amend their Complaint, state that the project at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY to build and open a 7 Leaves Caf6 was approximately 75 percent co

complete?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 286:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous, and confusing as worded. Further, statements made by

counsel are not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence at trial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.) Further, the

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingparly, whose

own attomey and author of these interrogatories was present at the very court hearing and can

inform propounding party from his own recollection what was said atthat time and place. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2das.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy Campen has stated, and continues to state,

words to the effect that construction at the SUBJECT PROPERTY is, and for years has remained,

in a state of approximately 80%o completion, and likely said as much at the March16,2024

meeting with Edward Chan, Howard Chan and their attorney. Responding Party does not have

sufficient knowledge or recall as to whether the specific phrasing of this interrogatory, or words to

that effect, were made by Mt. Campen specifically at any court hearing on August 23,2024.
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:

Did counsel for the City of Monterey Park and Building Official Dennis Tarango (whether

individually or collectively) state at the March 18,2024 meeting atCity Hall between Edward

Chan, Howard Chan, the Chans' counsel Andrew O. Krastins, Assistant City Attorney Timothy

Campen, Building Official Dennis Tarango and other City staff, that the corrective action

deadlines set forth in the City of Monterey Park's December 22,2023letter referenced in

parugraph23 of the First Amended Complaint would be revised in light of information provided

by the Chans to the City during the meeting and that the City would send a letter to the Chans

setting forth new revised deadlines?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 287:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous, and confusing as worded. Further, statements made by

counsel are not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attial, nor are they relevant

to this litigation. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968)

263 CAzd 12, 18.) Further, the information sought in this discovery request is equally available to

the propounding party, who, by his own admission, was present at the very same meeting and can

recall from his own recollection what was said, and can inquire of his brother and Co-Defendant

Howard Chan and his attorney and author of these interrogatories, Andrew Krastins, regarding

what was stated atthatmeeting on or about March 18,2024. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220

subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

:

From March 18,2024 through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served, did

the City of Monterey Park send to Defendants a letter revising the deadlines set forth in December

22,2023|etter referenced in paragraph 23 of the First Amended Complaint?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 288:

Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to

admissible evidence attrial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior

Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, the information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty, who should know whether he received such a letter or
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not. (See Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior

Court (1968) 259 CaLApp2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 289:

Please IDENTIFY the City of Monterey Park's general liability insurer.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 289:

Objection. This interrogatory is completely and utterly irrelevant to this litigation and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Public Risk Innovation, Solutions, and Management, 75 Iron Point Cir # 200, Folsom,

cA 95630, (916) 850-7300

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 290:

Please IDENTIFY the City of Monterey Park's liability insurer for errors and omissions

committed by public offrcials.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 290:

Objection. This interrogatory is completely and utterly irrelevant to this litigation and not

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Berkley Insurance Company, 475 Steamboat Road, Greenwich, CT 06830

o Great American Insurance Co.,75Iron Point Cir # 200, Folsom, CA 95630,

(800) s4s-4269

o Crum & Forster, 305 Madison Avenue, P.O. Box 1973, Morristown, NJ 07960,

4892-1541-8093v1 I42
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREYPARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS. EDWARD CHAN,

HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD',S SPECIAL TNTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2)



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1l

t2

t3

l4

l5

T6

t7

18

t9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSTDE

(e73) 490-6600

o Public Risk Innovation, Solutions, and Management, 75 Iron Point Ct #200, Folsom,

cA 95630, (916) 850-7300

o National Union Fire Insurance Company of Pittsburgh, Pa., l27I Avenue of the

Americas 35TH Flr. New York, NY 10020, 877-399-6442

Dated: November 5,2024 KARL H. BERGER, CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

By:

Timothy E.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANd CITY
OF MONTEREY PARK
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COI.JNTY OF LOS ANIGELES

I arn the Senior Code Enforcement Officer forthe City of Monterey Park (City), a

public entity in the State of Califomi4 and Plaintiffin this action-

I have read the foregoing PLAINTII',F CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S
RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO IIEFENDANTS EDWARD M. SEAN'
HOWARD CHAN, PATRICIA CIIAN AI{D MAN X'EI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL
INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2) and know its contents.

The matters stated in the foregoing document, to the best of my infonnationo

knowledge and belief, are tnre.

I declare under penalty of perjwy under the laws of the State of Califomia that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on Decembw 5,2024, at Monterey Park, California-

REYIVTIJNDO NO
Type or PrintName

$S
)
)
)

4933-1195-18?d vI
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SAN DIEGo 4917-6733-4404vt

PROOF OF SERVICE

People/Nlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

srATE OF CALTFORNTA, COUNTY OF SAN DrEGO

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. I am

employed in the County of San Diego, State of California. My business address is 501 West
Broadway, Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 9210I-841 4.

On December 5o 2024,I served true copies of the following document(s) described as

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO
DEFENDAIITS EDWARD M. CHANO HOWARD CHAN' PATRICIA CHAN AND MAN
FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2) on the interested
parties in this action as follows:

Attorney for Defendants
EDWARD M. CHAII' HOWARD M. CHAN'
PATRICIA YU CHAN and MAN-FEI
CHAN GOLD

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731

Tel
Tel
Fax

562-208-9679 - Direct
562-357-9789
562-590-0493
Akrastinslaw@aol.comEmail

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560

Tel : 310-586-2400
Tel : 310-594-4723 -Taylor
Fax : 310-
Email : tstephen@cibllp.com

acohen@cibllp.com

BY E.MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a COurt OrdEr Or AN

agreement of the parties to accept servi,ce by e-mail or-electronic transmission,I caused the
d6cument(s) to bri sent from e-mail address-tcampen@bwslaw.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses iiStea in the Service List. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the
transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful.

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

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on December 512024, at San Diego, California.

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHANO AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY
TRUST

E.
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants, Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
LBL!2025 5:22 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

CASE NO. 24NNCV00087

DECLARATION OF GANG EXPERT
MARTIN FLORES RE CONDITIONS OF
REAL PROPERTY AT 795 W. GARVEY
AND RELEVANT NEIGHBORING LOTS

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Evidentiary Objectionsl Proposed Order re
Evidentiary Objections; Declarations of
Edward M. Chan, Andrew O. Krastins,
Chris Lindsey, William Lau, and Kristion
Grbavacl exhibitsl

Date: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, NORTH CENTRAL DISTRICT

V

I, Martin M. Flores, declare:

l. I am over eighteen years of age and am not a party to this action. If called as a witness, I

could and would testiff to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am an expert witness and consultant on the subject of gangs, gang activity, gang

affiliations and at-risk youth. Gang members, gang-aff,rliated youth and at-risk youngsters

DECLARATION OF GANG EXPERT MARTIN FLORES
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frequently were born into environments of exffeme poverty and are far more likely than the

general population to be homeless. Accordingly, I have studied and am an expert in issues

relating to homelessness, especially as they relate to at risk youth and young adults. I have made a

lifelong study of vulnerable troubled youths adrift in an adult world with no wholesome guidance,

and of the behaviors such a life can induce.

3. I graduated from the University of California at Berkeley in 1996 with a Bachelor of Arts

degree in Chicano Studies and a Minor in Education and Anthropology. I have provided expert

testimony in more than250 California Superior Court cases and appointed by the court in more

than 2,000 cases involving a diversity of gang related issues. These issues include gang crimes,

gang culture, public nuisance matters, and gang enhancements. I have been an expert gang

consultant in dozens of counties throughout California and the United States. I have received

commendations from numerous judges and respected attorneys. [Attached hereto as Exhibit Q is a

true and correct copy of my curriculum vitae.]

4. I am a lifelong resident of East Los Angeles and am fully familiar with the neighborhood

around Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park, where the property at795 W.

Garvey Avenue ("Chan Property") is located. The Chan Property is about six miles from my

home. I am fully familiar with the activities of Asian and Latino gangs in the San Gabriel Valley,

including gang activity in Monterey Park. I offered expert testimony in the trial of gang members

arising from the 2019 shootout between the Asian Boyz and a rival gang which took place within a

few minutes' drive from the Chan Property and even closer to Monterey Park City Hall. In that

case, involving an illicit gang-operated gambling den, police recovered ltve guns, illegal drugs,

and other contraband.

5. Gang-related activity is as prevalent in Monterey Park as it is in neighboring cities in the

San Gabriel Valley. Some of the gangs impacting the Monterey Park community are Las Lomas,

Monterey Park Wah Ching, Sonny Side Wah Ching, and Ken Side Wah Ching. Monterey Park

also borders the communities of East Los Angeles, Alhambra, Montebello, Rosemead and El

Monte. These communities have dozens of primarily Hispanic street gangs that border the city of

Monterey Park.
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6. I have expert knowledge, acquired through some three decades of research and direct

observation, of the conditions atreal properties which are likely to attract gang members, gang

affiliated youth, at-risk youngsters and the homeless. Among the subjects I have investigated are

the concealment of drugs, weapons and other contraband, and the types of conditions which would

attract such behavior by creating opportunities for criminal behavior.

1. Among my fields of expertise is the subject commonly known as "attractive nuisance." In

my usage, "attractive nuisance" means conditions existing at areal property which pose an

unreasonable risk to the public by enticing persons onto the property where inherently dangerous

conditions are present. My scholarship and real-world experience have provided me with a

thorough understanding of conditions that are likely to atfract gang members, gang-affiliated

persons, at-risk youth, and homeless persons by providing opportunities for criminal or harmful

activity or by providing illicit places of shelter or concealment.

8. On November 14,2024,I personally inspected five real properties in Monterey Park,

California. I observed and noted conditions which I know can either encourage or deter criminal

and other harmful behavior by gang members, gang-affiliated persons, and at-risk youth, including

the substantial portion of these individual human beings who are homeless or on the brink of

homelessness, whether by being "aged out" of a deeply flawed foster care system or through

family trauma.

9. The five Monterey Park properties I inspected are (1) the vacant lot at220 N. Atlantic

Boulevard, (2)thevacant lot at the southeast corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue, (3)

the large vacant lot at the southwest corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue, (4) the

vacant lot at2Il N. Garfield Boulevard, and (5) the fenced-off lot a|795 W. Garvey Avenue

("Chan Property") which the owners are developing as a restaurant with commercial offices, and

which appears to be nearly complete. I understand that the Chan Family owns the entire shopping

center at the northeast corner of Atlantic and Garvey (with the exception of the 99 Ranch Market

and that market's parking area). The Chan Property on which I focused is the fenced-off portion

located on the northeast corner ofthe shopping center.

A. 220 N. ATLANTIC - CONTIGUOUS TO CHAN PROPERTY
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10. The first property I inspected is the vacant lot located at220 N. Atlantic Boulevard. It is

directly adjacent to the Chans' shopping center and contiguous with its northern boundary. In

connection with my inspection and in formulating my opinions, I reviewed City of Monterey Park

("City") public records, two sets of photographs, and photographs which I took myself on

November 14,2024. I understand that the first set of photographs was taken on April 16,2024by

Edward Chan, and depicts conditions at220 N. Atlantic on that date (*220 N. Atlantic Set 1").

[True and correct copies of 220 N. Atlantic Set One are attached hereto as Exhibit R.] I

understand that the second set of photographs I examined were taken by Andrew O. Krastins on

August 2I,2024 (*220 N. Atlantic Set 2"). fTrue and correct copies of 220 N. Atlantic Set Two

are attached hereto as Exhibit S. True and correct copies of my own photographs of 220 N.

Atlantic arc altached hereto as Exhibit T.] I also reviewed the Declaration of Kristion Grbavac,

who, according to his Declaration, is the president and founder of GRBCON, Inc., a contracting

firm which was hired by the City of Monterey Park in late 2020 to upgrade the City's sewer

system in the vicinity of the Chan Property.

11. According to City of Monterey Park public records I reviewed, I understand that 220 N.

Atlantic once was the site of a restaurant which was demolished and that the lot has been vacant

since at least the early 2010s. I understand that the present owner of the 220 N. Atlantic property,

220Hotel Atlantic, LLC, attempted to develop the site with a hotel but that the project failed and

was abandoned around 2016. I have been informed that, according to the City's completed

responses to Edward Chan's Public Records Act requests, the City has not cited or fined the owner

of 220 N. Atlantic for any code violations on 220 N. Atlantic since approximately 2018. In

forming my opinions, I accept these representations as accurate.

12. I examined a City of Monterey Park Interoffice Memorandum dated April 19,2021from

"Maintenance Services, Parks, Water Utility, and Engineering" to Interim Public Works Director

Frank A.Lopez. The section pertaining to "North Atlantic Water Sewer Improvements" contains

the following: "GRBCON has obtained a rental staging lot (#l) at220 N. Atlantic Blvd.

Contractor to take over site and mobilize on May lst." [A true and correct copy of the April 19,
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2021Interoffice Memorandum is attached hereto as Exhibit U; a true and correct copy of the

December 10,2024 Grbavac Declaration is attached hereto as Exhibit V.]

13. The Grbavac Declaration states the following facts: City officials urged Grbavac to contact

the owner of 220 N. Atlantic and enter into a lease to use the lot as a storage yard for heavy

equipment, sewer pipes and other supplies. The City imposed no safety requirements regarding the

stored items, nor asked GRBCON what, if any, safety precautions it intended to take. GRBCON

moved its supplies and equipment onto the220 N. Atlantic site in May 2021. While the sewer

project was in progress, City staff were in frequent and often daily contact with GRBCON

personnel at220 N. Atlantic. City staff were fully aware of and approved of GRBCON's use of

220 N. Atlantic. While GRBCON's project was pending, the City posted no citations or notices or

other papers indicating the existence of any sort of code violation at220 N. Atlantic, whether

relating to GRBCON's use of the vacant lot as a storage yard or to the obvious litter, weeds,

cracked pavement, graffiti, and broken fencing existing at220 N. Atlantic at the time GRBCON

entered into the lease in early 202I through September 2024, when GRBCON personnel began

clearing GRBCON's equipment and supplies from the property. GRBCON completed its work on

the Monterey Park sewer improvement project in September 2023. However, GRBCON did not

begin retrieving its equipment and supplies until September 2024, a full year later. During the

nearly four years that GRBCON used 220 N. Atlantic as a storage yard, including the full year

after the sewer project was completed, no City official ever advised, whether directly or indirectly,

that GRCBON's use of 220 N. Atlantic as a storage yard was in any way objectionable.

14. The April2024 and August 2024 photos of 220 N. Atlantic depict an overgrown, littered

vacant lot with holes in the fencing large enough for an adult to pass through without difficulty.

[See Ex. R and S.] As can be seen from both sets of photographs, there are no signs indicating

that the premises are under surveillance or that fespassing is prohibited.

15. Both the April 2024 andAugust 2024 photographs depict unattended piles of stacked

sewer pipes of various sizes. The photographs also show unattended and unsecured heavy

construction equipment parked onsite. Several of the August 2024 photographs depict a large hole

in the fencing immediately adjacent to the Chan propefi,near the back of the property and away
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from Atlantic Boulevard and street lighting. The hole has been cut almost immediately at the ends

of a large stack of substantially identical sewer pipes of various diameters. Some pipes appear

large enough to conceal an adult, others small enough to entice a child. During my inspection of

220 N. Atlantic, I observed another large hole cut in the fence abutting the Bank of America

parking lot immediately to the north. That hole is almost directly across from and no more than a

few yards from the Bank of America's drive-through ATM. Graffrti I observed at220 N. Atlantic

on the eastern, western and northern perimeters indicate the occurrence of possible gang-related

activity.

16. Based on my study of gang-related activity and work with at-risk youth, conditions at the

unattended and unsecured lot aI220 N. Atlantic are tantamount to an open invitation to criminal

activity. The numerous stacks of substantially identical sewer pipes provide an ideal and tempting

environment to conceal stolen cash, illegal drugs, guns, knives and other contraband. The sheer

number of substantially identical pipes would make it virtually impossible to find hidden

contraband unless one knew precisely where it had been hidden. The hole in the fence abutting

the bank property provides a ready escape route into the darkness at the rear of 220 N. Atlantic

and onto the Chans' shopping center or into the residential apartment complexes at the eastern

perimeter of 220 N. Atlantic.

17. Another attraction for criminally inclined persons and at-risk youth was the presence of

unattended heavy equipment at220 N. Atlantic. I know from my research, observation and

experience that vehicle theft is a major criminal enterprise among Southern California's gangs. In

some gang subcultures, it is a matter of pride and status to demonstrate an ability to "hotwire"

motor vehicles of many kinds, whether for purposes of theft, 'Joyriding" or mere gratuitous

vandalism. Gang members specializingin motor vehicle theft often have highly sophisticated and

developed skill sets. The presence of unsecured and unattended heavy equipment in an unlighted

vacant lot far enough away from the main thoroughfare to be invisible to passing vehicles is an

open invitation to criminality.

1 8. The conditions at 220 N. Atlantic depicted in the Aprll 2024 and August 2024 photographs

pose an obvious danger to young people generally, simply because heavy equipment and piles of
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sewer pipes of various diameters to hide in and explore are inherently appealing to children. A

nuisance more attractive to mischievous passing schoolchildren is difficult to conceive. The

gaping holes in the fence invite inquisitive youngsters to play on the unattended, unsecured heavy

construction equipment -- bulldozers and excavators which beckon like giant Tonka toys; easy

access invites youngsters to scramble around and play hide and seek in the stacks of unattended

and unsecured sewer pipes, only to become lodged in the middle and suffocate.

19. I understand that GRBCON removed the heavy equipment and most, but not all, of the

sewer supplies in September 2024. However, attractive nuisance conditions still exist which are a

magnet for criminal and gang activity. The rear portion of the location is hidden from the heavy

traffic flow of vehicles and pedestrians. Parts of the fences make it accessible for gang members

to either use drugs or hide contraband. I observed bottles in the area which are indicative of

people drinking or partying on the property. There was also graffiti on fence coverings and on the

ground. These are indicative of attractive nuisance conditions which encourage gang activity.

B. VACAI\T LOTS AT NE AND NW CORNERS OF ATLANTIC AND GARVEY

20.The two large vacant corner lots located across 795 West Garvey can also be an attractive

nuisance for criminal activity because substantial portions of the lots extend sufficiently far away

from the heavily trafficked corner of Atlantic and Garvey to permit trespassers to engage in illicit

activity without being observed by passing law enforcement vehicles or passersby generally. This

is simply the nature of large and unattended vacant lots. Gang members try to find access to

properties where they are least likely to be intemrpted in their criminal activity, including hiding

guns and drugs. Since there is minimal activity in the area,that allows them to lay low with

minimal intemrption from the community. [A true and correct copy of photographs I took of the

lot directly across from and the lot diagonally across from the Chan Property are attached hereto as

Exhibit W.l

C. 2I7 S. GARFIELD AVE.

21. Another concerning property which I personally inspected on November L4,2024 isthe

vacant lot at2l7 S. Garfield Avenue, just north of Newmark Avenue, and about three minutes

from Monterey Park City Hall. City employees traveling along Garfield Avenue between
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Newmark Avenue and Garvey would necessarily see that vacant lot on the way to and from work.

The lot is overgrown with tangles of weeds. It is characterized by piles of litter, including sharp

fragments and lengths of rusted metal. There are large rusted drums of oil or some other liquid.

Numerous examples of graffiti, discarded alcoholic beverage containers, dirty blankets and other

apparent bedding indicate frequent use by transients. The graffiti indicates gang usage.

Photographs provided to me by Edward Chan show that these conditions have persisted unabated

for at least four months. Conditions constituting an attractive nuisance conducive to gang activity

and constituting an obvious danger to at-risk youth include the following, which I observed and

which are depicted in the photographs I took and true and correct copies of which are attached

hereto as Exhibit X. I observed graffiti on the wall and on a stop sign, unattended bushes which

make it an attractive nuisance in which to hide guns, drugs and other criminal paraphernalia. I

observed fencing that was bent which shows that people have gone over the fencing and in and out

of the property. In addition, I found barrels with graffiti and trash around it. I was able to access

the property because there was a compromised fence. The property is adjacent to the main street

of Garfield Avenue and also adjacent to an alley (or small street) that makes it an attractive

nuisance entrance. The wall has white paint in different sections, which indicate prior graffiti. I

also observed abandoned poles and trash which indicate to gang members that this property is not

being taken care of.

D. CHAN PROPERTY _795 W. GARVEY

22. OnNovember 14,2024,I personally and thoroughly inspected the Chan Property at795

W. Garvey to determine whether there were any attractive nuisance conditions relevant to my field

of expertise. The Chan Property is a nearly complete restaurant structure on the northeast corner

of Atlantic and Garvey. The small corner lot is entirely secured by a chain link fence and locked

gate. Attached prominently to the building are obviously placed security cameras to deter

trespassers and vandals. Also prominently posted on all sides of the building are 'ono trespassing"

and "under surveillance" signs.

23.The interior of the building evidences ongoing construction work and indicates that the

property is in use and not abandoned. Windows permit law enforcement and passersby to see into
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the building from the street. I observed that the building itself is secured, and I saw no evidence

of trespassers, whether homeless individuals or vandals. I observed no graffiti. Nor did I observe

any conditions that would be in any way attractive to gang members, gang-affiliated persons, or

the homeless. Unlike the large unsecured vacant lots directly adjacent to and across the street

from the Chan Property, the Chan Property does not provide viable opportunities for concealment

or for engaging in criminal or other illicit activities. This is because the property is secured by a

chain link fence and locked gate, is obviously in use, and is on the very corner of a lighted and

well-trafficked major intersection about a mile from the Monterey Park Police Station. [Attached

hereto as Exhibit Y are true and correct copies of photographs I took of the Chan Property on

November 14,2024.1

24. My review of online real property information indicates that the Chan Property covers

approximately 17,400 square feet, located on the corner of a busy well-trafficked major

intersection. By contrast,220 N. Atlantic, I understand, consists of some 80,000 square feet and

extends eastward from Atlantic sufficiently far to be invisible from the street at night. The same

is true of the large unsecured vacant lot at 780 W. Garvey Avenue, directly across Garvey Avenue

from the Chan Property, which consists of some 105,000 square feet, and of the large unsecured

vacant lot at the northwest corner of Atlantic and Garvey. All three of these unsecured vacant lots

dwarf the small, secured, developed corner lot owned by the Chans.

25. As a lifelong student of the sociology of youth gangs, I understand that youths are typically

drawn into gang activity through poverty and family traumas to which gangs provide what is too

often the sole alternative for some of the San Gabriel Valley's most vulnerable children. Gang

members are not born, but'oborn into"; they are forged by the brutality and willful indifference of

the very adults to whom they turn for protection. These adults necessarily include local

governmental offi cials.

26.In my decades working with gangs, I have worked directly with numerous local

governments to address the problems faced by young people who are gang members or are at risk

of being drawn into gang activity. From my perspective, it is incumbent upon local governments

to eliminate conditions that are conducive to gang activity. This is necessary not only to deter
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crime but to protect the most vulnerable youths in our San Gabriel Valley communities and to

channel them away from potentially life-destroying actions.

27.Many small cities east of Downtown Los Angeles suffer from severe revenue shortages

which limit the protections that municipal governments can provide to their at-risk youth. The

funding of one program, in such cases, can require elimination of another, equally desirable,

program; overworked code enforcement staff might focus attention on one hub of criminal activity

but be unable to address another for lack of resources. Money for gang intervention social work

might compete with funds for entirely unrelated programs, such as economic development and

publicity efforts aimed atattractingbig-name national retailers or hotels.

28. This is not the case with220 N. Atlantic. The conditions at220 N. Atlantic depicted in the

April and August 2024 photographs were not a product of mere neglect. Rather, according to the

Interoffice Memorandum and the Grbavac Declaration, the City was a willing and active

participant, indeed it was the architect, by creating the conditions shown in the photographs and

actively permitting them to exist. This is because the City steered Mr. Grbavac to 220 N. Atlantic

and urged him to lease the property as a storage yard, imposed no safety requirements, and took no

steps to ensure that even minimal safety precautions were taken. City officials permitted these

obviously dangerous conditions to remain indefinitely after the sewer project was complete, until

GRBCON retrieved its materials at its convenience. Even after GRBCON removed most of its

equipment and supplies, the City has apparently taken no steps to address the other'oattractive

nuisance" conditions at220 N. Atlantic which continue to be a magnet for illicit and harmful

activity for criminals and at-risk youth.

29. I reviewed the correspondence which the City sent to the Chans, and the City's First

Amended Complaint. According to the information provided to me, the City from2023 onward

repeatedly issued notices and citations for code violations alleged to exist at the Chan Property but

none to the owner of 220 N. Atlantic, where there existed and continue to exist far graver dangers

to the public than any I observed at the Chan Property.

30. I understand that the City contends that the Chan Property is an 'oattractive nuisance" and

an immediate danger to the public. Such a contention is not rational because (1) there is nothing
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attractive or dangerous about the Chan Property, with its obvious security measures, and (2)

because the City itself encouraged and continues to knowingly permit the far graver conditions

existing at220 N. Atlantic. The City's intentional fostering and permitting of these conditions at

220 N. Atlantic necessarily indicates that the City itself does not consider these conditions to

constitute an attractive nuisance or a public danger, or the City is encouraging the existence of

those conditions anyway.

31. In my decades of work with local governments throughout Southern California, I have

never encountered so incomprehensible and irrational a mis-ordering of priorities. From the

perspective of protecting the public, mitigating gang activity, and protecting at-risk youth, it

makes no factual or logical sense for the City to allege that the Chan Property is an "attractive

nuisance" or an immediate danger to the public while actively encouraging and knowingly

permitting the real and obvious dangers at the property immediately to its north. Most disturbing

about this matter is that the City is suing regarding the Chan Property under the guise of protecting

the public when, in reality, it is intentionally permitting conditions which could have devastating

consequences for at-risk youth and for the immediate neighbors of 220 N. Atlantic.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on January 28,2025, at Los Angeles, California.

Martin M. Flores, Gang Expert Witness

I
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MARTIN M. FLORES
1021 S. Fresno St. Los Angeles, CA 90023 323-203-8568cell gangexpertwitness@gmail.com

Objective: My objective is to provide the judge, lawyers and the jury with professional
testimony and expertise as it pertains to criminal street gang cases, prison gangs,

transnational gangs, gang culture, interpreting tattoos, immigration hearings, gang

boundaries, gang rivalries, Perkins Operation, Franklin Hearings, Juvenile cases
& cases involving mediation

Education
University of California, Berkeley ,

BA Degree Chicano Sfudies 7996

Minor in Education & Anthropology

University of California, Los Angeles ,

Community Planning & Education 1994 - 1995

Profession

Gang Expert Witness Services
Consultant
February 2006 - Present

Los Angeles, CA

o

a

a

Testified in over 250 California Superior Court cases

Appointed to over 2,000 Gang Cases

Consulted in Gang Cases in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino,
Ventura, San Diego, San Barbara, Tulare, Kern, San Luis Obispo, Monterey,
Fresno, Merced, Alameda, San Francisco, Contra Costa, Mendocino, Sacramento,
Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Stanislaus counties in California and the states of
Arizona, Oregon, Florida, Nevada, Maryland, Virginia, New York and Texas

Consulted Attorney's in Federal Court on RICO cases (Florencia, Broadway
Gangster Crips, Ontario Black Angels, Mara Salvatrucha, Frogtown, Canta Ranas,
Wilmas, Pueblo Bishop Bloods, Gardena, Crips, El Monte Flores, Mexican Mafia, Mexican
Cartels and other gangs)

Consulted & Testified in lmmigration Court involving Gang Culture, Structure,
lnternational lmpact on Gangs, Country Conditions, Asylum Hearings,
Convention Against Torture Hearings and Removal Hearings

Appointed on over 50 Mexican Mafia related cases

Consulted in over 1,500 Surenos & Norteno cases

Consulted in over 500 Bloods, Crips & Hoover Criminals gang cases

Consulted on Habeas Corpus cases

Consulted and prepared reports on Franklin Hearings

Consulted & testified in over 100 Juvenile cases

Analyzed over 100 Perkins Operations cases

Conducted over 1,500 social histories of gang members

o

a

a

a

a



a

o

a

a

o

a

a

a

a

o

o

a

lnterviewed over 2,000 gang members (active, non-active and former)
Examined and analyzed over 2,000 police reports on gangs

Reviewed gang intelligence gathered through law enforcement and media

Conduct hundreds of interviews of family members of gang members

Participate in County and City-wide gang intervention efforts

Engaged in collaborative that involve community stakeholders

Developed innovative programs and services for gang prevention

Research and lnvestigate the Gang Culture and lmpact on community

Guest Speaker at Conferences and Colleges

Documenting Gang Graffiti
Understanding Gang Tattoos
Analyze Phone Calls, Social Media and Wiretaps

Read Books, Articles, Magazines and lnternet Reports on Gangs

lnvestigate the discovery on gang cases

Advise Attorney's on Gang Culture
Differentiate Gang Motivated Crimes from Personal Crimes

lnterpret the Street Slang and Spanish

Areas of Specialtv include:
^ 'Attraciive Nuisance and Property Related Crimes
: Gangs and Homeless related crimes

: Gang Structure, Gang Rivalries

: Gang Politics in County Jail

; Prison Gangs (Mexican Mafia & Nuestra Familia)

o lnternational Cases involving gangs in Mexico and CentralAmerica

o Cartels in Mexico
o Gang Deportation Cases, lmmigration & Gangs

o Drug Sales (Street and Prison)

o lnterpreting Tattoos and Graffiti

o Gang Enhancement lssues, Gang lnjunctions

o Perkins Operations and utilization of Cooperating witnesses
o History of Gangs, Gang Migrations

o Country Conditions (Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala & Honduras)
o Gangs and Race Relations (Hispanic and Black gangs)

o ldentification of Hand Signs, symbols and codes

o Differences between taggers, party crews and gangs

o Gids in Gangs,

o Laws impacting gang cases including AB 333, Racial Justice Act
o Trial & Hearinqs Consultation
; Northern & SoUthern California Gangs (Nortenos/ Surenos)

o Bloods, Crips & Hoovers,

o Youth, Gangs and Education

o Franklin Hearings,Transfer Hearings & Resentencing Hearings

a



Los Angeles Youth Opportunity Movement - Watts Los Angeles, CA
Executive DirectorNouthful Offender Director/ Community Relations Director
October 2000 - 2014

' lmplement Gang lntervention and Prevention Programs

' Develop school based probation services

' Collaborate with INSPIRE Research Academy to develop charter school

' Participate in Watts Gang Task Force Meetings and Subcommittees

' Meet with law enforcement and community leaders on public safety

' Coordinate services for lmmigrant Students through new federal programs

' Assist families in their efforts to engage their children in school or training

' Advocate for at-risk youth

' Coordinate Educational & Vocational services for youthful offender

' Provide community a venue of special events including (Holiday Toys to
children, Community Food Banks, Community Forums on local issues and others)

' Oversee the implementation of Workforce lnvestment program.

' Establish and maintain relationships with community stakeholders

' Monitor the implementation of programs serving youthful offenders

' Develop outreach strategies serving out of school youth

' Assist with the research and writing grants

' Facilitate & Participate County wide collaborative with Probation, LA County
Office of Education and Los Angeles Community College District

' lmplementation of Wake Up lt Ain't No Game Conference

' Coordination of services between communication partners addressing youth
issues city & county wide

' lnterviewed incarcerated youth at every Juvenile Camp & Hall in Los Angeles
County

' Assess youth gang backgrounds and their rivals

' lmplement programs and resources for camp to community transition

' Work with gang intervention agencies and staff

Department of Recreation, Parks & Community Seruice Inglewood, CA

Communi$ Programs Coordin ator
February 1999 - October 2000

' Oversee the implementation of the City Youth Action Plan

' Coordinate City-Wide special events including the Health Fair

' Participate in County-Wide consortiums impacting the services in the City of
lnglewood.

' Work in collaboration with the local school districts to coordinate programs for
the community

' Assist with services provided to Seniors and the Arts Community

' Monitor and Supervise staff and the City Volunteer program

' Update the department Web page



Rogetio Flores Foundation Boyle Heights, CA

Executive Director/ Founder
July 1994 - February 1999

' Oversee the operations of the organization

' Establish and maintain a diverse board to address the needs of youth and families

' Develop programs addressing the educational, recreational, mentorship,
leadership and health needs

' Collaborate with the local colleges/ Universities, School District and elected
officials to enhance the program

' ldentify funding opportunities and write grants

' Establish parenting classes and opportunities.

' Maintain oversight of the facilities, staffing and program implementation

' Recruit & Hire staff, volunteers

' Meet with administrators, parents and community stakeholders

' Work with youth from different gangs in Los Angeles

Language:
Speak, Read and Write fluent English & Spanish

Awards and Community lnvolvement:
. MELA- Sl Mothers of East LA Community LeaderAward 1996

Points of Light Award1997
. President's Award for Communiff Service 1998. Leoal Aid Foundation of Los Anqeles Board Member. LA"CAUSA - Youthbuild BoardMember. Watts Gano Task Force. Kenvon JuVenile Justice Center - Think Tank. Special Education Surrogate Parent

P res entation s, T raini ngs and Certifi c ati o n s
. "Juvenile LWOP Seminar" at USC Gould School of Law. "lntroduction to Criminal Justice" at CSU Lono Beach. "Racial Justice & Criminal Defense" at Loyola-Law School. "lmplementation of AB333" at Fitgerald, Alvarez & Ciummo. "Grbwino lnto & Out of Ganos" at-California Public Defenders Association - Juvenile. Delinoue"ncv Defense Seminlr. "Gands & L'eoal Conseouences" at CSU Dominouez Hills Deoartment of Socioloov. "Ganbs in Rilral Califorhia" at Mixteco/lndioena'Communitv Oroanizino Proiect -'. "Juve-nile Delinouencv & Understandino thd Law" at Careei DaV Waite-ttliddle School. "Chicanos, Law & Criminal Justice" at'tJniversity of California Berkeley. "Understandino the Law and Juvenile Justice" at'Ollin Universitv Prep. 'fOrimi4al Stre6t Gangs & Documenting Gang lntelligence" at A'ssocibtion of lndependent. Judicial lnterpreters df California



"Understandino Sanchez: How it Affects Our Cases and Our Clients"
"Gang Trainini Seminar - Gang Culture & Enhancements" at Norwalk Public Defender's
Officd
"Gano Alleoations and Uodates in the Law" at ICDA Seminar
"Ganfis ancl conditions of Probation" at Sacramento County Public Defender's Office
"Policlv & Procedures for the Cal Gano Svstem"
"Cal Gano Svstem lmolementation" ai Alameda Countv Public Defender's Office
"Gang EnJraficements & How they impact youth" at Sah Francisco Public Defender's
Officd

"Gang Intervention, Gang Reduction- What Works and Doesn't Work" by Mayor
. Villafaisosa's Offi1e. "Middle"school Safetv Initiative" bv Los Anseles Citv Attornev's Office
. "Job Trainins and Job Placement ftir Juvenile Offenders" bv f,ob CoTps
. "Psvchotronic Medications for Probation Youth" bv CounW Mental Health
. "Public School Expulsions" bv Los Angeles lJnified School'District. "EmDowerins Pardnts" bv Paients of Watts. "Is $chool a Safe Place for our Youth" by Los Angeles Unified Schoo/ District
. "Creatins Oonortunities for offenders" bv Proiect Read
. Promotirig Appropriate Educational Outiomei for Youth Offenders" by Honorable
. Michael t',J6sh, Prebiding Judge, Juvenile Court
. Points of Lioht Award 1997. President's-Award for Communitv Service 1998
. LeoalAid Foundation of Los Anoeles Board Member
. LACAUSA-Youthbuild BoardMember

References; Excellent recommendations available from all former employers, Community
Based Organizations, Judges, Probation Department and Lawyers
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DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

GITY OF MONTEREY PARK
I nteroffice Memorand u m

Monday, April 19,2021

Frank A. Lopez, lnterim Director of Public Works

Maintenance Services, Parks, Water Utility, and Engineering

Weekly Status Report Update

Date
Submitted

PUBLIC WORKS STAFF REPORTS

Title
April 21st Meeting

May Sth Meeting
SGVMWD Low-lncome Bill Assistance Grant

MAINTENANCE SERVICES DIVISION

Electrical:
COMPLETED

Division

Water

. Langley: Electrical work in restrooms

. City Hall: Replaced electrical components for the basement pump system

. El Encanto: Landscape lighting project

WORK IN PROGRESS

El Encanto: Electrical worka

Facilities Maintenance:

COMPLETED

. Library: lnstalled new Book Return Dropbox (Ramona)

. City Hall: Removed a large cabinet from the basement (PD)

. City Hall: Relocated a Drafting table for Engineering

\\m pkc 1 6\P u bl i cWo rks\WE E KLY STATUS RPTS\O4 19202 1



. City Hall: Replaced the paper towel dispenser in the CMO conference room

. Langley: Replaced batteries to automatic toilet valve sensors (multiple Stalls)

. City Yard: SSD replaced panel batteries (Fleet, Facilities area)

. El Encanto: Broke out concrete from the water fountain for electrical conduit installation

. Library: Pyro-Com replaced a faulty relay in the small classroom.

. City Yard: Job walk with water department (Kitchen Remodel)

WORK IN PROGRESS

a Carpet Quotes

MAI NTENANCE SERVICES/STREETS

AsphalUConcrete:

Storm watch - None
Potholes Filled - 273 Potholes
Grind Sidewalks 552 sq ft 7 locations
Ramp Sidewalks - 7 locations
Remove and Replace Asphalt - 36 sq ft.
Remove and Replace Concrete - 36 sq ft
Cleaned City Parking Lots lLibrary / City Hall/ Parking Dist. # 1 &2
Water cuts - 0
*Notes: Traffic control for Vaccination event at Garvey Ranch Park 4114121

Clean Team:

Bus Shelters Cleaned - 58
Trash Cans Emptied - 58
Graffiti Removed - 584 sq ft.
Shopping cart picked up - 2
Bulky ltems picked up - 22
Posters/Signs Removed - 0
Cleaned City Parking Lots I Library / City Hall
*Notes: None

Sanitation:

Video - 0 FT
Trash roll off bins - 5 x 30 yard containers: 2 x 10 yard containers.
Hydro-jet - 17,310' LF
Cleaned City Parking Lots / Library / City Hall / Parking Dist # 1&2
*Notes: None

\\m p kc16\P u b I icWo rks\WE E KLY STATUS R PTS\04 19202 1



Traffic

Maintenance - 0 Signs
Replaced - 0 Signs
Painted Red Curb - 0 LF
Paint Stops and Bars - 0
Repaint Double Yellow - 0
Cleaned City Parking Lots / City Hall / Library/Parking Dist # 1 &2
Pavement markings - 644 LF
Curb markings - 135 LF
*Notes: Crew dug out and poured footing for (LPR) license plate reader for P.D
This was installed on Garvey Av between Florence and Elizabeth Av in the center median

FLEET MAINTENANCE SERVIGES/AUTO SHOP

SERVICE:

. Police

#082 PM, front brakes, idler pulley, belt tensioner, radiator cap, purge

valve, vapor canister, engine and transmission mounts, coolant reservoir

and fuel cap. (14.7Hrs)

#I24 PM and rear brakes. (3.0 Hrs)

#I27 Replace battery. (1.0 Hrs)

#156 Two tires and front brakes. (3.0 Hrs)

#170 PM. (1.0 Hrs)

. Fire

. Street

#977 Replaced battery and repair ignition switch. (2.0 Hrs)

. Water

# Service call no start rear engine. (2.0 Hrs)

. Parks

#060 Replace battery. (1.0 Hrs)

#063 Replace starter. (2.0 hrs)

. Vehicle Damaged

#900 Vehicle stolen and damaged. lnventory of items stolen currently being

prepared by Street Supervisor Guillen.

Repaint vehicle. $t,+SO.SZ
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a Vandalism

#022 Catalytic converter (stolen 01/23/21")

#016 Catalytic converter (stolen 02/rc/2I)

#ST51 Four batteries (stolen B/A4/21)

#ST59 Four batteries (stolen 03/22/21)

#PD02 Four batteries (stolen BBAl2l

Vehicle maior repair

NA

o

Vehicle Transport

#200 Take to Bravo Chrysler Dealer

# 016 Take and pick up from Mikes muffler

Training

Cleaning

(2.0 Hrs)

Parts pickup

Part Timers Schedule:

Position in Recruitment

Vehicles and equipment scheduled for auction: Status:

PD unit 905 (K9)
PD unit 701 (Kg)

Street Pallet forks

Vehicles and Eouioment oicked uo for auction:

\\m p kc1 5\P u b I icWo rks\WE E KLY STATUS RPTS\0419202 1
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PARKS DIVISION

Parkway Trees:

trimming and planting (March)

COMPLETED

Medians:

Parks:

Garvey Ranch, Sierra Vista, and La Loma as of MONDAY 411212021

Special Projects / Activities:

fountain repair work.

t
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removed this week. Concrete repairs to follow.
Personnel:

x Fff 1 xPlT Maintenance Worker Pff

**F/T interuiews scheduled for 3/24/21***Candidate was tendered an offer
and accepted. File currently in H.R.
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WATER UTILITY DIVISION
Administration:

1. Conducted a PowerPoint presentation to the SGVMWD board of directors, the

presentation informed the district on how the city of Monterey Park was utilizing the $4

million dollar loan. I presented the PFAS Treatment System project, scope of work, and

desired outcome. The Directors were satisfied with the use of the funds and requested to

be periodically informed of the progress of the project. I will continue to provide the

district with updates as the project moves forward.

2. Attended a meeting with WQA, EPA, and members of the City of Monterey Park's PFAS

Treatment System project team. The meeting was conducted to fill in the EPA and WQA
on the struggle MPK is having with DDW. Currently DDW will not let us run wells 12

and 15 without the dual barrier in place; the issue is the dual barrier has to be taken out of
service in order to construct the PFAS Treatment System. The dual barrier is the hub of
where construction will take place. The EPAQ and WQA are greatly concerned about

wells 12 and 15 not pumping water out of the basin and letting contaminants work their
way to the WhittierNarrows area. The EPA and WQA want MPK to continue to use

wells 12 and 15 in order to keep contaminants from making their way south, both

government agencies are going to discuss options with DDW in hopes of avoiding

completely turning off wells 12 and 15. Further information will follow in the next few
weeks.

3. Attended the Basin Management Meeting via zoom. Topic of discussion revolved around

the current drought conditions in the San Gabriel Valley Basin. More discussion will
follow in the upcoming basin meetings.

4. Attended a meeting with Eurofins staff, topic of discussion was samples and new

language that will be installed into Eurofins contracts moving forward. Rick Zimmer will
provide information regarding the change to language for the city's review. Eurofins

provides water sample results for the city of Monterey Park.

Person nel Openinqs/H i rinq Status:

Production - 1 opening, Water Production System Operator

Distribution - l opening, Water Utility Maintenance Worker

Consumer Services

Production:
. Water Quality Sampling

o Took Weekly Well 9,12,15, Well 5 and Well 1,3, 10, Fern treatment
plant samples.

o Took Week 2 Distribution bacteriological samples.

\\m p kc1 6\P u b I icWo rks\WE E KLY STATUS R PTS\04 19202 1



o Coordinate Week 3 sample kits and inspect.

. Operations
o CGTS - Staff participated in Windows Teams meeting with Water

Quality Authority, Environmental Protection Agency,Hazen & Sawyer,
and MPK Team for briefing on proposed PFAS treatment design and
communications with DDW.

o Completed and emailed 3'd Quarter FY 2020-21Water Quality
Authority, Pumping Data, Maintenance, and Water Quality Summary
reports.

o Completed and emailed March 2021 State Water Resource Controls
Board - Division of Drinking Water monthly water quality reports.

o Worked on 3'd Quarter FY 2020-21 Water Master Treatment Facilities
report.

o Coordinated startup tests and controls training on new 6 inch
emergency portable pum per. Tentatively sched u le d for 4122.

o Downloaded and reviewed laboratory reports.

SCADA
o ControlAutomation Design worked on new SCADA software (lgnition)

controls log ic programming.

a

. Standby & Call-outs
o Daily & Weekend SCADA system operations
o 4116 - Sequoia & Kingsford Booster Station, brief SCE power outage.
o 4118 - Sequoia & Kingsford Booster Station, brief SCE power outage.
o 4118 - La Loma Reservoir, communication failure.

o Treatment Plants
o Well 1,3,1O,Fern Treatment Plant -. Operated per system demand

Well 5 Treatment Plant -. Operated per system demand

Well 9, 1 2,1 5 Treatment Plant -. Air Stripper Acid System - Worked on Rosemount pH
controller. lnstalled new pH probe, calibrated, and placed
back in service.

. Distribution System, Booster Stations, & Reservoirs
o Operated per system demand.
o Pine Tree Reservoir - Staff met with West Coast Arborist to review

tree service maintenance.
o 1994 Cerca Alta - Staff addressed water quality compliant, resident's

internal water conditioning system failed leaking citric acid into house
plumbing lines lowering water pH to 5.

o 800 S. Garfield - Staff addressed water quality compliant, hard water
mineral precipitation.

\\m p kc15\P u b I icWo rks\WE E KLY STATUS R PTS\04 19 202 1
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Distribution:

o

o

Water Main Repair

o Keller St. and Fulton Ave. - Replaced rounded operating nut and
repacked 8" water main valve. Resolved

o 550 W. Garvey Ave. - Contractor to install 4" fire line and meter manifold
Contractor to start installation the week of 4119121 - 4123121. Pending

1A. Leak Detection

o 1691 Kempton Ave. - Leak detection. Pending

Water Service Repairs/lnstallations

o 653 Sherwood Circle - lnstall 1" combo meter. Scheduled for the week of
4119121 - 4123121. Pending

o 314 S. Moore Ave. - lnstall 3 - 1" combo meters. Owner or contractor
needs to pay for street repairs (new paved street) Engineering would
advice when ready to install. Pending

o 432 S. Alhambra Ave. - lnstall 8 - 1'combo meters. lnstallation
scheduled to start the week of 4112121 - 4115121. Contractor installed 8"
lateral and manifold. Water service installations, hydrostatic testing, and
water sampling to start the week of 4119121 - 4123121. Pending

o 410 W. Hellman Ave. - lnstall 1" combo meter. Pending

o 1722 S. Mc Pherrin Ave. - lnstalled new l" water service and abandoned
old service. Resolved

o 550 W. Garvey Ave. - Met with contractor regarding 4" fire line and meter
installation. Water main installation to start the week of 4119121 - 4123121

Pending

o 327 Ladera St. - lnstalled new '1" water service. Abandonment of old
service still Pending
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o 1197 Brier Cliff Way - lnstall new 1" water service. Pending

o 441W. Garvey Ave. - Replaced broken meter box. Resolved

o 215 N. Alhambra Ave. - Repaired leaking 1" water service. Resolved

General Services

o Completed USA'S.
o Routine System maintenance completed.
o Valve program - G-4 - F-4.
o Hydrant Maintenance - G-4 - F-4.
o Fire Flow - 5
o Dead-end flushing - 3
o Staff - SMW lntegration and Troubleshooting
o Staff - Slurry Project - Re count valves and paint valve lids.
o Staff - Started maintenance on air vac's throughout the city and

replacing all air-vac cans.
o Staff - Re arranging warehouse and utility bins for kitchen repairs.
o Staff - Participated in Department Meetings on Monday's and

Thursday's.
o Staff - Staff participated in Human Resources Academy Training.
o Staff - Street Paving and Asphalt Overlay Project. - Staff started

walking numerous streets to identify galvanize services or water main
work pending in surrounding area of work.

Standbv / Gallouts:

Gustomer Service:

Staff Attendance

Accomplished Tasks

David Zapata ott 4115

Daniel Mireles Present all days
Frankie Dominquez Present all days
DanielAbarca oft 4112

Meter Reading
Read Routes 40-43 Meters Read 1,214
Re-Reads Routes 36-39 Re-Reads 312

No. of Thinqs-to-Do from City Hall Requests 51
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Support Services Admin Tu rn -Offs/Tags suspen ded u nti I fu rthe r notice
Delinquent Turn-Offs 0 Delinquent Taqs 0 Green Taqs 7

Meter Read & Off/On 12nA
Consumer Assist Calls 22
Property Leaks 2 Meter Leaks 0 Curb Stop/Svc Leak 3/0
Hish Bills 0 Turn On/Offs Repair 9/8 Water Quality 0
Low PSI Calls 0 Water Conservation Compla i nts/l ntervention 0/0

Maintenance
Meter Box Repair/Replacec 110 Resisters Replaced - Dead/Stopped 44113

Cross Connection
Backflow TesURepairs 0/0 BFT Entered into Tokay - Existing/New 2510
Mailed BFT Reports 1st Notice/2nd Notice 0/0

Final lnspections 0
Fire Hvdrant Meters lnstalled/Read 0/0

Conservation:
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ENGINEERING DIVISION

Administration:

1. Budget Coordination - Continued coordination with Finance for 21122 Budget.

2. Environmental Commission:

Update provided on timing of the Climate Action Plan and priority of the
Housing Element.

Commission still seeking additional grant opportunities

3. RFP'S

SR-710 Mobility lmprovement Project Management ln the process of
reviewing and revising second draft of RFP. Available for Director review
next week.

a

o

Miscellaneous ltems:

1. Major Utility Work or lnterruptions:

SGE:
. Cable Upgrade - Project completed - No known impacts or issues.

SoCal Gas:
o Main replacement on Trumbower, Starbird, Keller and Wilcox: On

schedule - target completion date of May 31 ,2021.

Gapital lm provement Proiects :

1. Fire Station 62 Demolition & Reconstruction - Phase ll (Fire Station) (92002)

. 650/o Complete

o Framing 2nd Floor and Apparatus Room ongoing

o Utilities Roughed ln and SCE power Pole replaced

. So Cal Gas to install new service on 4l2O

o lnsulation and Drywallto begin this week.

o Phase I - Sewer: City's design engineer, SA Associates, approved
change of method to 'Jack & bore" (no comments from LA County
Sanitation Dist); SA will provide additional project management
assistance. Work to start in 3-4 weeks. By next week, staff will receive an

\\m pkc15\Pu b I icWo rks\WE E KLY STATU S R PTS\0419 202 1
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exact start date. GRBCON has obtained a rental staging lot (#1) at 220 N.
Atlantic Blvd. Contractor to take over site and mobilize on May 1't.

Phase ll - Water: Gentry Brothers, Inc was the lowest responsible bidder
at $886K. Council awarded contract at the 313121 meeting. PM sent out
award letter to contract. Expect to receive signed document this week.
Signed set of Contracts received by PWk, routing documents for approval.

3. Solar Panel lnstallation -o Site #1: Library - Cenergy started working on relocating the switch box in

the library to make space to install their control box. Once that is
complete, they will schedule with us and SCE for a power shut down of
the building to be able to connect the power

Site #2: Langley - Building Dept. signed off the electrical work. They do
have some asphalt restoration to complete in the parking lot and the
removal of the chain link fence. lt is expected that the restoration work to
take place in the next two weeks.

a

a Site #3: City Hall - tentative start date 4/23

4. Northeast Phase ll Water lmprovements
o Design Consultant Submitted 1't plan and specs
o Staff reviewing Plans and Specs Package
o Looking ahead - Staff to set up meeting with water department to review.

5. City Hall Furniture Upgrade

o Cit! Clerk's Office Furniture: Vendor finalizing order - Lead time 68
weeks.

. City Manager's Office: Staff is working on layout for this office.

6. Garfield/Graves Traffic Signal Upgrades (96015 & 96005) -Valve replacement
was initially scheduled for 3122121 but TBD - Cesar to follow-up this week. Cesar
contacted PTM for confirmation with sub contractor on valve relocation and civil
work. Contractor will verify start date this week.

7. 2019-20 Street Resurfacing Project at Various Locations (96008):

. Meeting with SCE on Wednesday 04107121. Per the meeting, SCE will
bear responsibility and cost burden for resurfacing Markland Drive from
Wilcox Avenue to Potrero Grande Drive at the completion of their project.
SCE will be completing the work in accordance with the City's
specifications. lwill be providing the specs, design, and existing conditions
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a

in a bid package format. Additionally, SCE will indicate this responsibility
on the permit application as a required condition for permitting. This will
save the City approximately $200,000.

Updated construction cost of $4.3 million However, the following
locations were added back to the 201912020 project (previously removed)

a. Plateau Ave - Village Drive to Cul-De-Sac
b. Village Drive - Plateau Avenue to Town Avenue
c. Metro Drive - Aztec Way to Village Drive
d. Abe Way - Metro Drive to Cul-De-Sac
e. Village Place - Village Drive to Cul-De-Sac
f. Hammel Drive - Country Road to Village Drive
g. Country Road - Gate to Town Avenue
h. Country Place - Country Road to Cul-De-Sac
i. Town Avenue - Country Road to Kays Avenue

8. 2020121 &2021122 Street Resurfacing

. Listing locations based on the latest PMP study.

. Creating location tables/diagrams and construction estimates

9. Gatch Basin GPS Units lnstallation (96010) - Coordinating with John Hunter to
start the permitting process with LA County.

1 0. Wate r Ya rd Kitc he n Exte ns io n (4054220 -52511
a. Agreement finalized.
b. Project walkthrough completed.
c. Contractor preparing plan to submit to Building for permits

Development Related Proiects:

1. 1970 S Atlantic Blvd - Raising Cane's restaurant
a. Waiting for the MCA and the engineering cost estimate for the grading

bond.
b. Applicant needs to submit AUP application.

2. 2439 S Garfield Ave - ARCO & Starbucks
a. Waiting for the grading bond amounts to be posted.
b. Demolition started over the weekend without permits and AQMD

clearance.
c. Formal demolition application submitted 411812021
d. Charging an extra inspection fee for today.
e. Applicant contacted to complete submittal.

3. 314 S Moore Ave - 2nd submittal of Site plan review (TM-20-04) draft conditions
of approval completed April 8,2021.

4. 505 Monterey Pass Road - 1st Site plan review (DRB-21-10) comments Due
April 16,2021.

5. 555 N Atlantic Blvd - Dedication review - RKA reviewing the dedication
document.
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BUILDING DIVISION

Plan Gheck
411212021 to 411612021

Number of New Submittal

Number of Submittal Routed

11

18

Number of Submittal in the queue for review
as of

411612021 9

I nspections Completed: 110

PLANNING DIVISION

. Plan Checks Reviewed: 8
o Emails: 13
o Phone Calls (Planning Line only x315): 70

1. General Business:

Housing Element:
a. Data requested by consultant is being prepared

b. Next Steps:
i. - Site Opportunity List
ii. Community Engagement Strategy (Time Sensitive)

1. Social Media
2. Cascades
3. Stake Holders from GP LUE Update

iii. AB52 - Tribal Consultation

2. Development Submiftals:

Applications Under Review:
a. Self Storage - 505 Monterey Pass Rd. - Madison Capital -

i. 74,750 square feet - OP - Non-McCaslin Park

b. Town Center - 114 E. Garvey Avenue
i. Revised Plan to increase height and number of residential units.

c. Zone Text Amendment:
i. To allow office on the first floor by CUP.

Upcoming Hearings:
a. Good Views - 16 Unit Town Home Development (June 2021)

\\m p kc1 6\P u b I i cWo rks\WE E K LY STATU S RPTS\04 19202 1
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b" Whitmore Villas - 62 Town Home Units (June 2021)
ii. CEQA comment period ended 411412021

iii. Response to comments are being prepared.
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and direction$ of mu[icipal staffin connection with sne of our projects, as far as compliance with

city standards is concerned. I regard a city's staff as the experts on what is appropriate within that

city's boundaries.

In Dec+mber 2020, the City of Monterey Park awarded to GRBCON a contract for

upgrades to the main sewer lines ia the vicinity sf the intersection of Atlantic Boulevard

Garvey Avenue.

6. In order to begin the work, GRBCON needed a convenient location to store

such as sswsr piping, and heavy equipment such as diggers and earth moving equipment.

In early ZQ?l,l telephoned the City of MontereyPark Public Workst,

o oae

with City staff; City staff were fully aware of GRBCON's use of the 220 N. Ailantic lct.

from City ever advised us that the storage ofGRBCON's supplies and equipment onthe

lot might be in violation of any Monterey Park Municipal Code provisions.

-2-

{

and spoke to Frank Lopez, who I understood to be the City's Director of Public

and Cesar Vega who, I undersl,ood was an engineer with the Department. Mr. Lopez and

. Vega suggest that I contact the owner of the 220 N. Atlantic property, stating the lot would be

ideal staging af,ea for the sewer project. Mr. Lopez and Mr. Vega provided me with contact

for the owner of the 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard lot, which is adjacent to the north of

99 Ranch Market and otherbusinessss in the cornsr shoppmgcenter. Mr. Lopez and Mr.

urged me to enter into a lease agreement with the pmperty owner,

8. In April 2021, in aocordance with City stafPs suggestions, GRBCON leased

220 N. Atlantic lot for uss as a storage yard/staging area. GRBCON moved its equipment and

supplies there in May 2021. 220 Hotel Atlantic, LLC leased the property to GRBCON on a

monlh-to-month basis at n ratn, to my begt recollection, of $ $2,500_ per month.

9. GRBCON's use of the property, to my knowledge, complied fullywith all

imposed by the City, City staff did not request any information regardlng any safety

GRBCON or maintensnce practices GRBCON would employduring GRBCON's use

the 220 N. Atlantic lot. Drrring the couse of the proJect, we were in frequent, often daily,

DECLARATION OF' I(RISTION GRBAVAC
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants

Electronica lly FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
Ll3ll2025 5:22 PM
David W, Slayton,
Executive OfficerlClerk of Court,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

Case No. 24NNCV00087

DECLARATION OF CHRIS LINDSEYO
P.E. RE OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Evidentiary Objectionsl Proposed Order re
Evidentiary Objectionsl Declarations of
Edward M. Chan, Andrew O. Krastins,
Martin Flores, William Lauo and Kristion
Grbavac; exhibitsl

Date: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

V

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 1,2024
: None Set

I, Chris Lindsey, P.E., declare as follows:

1. I make this Declaration in opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Issuance of Preliminary

lnjunction. I am over eighteen years of age and am not apafiy in this action. If called as a witness, I

1

DECLARATION OF CHRIS LN\DSEY
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could and would testifu to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am the Lead Stormwater Design Engineer at Santa Fe Water Systems ("SFWS"), a

water piping equipment distributor established in 1990 and headquartered in Santa Fe Springs,

Califomia. I am a California licensed professional Civil engineer. Our website is at

https ://sfwsystems. com/ .

3. In March of 2023, our firm SFWS was contacted by the Defendants here to provide

stormwater system design services for the ongoing project at795 W. Garvey in Monterey Park ("the

7 Leaves Project").

4. The general contractor on the 7 Leaves project is Joven Construction Services, Inc.

Neither I nor my firm have ever acted, or purported to act, as the general contractor on that project.

5. Also, none of the Defendants have represented themselves to me as being the

project's general contractor, nor have they acted as general contractor.

6. The project's underground stormwater storage tank is in the final stages of

permitting. The Defendants cannot purchase the needed storage tank until the City completes its

permitting process because purchasing a storage tank that does not correspond with the final plan

would render the tank useless to the project.

7. Starting in July of 2024 I worked with another of the Defendants' engineering

contractors, Cal Land Engineering & Associates, [nc. to revise the project plans and redesign the

stormwater management system, including the stormwater pump station as needed.

8. In September of 2024,I provided the Defendants with a redesign of the stormwater

management system, including the stormwater pump station which would connect the project to the

City stormwater pipe line.

9. I understand that in September of 2024, Edward Chan forwarded our redesign to the

City for review, and that the Chans and their general contractor are currently awaiting City approval

of the redesign in order to move forward and purchase the storage tank.

10. I have not observed any unjustified delay in the project that was caused by the

Defendants. To the best of my knowledge, they have been working diligently to move this project

forward toward completion.

2
DECLARATION OF' CHRIS LINDSEY
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on Jonuory 28 ,2025 at Los Angeles California.

Chris

J
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Andrew O. Krastinso Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
Ll3Ll2025 5r22 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

Case No. 24NNCV00087

DECLARATION OF WILLIAM LAU

[tiled concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Evidentiary Objections; Proposed Order re
Evidentiary Objections; Declarations of
Edward M. Chano Andrew O. Krastins,
Martin Floreso Chris Lindsey, and Kristion
Grbavacl exhibitsl

Date: February 14,2025
Time: 8:30 a.m.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COTJRT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

V

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set

I, William Lau, declare:

1. I am over eighteen years of age and am not a party in this action. If called as a witness,

I could and would testify to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am the president of Eastem Intemational Bank ("Bank"). The Bank is located in the

same shopping center as the 7 Leaves project. The Chan family owns the portion ofthe shopping center
1
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DECLARATION OF' WILLIAM LAU

where the Bank is located, as well as the 7 Leaves building on the corner. The Bank is one of the

Chans'tenants.

3. In October 2024,I received a telephone call from City of Monterey Park Economic

Development Manager Joseph Tones. Mr. Torres asked to meet with me for lunch at the Chef Tony

restaurant, a few blocks north of the Bank.

4. On October I0,2024,I met with Mr. Torres at the restaurant. During our meeting, Mr.

Torres told me that the City received citizen complaints that the 7 Leaves project was an eyesore. Mr.

Tones advised me to urge Chans to hire a different general contractor and stated that unless the Chans

did so, the City would take over the 7 Leaves project.

5. I do not understand why Mr. Torres thought that the 7 Leaves project involved me or

the Bank. It does not.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on Januarv 28. ,2025 at Monterey Park, Califomia.

d:E *
William Lau

2
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

(spAcE BELOW FOR FTLING STAMP ONLY)

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of Callfornia,
County of Los Angeles
U3UZA25 5:22 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive OfficeriClerk of Coud,
By E. Madrid, Deputy Clerk

Attorneys for Defendants, Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASENO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

LIFORNIA, et al DECLARATION OF KRISTION
GRBAVAC

Plaintiffs,

OBERT CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants

1. I, Kristion Grbavac, declare as follows:

2. I am over eighteen years of age and am not a party to this action. If called as a

tness, I could and would testify to the following facts fiom my own personal knowledge.

3. I am the president and founder of GRBCON, Inc. Since 2015, GRBCON has

ded comprehensive underground infrastructure rehabilitation and construction services to

unicipalities, cities, and water districts throughout Southern California. Among GRBCON's key

services is our work on municipal sewer, storm drain and other water conve)ance systems.

4. In my work with governmental entities, as an important general practice, I ensure

that GRBCON and its employees abide strictly with each such entity's directions regarding

compliance with any relevant municipal code sections, particularly those pertaining to safety.

Neither I nor my employees have ever regarded it as GRBCON's place to question the opinions

V

I
DECLARATION OF KRISTION GRBAVAC
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and directions of municipal rtaffin connection with one of ourpmjects, as far aB compliance with

city standards is conc€med. Ircgad a city's stafTas the orperts or whst is appropriate within that

city's boundaries.

In Decembor 2020, the City of Monterey Fark awarded to GRBCON a conbsct for

upgrades to the main sewer lines in the vicinity of the intersection of Atlantic Boulevard

aud GarveyAvenue.

6, In order to begin the work, GRBCON needed a convenient losation to store

supplies, sush as sewer piping, and heavy equipment such as diggers and earth rnoving eguipment.

'l . In early 202l,Itelephaned the City of MontereyPark Public Works

Departrnent and spoke to Frarik Lopez, who I underrtood to be the City's Director of Public

and Cesar Vega who, I rurdeffitood was an engineet with the Department. Mr, Inpez aud

. Vega suggest that I contact the otrser of the 220 N. Atlantic property', stating the lot would be

ideal ataging area for the sewer project. Mr. Iopez and Mr. Vega provided me wilh contact

for the owner of the 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard lot, which is adjacent to the norlh of

99 Ranch Marke t and othe.r busiresses in the cotner shopprng csnter. Mt. Lopez and Mr.

ega wged rne to enter into a lea"se agreement with the ptoperfy owner.

8, In April 2021, in accordance with City staff s suggestions, GRBCON leased

220 N. Atlantic lot for uso as a storage yar#staginga.rea, GRBCON moved its equipment and

thero in May 2021. 220 Hotel Atlantic, LLC leased the property to GRBCON on a

basis at arartfi, to mybest recollection, of $ $2,500_ per morth.

9. GRBCON's use of the property, to my knowledge, complied fullywith all

irnposed by the City, CiB stalT did not request any inforsration regarding any safety

GRBCON or maintenance practices GRBCON would ernployduring GRBCON's use

the 220 N. Atlantic lot. During the oourse of the prqject, we were in frequent, ofte,n daily,

with City statr; Ctty staffwere fully aware of GRBCON's use of the 220 N. Aflantic lot,

one fipm City evyr advised us that the storage of GRBCON's supplies and equipment on the

lot might be in violation of any Monterey ParkMunicipal Code pruvisions.

-2-
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l0 GRBCON completed work on the Monterey Park sewer rehabilitation project in

2023. With the City's knowledge and without objection, GRBCON continued to use

220 N. Atlantic lot for the storage of sewer piping and heavy equipment pursuant to the terms

f its opem-ended lease agreement with 220 Hotel Atlantic, LLC. My employees began clearing

CON's supplies and equipment from the 220 N. Atlantic lot in September 2024,

1 l. At no time during my use of the 220 N. Atlantic lot did City staff ever advise

CON, directly or indirectly, that GRBCON's use of the property was in any way

onable.

12. To the best of my knowlecige, during the year and a half that GRBCON stored

and materials at the 220 N. Atlantic lot, the City posted no citations or notices or other

indicating that there was any sort of code violation at the property, whether relating to

CON's use of the lot or to the litter, weeds, cracked pavement, graffiti and broken fencing

at the site when GRBCON entered into the lease through the time GRBCON retrieved its

supplies and equipment.

13. During the year and a half that GRBCON used of the 220 N. Atlantic

, 220 Hotel Atlantic, LLC at no time advised me or any of my employees that the City or

anyone else objected to GRBCON's use of the property as a storage yard.

14. In terms of pure expedience, the City of Monterey Park's relations with

GRBCON have been exemplary. Based on GRBCON's experience with the sewer project, I

anticipate that any projects which GRBCON will work on for the City of Monterey Park in the

future will be facilitated with equal ease by City staff.

I declare under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is, the best of my

knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on December 10, 2A24 atBaldwirr Park, California.
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Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458), City Attorney
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
E-mail: kberser@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail: tcampen@bwslaw.com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 9007 I -29 53
Tel 213.236.0600 Fax: 213.236.2700

Attomeys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA and CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK

TIIE PEOPLE OF TI{E STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, by and through the City
Attorney for the City of Monterey Park; and
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK, a Municipal
Corporation,

Plaintiffs,

V

ROBERT CHAN, an individual;
ELAINE YEE CHAN, an individual;
EDWARD M. CHAN, an individual;
PATRICIA YU CHAN, an individual;
MAN FEI CHAN also known as ("AKA")
MAN FEI GOLD, an individual;
HOWARD M. CHAN, an individual;
IRENE CHAN AKA IRENE I. HUANG, AN

individual;
RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHAN, as Trustee of
the Chan Family Trust;
CINDY CHTING CHAN, as Trustee of the
Chan Family Trust;
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, a California Corporation;
EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company; and
DOES 1 through 50, inclusive,

Defendants.

FILING FEE EXEMPT PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE $ 6103

Case No. 24NNCV00087

JFAP: Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Dept. E

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK'S SECOND ST]PPLEMENTAL
AND AMENDED RESPONSES AI\D
OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS
EDWARD M. CHAN AND HOWARD
CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
sET NO. ONE (1)

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COI.INTY OF LOS ANGELES, NORTH CENTRAL DISTRICT

Action Filed:
Trial Date:

March 5,2024
None Set
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PROPOUNDING PARTY : Defendants EDWARD M. CHAN and HOWARD CHAN

RESPONDING PARTY : Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARI(

SET NO. : ONE (1) - SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND

AMENDED

TO DEFENDANTS AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2031.210, et seq., Plaintiff City of Monterey

Park ("the City" or "Responding Party") hereby supplements and amends its responses to

Defendants' Special Interrogatories, Set One, heretofore served upon it as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

It should be noted that the City has not fully completed its investigation of the facts

relating to this case, its discovery in this action, and its preparation for trial. All of the

supplemental and amended responses ("responses") contained herein are based only upon such

information and documents which are presently available to and specifically known to the City

based on the knowledge of individuals currently working for the City, who discloses only those

contentions which presently suggest themselves to such responding party. It is anticipated that

further discovery, independent investigation, legal research and analysis will supply additional

facts, add meaning to the known facts, as well as establish entirely new factual conclusions and

legal contentions, all of which may lead to substantial additions to, changes in and variations from

the contentions herein set forth. Similarly, further discovery and investigation may uncover

certain privileged documents falling within the categories of production sought by requesting

pary. Therefore, the following responses are given without prejudice to the City's right to refuse

to produce privileged documents later discovered, and conversely the City's right to produce

subsequently discovered documents. Additionally, the following responses are given without

prejudice to the City's right to produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact, or facts.

The City accordingly reserves the right to change any and all responses herein as additional facts

are ascertained, analyses are made, legal research is completed and contentions are made. The

responses contained herein are made in a good faith effon to supply as much factual information

4879-8839-3691 v1
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and as much specificity of legal contentions as is presently known but should in no way be to the

prejudice of the City in relation to further discovery, research or analyses and should not be

deemed and do not constitute a waiver of the City's right to rely on additional or different facts or

information at trial.

SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Please IDENTIFY each member of the Monterey Park City Council who has

communicated with the CITY Staff regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2015

through the date that these Special Interrogatories are served. [Forpurposes ofthese Special

Interrogatories, 'IDENTIFY" means state the name, address and telephone number of the person

whose identity is sought; for purposes of these Special Interrogatories, "SUBJECT PROPERTY"

means the real property located at795 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park, as

referenced in Plaintiffs' Complaint; "CITY" means the City of Monterey Park and all departments

and divisions thereof.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Objection. Overly broad. (Romero v. Hern ( I 969) 27 6 Cal. App.2d 7 87, 7 94.) Inelevant to

the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to

the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks

information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d

591, 601.) This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be an

unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be

an undue burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior

Court of Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12,19.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or supplement this response as further

information becomes known

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

The following individuals are councilmembers during the specified time period and were

present for noticed and agendized closed session discussions with the City Attorney's Office

regarding the Subject Property and all of whom may be contacted through Counsel. Responding

Party does not have any knowledge of any non-privileged communications between the below

listed individuals and CITY staff relating to the SUBJECT PROPERTY, except as referenced

below. Discovery and investigation are ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or

supplement this response as further information becomes known.

l. Yvonne Yiu (current councilmember)

2. Thomas Wong (current councilmember)

3. Jose Sanchez (current councilmember)

4. Henry Lo (current councilmember)

5. Vinh Ngo (current councilmember)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

For each member of the Monterey Park City Council who communicated with any member

of the City Staff regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2015 through the date that

these Special lnterrogatories are served, please state the date that each such communication was

made.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Objection. Overly broad. (Romero v. Hern ( I 969) 27 6 Cal. App.2d 7 87, 7 94.) Inelevant to

the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to

the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks

information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d

591, 601.) This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be an

unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be

an undue burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior
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Court of Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12,19.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend andlor supplement this response as further

information becomes known

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The current City Council engaged in noticed and agendized closed session discussions

with the City Attorney's Office regarding the Subject Property on November 11, 2023. There are

email communications from Ron Bow to the City Council on April 29,2022 and August 5,2022,

and one from Inez .Nlvarcz from July 5,2023, that reference the Subject Property along with many

others as part of a broad development updates. There is a PowerPoint presentation apparently

meant for Council Member Thomas Wong from Joe Torres that reference the Subject Property

along with many others as part of a broad development updates, as attached to an email from Mr.

Torres to Ron Bow.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

For each member of the Monterey Park City Council who communicated with any member

of the City Staff regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2015 through the date that

these Special Interrogatories are served, please IDENTIFY each and every party to each such

communication.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO.3:

Objection. Overly broad. (Romero v. Hern ( 1 969) 27 6 Cal. App.2d 7 87, 7 94.) Inelevant to

the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to

the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks

information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Cotrt (1984) 37 Cal.3d

591, 601.) This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be an

unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be

an undue burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior
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Court of Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12,19.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or supplement this response as further

information becomes known

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The current City Council engaged in noticed and agendized closed session discussions

with the City Auorney's Office regarding the Subject Property on November 11, 2023. Present

included the City Council, the City Manager, City Attomey Karl Berger and Assistant City

Attorney Timothy Campen. There are email communications from Ron Bow to the City Council

on April 29,2022 and August 5,2022, and one from Inez Alvarez from July 5,2023,that

reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development updates.

There is a PowerPoint presentation apparently meant for Council Member Thomas Wong from Joe

Torres that reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development

updates, as attached to an email from Mr. Torres to Ron Bow.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

For each communication by a member of the Monterey Park City Council with any

member of the City Staff regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January I,2015, through the

date that these Special Interrogatories are served, please state which of such communications was

written.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Objection. Overly broad. (Romero v. Hern ( I 969) 27 6 Cal. App.2d 7 87, 7 94.) Inelevant to

the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to

the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks

information subject to the attomey-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d

591, 601.) This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be an

unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be

an undue burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See
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Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior

Court of Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12,19.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or supplement this response as further

information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The current City Council engaged in noticed and agendized closed session discussions

with the City Attorney's Office regarding the Subject Property on November l l, 2023. The City

Attorney's office provided the City Council with a confidential and privileged legal memorandum

regarding the matter atthatmeeting. There are email communications from Ron Bow to the City

Council on April 29,2022 and August 5,2022, and one from Inez Alvarcz from July 5,2023,that

reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development updates.

There is a PowerPoint presentation apparently meant for Council Member Thomas Wong from Joe

Torres that reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development

updates, as attached to an email from Mr. Torres to Ron Bow.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Please LIST each and every written communication between any member of the Monterey

Park City Council and any member of the City Staff pertaining to the SLIBJECT PROPERTY

from January I,2015 to the date that these Special Interrogatories was served. [For purposes of

these Special lnterrogatories, '.LIST", when used in connection with writings, means that the

Responding Party is to state the type, date, author, recipient and description of the DOCUMENT

to which the Special Interrogatory refers; [For purposes of these Special Interrogatories,

"DOCUMENTS" means those "writings" [sic] as defined by Evidence Code section 250 which

are within the possession, custody or control of the Responding Party.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Objection. Overly broad. (Romero v. Hern ( 1 969) 27 6 Cal.App.2d 7 87, 7 94.) krelevant to

the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to
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the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks

information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Cotxt (1984) 37 Cal.3d

591, 601.) This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be an

unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be

an undue burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); znd Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior

Court of Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or supplement this response as further

information becomes known.

With Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds

as follows:

The current City Council engaged in noticed and agendized closed session discussions

with the City Attorney's Office regarding the Subject Property on November 11, 2023. The City

Attorney's office provided the City Council with a confidential and privileged legal memorandum

regarding the matter at that meeting. There are email communications from Ron Bow to the City

Council on April 29,2022 and August 5,2022, and one from Inez Alvarez from July 5,2023,that

reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development updates.

There is a PowerPoint presentation apparently meant for Council Member Thomas Wong from Joe

Torres that reference the Subject Property along with many others as part of a broad development

updates, as attached to an email from Mr. Torres to Ron Bow.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Please IDENTIFY each person or entity that the CITY has nominated to serve as a receiver

in each and every legal proceeding the CITY commenced pursuant to Health and Safety Code

section 17960 et seq., from January I,2014 through the date that these Special Interrogatories

were served.

:

Objection. krelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not
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reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Alitchell v.

Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601.)

With Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds

as follows:

Kevin Randolph. Fenemore. 550 E. Hospitality Ln., Suite 350, San Bernardino, C492408.

909-890-4499.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Please state the case number of each lawsuit brought by the CITY seeking the appointment

of a receiver pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 17960 et seq., from January 1,2014

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Objection. Inelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v.

Superior Covrt (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601.)

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

l. People of the State of Califurnia, et al. v. The Heirs or Divisees of Mary C. Perez,

et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court case no. 20DGCV0072L.

2. People of the State of California, et al. v. Good Day, et al., Los Angeles County

Superior Court case no. BC561517.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Please state the case number of each lawsuit brought by the CITY seeking the appointment

of a receiver pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 17960 et seq., from January I,2014

through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served, in which the trial court appointed

such a receiver.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 8:

Objection. Irrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v.

Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591,601.)

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

People of the State of Califurnia, et al. v. The Heirs or Divisees of Mary C. Perez, et al.,

Los Angeles County Superior Court case no. 20DGCV0072I.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Please state the case number of each lawsuit brought by the CITY seeking the appointment

of a receiver pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 17960 et seq., in connection with a

commercial property, from January l, 2014 through the date that these Special Interrogatories

were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Objection. Irrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v.

Superior Court (1984) 3l Cal.3d 591,601.)

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

People of the State of California, et al. v. Good Day, et al., Los Angeles County Superior

Court case no. BC561517.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Please state the case number of each lawsuit brought by the CITY seeking the appointment

of a receiver pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 17960 et seq., in connection with a

commercial property, from January I,2014 through the date that these Special Interrogatories
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were served, in which the trial court appointed such a receiver.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Objection. Lrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2011.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v.

Superior Court (1984) 3l Cal.3d 591, 601.)

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

CITY is not aware of any court cases responsive to this request.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Does the CITY presently have the power to take real property by eminent domain for

purposes of private commercial redevelopment?

:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Irrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and

the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-

client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Covrt (1984) 3l Cal.3d 591, 601.)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

If the CITY presently possesses the power to take real property by eminent domain for

purposes of commercial redevelopment, please state each requirement the CITY must satisfu in

order to commence an action to do so.

:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Irrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and

the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2011.Orc.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-

client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Cotrt (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601.)
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

If the CITY presently does not possess the power to take real property by eminent domain

for purposes of commercial redevelopment, please state the last date when the CITY did possess

such a power.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Irrelevant to the subject matter of this matter, and

the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0.) The request seeks information subject to the attorney-

client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Cotrt ( I 984) 37 Cal.3d 59 1, 60 1 .)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Please state each provision of the Monterey Park Municipal Code which pertains to the

position of Building Official for the City of Monterey Park.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Lrelevant to the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding

party, namely the Monterey Park Municipal Code, which can be found in its entirety at

https ://ecode3 60.com/MO497 I .

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Please state the specific job qualifications required of the CITY's Building Official.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. The information sought in this discovery request is
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equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Irrelevant to the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.)

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Knowledse. Skills and Abilities

Knowledge ofi Properties of building materials; Principles of building design and

engineering; Construction methods and technology; Accepted safety and health standards;

Building codes, including requirements for electrical, mechanical, plumbing, energy conservation

and facility accessibility, etc.; Procedures and other regulatory agencies involved in the permit

process; Legal procedures and due process in building codes administration; Principles of public

fiscal budgeting.

Abilitv to: Motivate fellow workers with strong leadership and management skills;

Achieve and maintain through team effort, quality work and excellent customer service;

Communicate and coordinate with multiple departments and agencies to facilitate construction

activities; Interpret building and related codes logically, and explain the rationale clearly to staff

and customer.

Education and Experience: A college degree in Civil Engineering, Architecture,

Construction, or a closely related field. At least four years of professional work experience in

building or structural design, construction, plan check, inspection or research in building

technology, including at least two years in a supervisory capacity.

License and Certification: A valid California Class C Driver's License is required at time

of appointment and as a continuing condition of employment. Certification as a Building Official

by the International Code Council (ICC). Registered with the State of California as an architect,

civil engineer or structural engineer.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Please state the job duties of the CITY's Building Official.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. The information sought in this discovery request is

equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and

Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) lrelevant to the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Under general direction of the Community and Economic Development Director, the

Building Official plans, coordinates and administers activities of the Building Division. This mid-

management position leads a staff of six to eight fuIl-time employees to maintain a high level of

public services in plan check, inspection and other building safety related programs for

compliance with State and local building standards. The Building Official also serves as staff

liaison to the Modification Committee. Duties further include the following:

o Plan, organize, assign, direct, motivate, review and evaluate staff and programs in the

Building Division;

o Prepare, update and recommend building standards for adoption by the City Council;

o Establish and improve policies and procedures for the Division to effectively carry out its

goals and responsibilities;

o Evaluate and adopt new technologies for enhancement of Division's operations;

o Research and examine supporting data, and make decisions or recommendations on

proposed alternate materials or methods of design and construction;

o Coordinate various agencies or departments in the permit application process;

o Provide code interpretations and technical assistance to the public and the design and

construction professionals;
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o Provide data and reports concerning permit activities to the city management and other

governmental agencies;

o Administer programs for building safety maintenance, and abatehazardous conditions;

o Investigate constituent complaints on alleged building violations;

o Assist staff in developing job knowledge and skills through mentoring, in-house training,

certification programs and continuing education.

o Prepare and manage the annual budget for the Division;

o Serve as staff liaison to the Modification Committee.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Please state the date of each meeting of the CITY's City Council, Planning Commission or

other division or department of the CITY which the Building Official is obligated to attend as a

part of the Building Official's job duties.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 1

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "obligated to attend". The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2d a5.) Lrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2011 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The Building Official has no set meetings with the City Council where attendance is

required. Like any City Staff, attendance at such meetings would be specific to a particular matter

where the Building Offlrcial's presence is specifically requested, if any.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Please IDENTIFY each person who has occupied the position of Building Official for the

CITY from January 1,2014 through the date that these Special Interrogatories are served.

4879-8839-3691 vl 15

PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND
OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,

SET I



I

2

Ĵ
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., g 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v.

Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) lrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2011 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Discovery and investigation are ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to

amend and/or supplement this response as further information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

1. Jon Traw: 3l112014-612812014; Traw Associates Consulting; 14435 Eastridge Dr.,

Whittier, CA 90602; (562) 696-8839.

2. Timothy Tran:312512015 to 911812020; former City employee (may be contacted through

counsel.)

3. Dennis Tarango: (on or about) 912312020 to present; Transtech; 801 S. Grand Avenue,

Suite 1205, Los Angeles, CA 90017; (310) 868-0975.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

For each person who has served as Building Official for the CITY from January 1,2014

through the date that these Special Interrogatories are served, please state the dates on which said

service began and ended.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v.

Superior Court ( 1968) 259 Cal.App.2d a5 .) Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .0I0; Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Discovery and investigation are ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to
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amend and/or supplement this response as further information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

See Response to Interrogatory No. 18.

INTERROGATORY NO.

Is the position of City of Monterey Park Building Official a permanent position?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "permanent". The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., g 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.) hrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The position of City of Monterey Park Building Official is an "at-will" position that has

been held by City employees and by contracted professionals. Responding Party is not certain

what is meant by "permanent position."

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 21:

Please IDENTIFY the CITY's most recent permanent Building Official prior to the

appointment of Dennis Tarango.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "permanent". Irrelevant

and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd12,l8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Timothy Tran. All individuals who have held the position of City of Monterey Park

Building Official, including Timothy Tran, are listed in City's Response to Interrogatory No. 18. .

The City is not certain what is meant by "permanent position." The position of City of Monterey

Park Building Official is an "at-will" position that has been held by City employees and by

contracted professionals.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Please state in detail the steps the CITY has taken to hire a permanent Building Official,

from the date that the last permanent Building Official departed through the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "permanent". The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.) Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The City is not certain what is meant by "permanent position," as it is an "at will" position,

whether held by a City employee or contractor. The current Building Official is a contract

professional who may retain that position for as long as the contract for such services is in effect.

There have been no steps taken to hire a Building Official as a City employee during the time

period referenced in this Interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Is the CITY presently seeking to hire a permanent Building Official?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "permanent". The request

seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege. (Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37

Ca1.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,I8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The City is not certain what is meant by "permanent position," as it is an "at will" position,

whether held by aCity employee or contractor. The current Building Official is a contract

professional who may retain that position for as long as the contract for such services is in effect.

Currently, there are no steps being taken to hire a Building Official as a City employee.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Please state the daily hours of employment of each Building Official who provided

services to the CITY, from January I,2014 until the date that the CITY retained the services of

Dennis Tarango.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase o'services". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend andlor supplement this response as further

information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

1. Jon Traw: work hours unknown.

2. Timothy Tran: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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3. Dennis Tarango: hours atCity Hall are Monday and Wednesday from 1:30 p.m. to 6:00

p.m., and as otherwise specifically needed both remotely and at City Hall.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 25:

Is Dennis Tarango the CITY's current Building Official?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

Please state the CITY's TERMS OF EMPLOYMENT for each person who served as the

CITY's Building Official from January 1,2014 to the date that the CITY retained Dennis Tarango

to provide Building Offrcial services. [For purposes of these Special Interrogatories, "TERMS OF

EMPLOYMENT" means the pay range, hours to be worked, and the location where the work is to

be performed for the person whose TERMS OF EMPLOYMENT are requested here.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase'oservices". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Discovery and investigation are

ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend andlor supplement this response as further

information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The position of City of Monterey Park Building Official is an "at-will" position that has

been held by City employees and by contracted professionals. Responding Party is not certain

what is meant by'opermanent position."

Timothy Tran was the only person who was a City employee during the requested time

period. His typical work hours were generally from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through

Friday. His annual salary during the time he was employed with the City as the Building Official
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was $126,881.00, paid twice monthly.

Jon Traw provided contract services and was not a City employee. His hourly rate of $150

was payable in monthly installments not to exceed $6,000 for any month. Location of work - City

Hall, or as otherwise needed.

Dennis Tarango provides contract services and is not a City employee. His hourly rate of

$125-$145, not to exceed $60,000 (5lIl202I-I2l3ll202l, agreement no.224I-AB); hourly rate of

$140/8-10 hours per week, not to exceed $300,000 (Not to exceed amount includes services for

both plan reviews and building official services (11112022-1213112022,1st amendment to

agreement no.224l-AB); hourly rate of $140/8-10 hours per week, not to exceed $210,000

(Includes services for both plan reviews and building official services) (ll112023-112412025).

Location of work - City Hall, remotely, or as otherwise needed.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Do the terms of the contract or contracts pursuant to which Dennis Tarango provides

services to the CITY require Dennis Tarango to attend meetings of the City Council?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "require". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd12,l8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No. The Building Official may attend City Council meetings as needed.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Do the terms of the contract or contracts pursuant to which Dennis Tarango provides

services to the CITY require Dennis Tarango to attend meetings of the Planning Commission?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "require''. Irrelevant and
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too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No. The Building Official may attend Planning Commission meetings as needed.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 29:

Do the terms of the contract or contracts pursuant to which Dennis Tarango provides

services to the CITY require Dennis Tarango to attend any official meetings of any CITY boards

or commissions?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase'oservices". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

No. The Building Official may affend such meetings as needed.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

Since Dennis Tarango first commenced providing professional services to the CITY to the

date these Special Interrogatories were served, has Dennis Tarango attended any Monterey Park

City Council meetings?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "professional services".

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,l8.)
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31 :

If in the course of providing professional services to the CITY, Dennis Tarango has

attended City Council Meetings, please state the date of each such meeting that Dennis Tarango

attended.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "professional services".

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Discovery and

investigation are ongoing, and CITY reserves the right to amend and/or supplement this response

as further information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

. Novemb er 2, 2022; flrst reading of ordinance to adopt 2022 California Building Standards

Code.

o November 16, 2022; second reading of ordinance to adopt 2022 California Building

Standards Code.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Since Dennis Tarango first commenced providing professional services to the CITY to the

date these Special lnterrogatories were served, has Dennis Tarango attended any Monterey Park

Planning Commission meetings?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "professional seryices".

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not
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reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2011 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding ParE responds as

follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

If in the course of providing professional services to the CITY, Dennis Tarango has

attended City Planning Commission Meetings, please state the date of each such meeting that

Dennis Tarango attended.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "professional services".

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

Please define "City official" as that term is used in the CITY's ordinary business.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "CITY's ordinary

business". Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information

sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ

Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

There is no one particular definition for "City Official" used in the "City's ordinary
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business," and it would be dependent on the circumstances and context. Monterey Park Municipal

Code ("MPMC") section 2.36.100 recognizes o'members of the city council, the clerk, treasurer

and city attorney" as City Officials. Other portions of the MPMC sometimes refer to any person

acting on behalf of the City making appealable decisions to be a 
*City Official." California

Government Code $ 820a8(a) states, "'Public official' means every member, officer, employee, or

consultant of a state or local govefirment agency."

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Is the CITY's Building Official a"City official" as that term is used in the CITY's

ordinary business?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "CITY's ordinary

business". Inelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information

sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ.

Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

See response to Interrogatory No. 34. Depending on circumstances and context, the

Building Official could be considered a "City Official."

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Is Dennis Tarango a"City official" as that term is used in the CITY's ordinary business?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "CITY's ordinary

business". Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information

sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ

Proc, $ 2017.010:' Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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See response to Interrogatory No. 34. Depending on circumstances and context, the

Building Official could be considered a "City Official," meaning Dennis Tarango could also be

when acting in that capacity.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Is Dennis Tarango an employee of the City of Monterey Park?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

Does Dennis Tarango serve as a consultant to the CITY?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ROGATORY NO. 38:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "consultant". Irrelevant

and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Dennis Tarango serves as the City's Building Official, conducts building plan review, and

other services to the City on a contract basis. The term "consultant" is not a term ordinarily used

for Mr. Tarango's association with the City.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

Does the CITY own aII DOCUMENTS created by Dennis Tarango in the course of his

providing professional services to the CITY?

:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrases "owl" and "in the course

of his providing professional services to the CITY." Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v
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Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

To the extent Responding Party understands this Interrogatory, no, the City does not own

all DOCUMENTS created by Dennis Tarango in the course of his providing professional services

to the CITY.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Pursuant to any contract or other agreement to which the CITY is a party, does the CITY

have the authority to obtain from Dennis Tarango the DOCUMENTS created by Dennis Tarango

in the course of his providing professional services to the CITY, which are in the possession,

custody or control of Dennis Tarango?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase

"in the course of his providing professional seryices" and as to this Interrogatory as a whole.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

It depends on the specific "DOCUMENTS," as that term is defined in Evidence Code $

250, as to whether the City is entitled to any particular DOCUMENTS. Responding Party may be

able to provide a more specific answer to specifically described DOCUMENTS.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Does the CITY own all DOCUMENTS created by Transtech Engineers, Inc. in the course

of its providing professional services to the CITY?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase
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"own". Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information

sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ.

Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

See response to Interrogatory No. 39. The CITY does not "own all DOCUMENTS created

by Transtech Engineers, Inc. in the course of its providing professional services to the CITY" as

stated in this Interrogatory. Responding Party may be able to provide a more specific answer to

specifically described DOCUMENTS.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

Pursuant to any contract or agreement to which the CITY is a party, does the CITY have

the authority to obtain from Transtech Engineers, Inc. the DOCTIMENTS created by Transtech

Engineers, Inc. in the course of its providing professional services to the CITY, which are in the

possession, custody or control of Transtech Engineers, Inc.?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO.42:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase

"authority to obtain". krelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

It depends on the specific "DOCUMENTS," as that term is defined in Evidence Code $

250, as to whether the City is entitled to any particular DOCUMENTS. Responding Parfy may be

able to provide a more specific answer to specifically described DOCUMENTS.

:

Was Dennis Tarango initially retained by now-retired City Manager Ron Bow to serve as

the CITY's Building Official?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ROGATORY NO. 43

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "retained". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

No. The contract for services provided by Dennis Tarango is with the City, and not any

employee or City Official. Ron Bow was the City Manager when that contract was first executed

and authorized the then Public Work's Director's request to retain Dennis Tarango as the lnterim

Building Official while a long-term contract for such services was in process by the City. Mr.

Tarango had discussions and interviewed with the Public Works Director and not the City

Manager for both the interim position and the latter full contract position, the latter of which was

approved by the City Council.

SPECIAL r ATORY NO.44:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT pertaining to Dennis Tarango's job

qualifications that was examined by the City Manager prior to retaining Dennis Tarango to serve

as the CITY's BUILDING OFFICIAL.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase'oretaining". hrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0101'

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

1. Professional Services Agreement No. 224I2-AB;

2. 29 Page document from Transtech references "Staff Augmentation Services - Building
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Official";

3. Amendment to Professional Services Agreement No. 22412-AB

4. 28Page document from Transtech that references "Staff Augmentation Services -
Building Official" and includes a "Transtech Statement of Qualifications - October

2021."

SPECIAL TORY NO. 45:

Did Ron Bow interview Dennis Tarango prior to retaining Dennis Tarango to serve as the

CITY' s Building Offrcial?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase o'retaining". lrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2011.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Did Ron Bow memoialize in writing his interviews with Dennis Tarango prior to retaining

Dennis Tarango as the CITY's Building Official, or any portion of those interviews?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "retaining". Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No, because there were no such interviews.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Please IDENTIFY each governmental entity to which Dennis Tarango has provided

professional services from January I,2004 to the date that the CITY retained Dennis Tarango as

its Building Official, as disclosed to the CITY by Dennis Tarango prior to his retention by the

CITY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.47:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "retainingo'. Irrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) This interrogatory is duplicative

of interrogatories 106-l I 8.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City of Highland; County of Riverside; Temple City; City of Alhambra; City of South

Pasadena; City of Huntington Park, City of Diamond Bar; City of YorbaLinda; and City of

Hemet.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

Please IDENTIFY each governmental entity to which Dennis Tarango has provided

professional services from January I,2004, to the date that the CITY retained Dennis Tarango as

its Building Official, as disclosed to the CITY by Transtech Engineers, Inc. prior to the CITY's

retention of Dennis Tarango.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "retaining". hrelevant and

too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) This interrogatory is duplicative
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of interrogatories 106-l I 8.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City of Highland; County of Riverside; Temple City; City of Alhambra; City of South

Pasadena; City of Huntington Park, City of Diamond Bar; City of YorbaLinda; and City of

Hemet. Respondin gParty is not aware of the dates of service to these jurisdictions, except to the

extent as provided elsewhere in these Interrogatories.

:

Was the CITY's City Hall atany time closed to the public during the COVID

EMERGENCY? [For purposes of these Special lnterrogatories, "COVID EMERGENCY" means

the Covid-19 pandemic which commenced in late 2019 and in connection with which the CITY on

March I1,2020 issued an emergency declaration.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 49:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

If the CITY's City Hall was closed to the public during the COVID EMERGENCY, please

state the date such closure commenced.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

March 16,2020.

:

If the CITY's City Hall was closed to the public during the COVID EMERGENCY, please

state the date that the CITY's City Hall was reopened for regular business.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

April4, 2022.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

During the period that the CITY's City Hall was closed to the public because of the

COVID EMERGENCY, did the Community Development Department or any subdivision thereof,
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such as Planning or Building and Safety, provide TECHNICAL REVIEW SERVICES to members

of the public? [For purposes of these Special lnterrogatories, "TECHNICAL REVIEW

SERVICES" means ClTY-required plan checks, plan reviews, drawing reviews and similar

requirements in connection with ongoing, new or proposed building projects.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March 11, 2018 through

March 10,2019?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwarranted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19 169 Cal.Rptr. 348,3521.) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are

ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonably respond to this

Interrogatory. Providing the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

management systems. To do so, at a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times,

covering six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then affempting to
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generate separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check,

and Mechanical Plan Check, before compiling the results. After extracting these reports, staff

would further need to review and delete certain lines for voided payments and other issues.

Committing to such an endeavor amounts to an undue burden and expense on the City, and is not

reasonably related to any relevant issues or defenses in this case.

Responding Party previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works

Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were a total

of 3 ,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5o/o of all permit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that

5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimating a best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per 8-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working full time and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

INTERROGATORY

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March lI,20I9 through

March 10,2020?

4879-8839-3691 vl 34
PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND

OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
SET I



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

I6

t7

l8

t9

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

RIvERSIDE

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 54:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwarranted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 CaLApp.2d 12, 19 169 Cal.Rptr. 348,3521.) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

ColumbiaBoard. Sys. v SuperiorCourt (1968) 263CA2d12,I8.) Investigationanddiscoveryare

ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonably respond to this

Interrogatory. Providing the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

management systems. To do so, at a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times,

covering six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then attempting to

generate separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check,

and Mechanical Plan Check, before compiling the results. After extracting these reports, staff

would further need to review and delete certain lines for voided payments and other issues.

Committing to such an endeavor amounts to an undue burden and expense on the City, and is not

reasonably related to any relevant issues or defenses in this case.

Responding Parfy previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works
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PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND
OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,

SET I



I

2

Ĵ
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Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were a total

of 3 ,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5o/o of all permit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that

5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimatinga best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per S-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working fulltime and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 55:

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March 11,2020 through

March 10,2021?

:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwarranted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19 169 Cal.Rptr. 348,3521.) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are
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ongoing. Responding ParE reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonably respond to this

Interrogatory. Providing the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

management systems. To do so, at a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times,

covering six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then attempting to

generate separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check,

and Mechanical Plan Check, before compiling the results. After extracting these reports, staff

would further need to review and delete certain lines for voided payments and other issues.

Committing to such an endeavor amounts to an undue burden and expense on the City, and is not

reasonably related to any relevant issues or defenses in this case.

Responding Party previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works

Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were a total

of 3 ,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5oh of all permit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that
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5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimating a best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per S-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working full time and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March II,202l through

March 10,2022?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwarranted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19 169 Cal.Rptr. 348,3521.) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are

ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonably respond to this

Interrogatory. Providing the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

management systems. To do so, at a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times,

covering six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then attempting to
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generate separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check,

and Mechanical Plan Check, before compiling the results. After extracting these reports, staff

would fuither need to review and delete certain lines for voided payments and other issues.

Committing to such an endeavor amounts to an undue burden and expense on the City, and is not

reasonably related to any relevant issues or defenses in this case.

RespondingParty previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works

Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were atotal

of 3,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5oh of allpermit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that

5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimating a best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per 8-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working full time and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March 11,2022 through

March 10,2022?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwarranted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19 169 Cal.Rptr. 348,3521.) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are

ongoing. Responding Party reseryes the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonable respond to this

Interrogatory. To provide the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

systems. This process, are a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times, covering

six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then attempting to generate

separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check, and

Mechanical Plan Check. After extracting these reports, staff would then need to review and delete

certain lines for voided payments and other issues. Committing to such an endeavor is an undue

burden and expense on the City, and is not reasonably related to any relevant issues or defenses in

this case.

Responding Party previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works
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Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were a total

of 3 ,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5%o of all permit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that

5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimating a best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per S-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working full time and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 58:

How many plan checks were performed by CITY staff from March lI, 2023 through

March 10,2024?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 58:

Objection. This discovery request is so broad and unlimited as to time and scope as to be

an unwaffanted annoyance and is oppressive. To comply with the request would be an undue

burden and expense on the City. The request is calculated to annoy and harass City. (See Code of

Civ. Proc., $ 2030.090 subd. (b); and Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. v. Superior Court of

Los Angeles County (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 12, 19 [69 Cal.Rptr. 348,352].) Irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are
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ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses

pursuant to revised requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party has diligently attempted to devise a means to reasonable respond to this

Interrogatory. To provide the total number of plan checks for the six different time frames

requested in these Interrogatories is beyond the reporting capability of Responding Party's file

systems. This process, are a minimum, would involve setting up date criteria 24 times, covering

six different time frames (see Interrogatories Nos. 53 - No 58), and then attempting to generate

separate reports for Building Plan Check, Electrical Plan Check, Plumbing Plan Check, and

Mechanical Plan Check. After extracting these reports, staff would then need to review and delete

certain lines for voided payments and other issues. Committing to such an endeavor amounts to an

undue burden and expense on the City, and is not reasonably related to any relevant issues or

defenses in this case.

Responding Party previously asked Requesting Party that this request be narrowed down a

reasonably feasible request that meets Defendants' legitimate discovery needs, to which Counsel

for Plaintiff refined this request for only the number of plan checks conducted by the City's

Building and Safety Division (and not also from the Planning Department or Public Works

Department) Responding Party has been informed by Building and Safety Division staff that

determining the number of plan checks would require going through each individual file by hand

and searching through them for information indicating how many plan checks each went through.

As detailed in the City's responses to Interrogatory Nos. 59-63 provided herein, there were atotal

of 3,892 building permits issued (each representing its own file to go through for number of plan

checks) during the 5-year period covered in Interrogatories 53-58. Additionally, an estimated 2-

5%o of allpermit applications submitted never have a building permit issued, which would be in

addition to the 3,892 building permits actually issued.

Accordingly, to provide the number of plan checks from just the Building Division for that
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5-year period would amount to going through at least 4,000 files by hand. Estimating a best-case

scenario of being able to review individual files at an average rate of 3 minutes per file (or 160

files per 8-hour day, nonstop), it would take one person working full time and on nothing else at

least five weeks to compile the information necessary for the responses requested in

Interrogatories 53-58 - and that is only for plan checks with Building Division. The City

maintains Plaintiff s refined request would still be unduly burdensome.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 59:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March 1 1, 2018 through

March I0,2019 in connection with commercial development projects?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 59:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "commercial

development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.

(Mitchell v. Superior Colrt (1984) 37 CaI.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. dys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,l8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend Responding Party

understands the phrase "commercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

718.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 60:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March ll,2019 through

March 10,2020 in connection with commercial development projects?

:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "commercial

development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.

(Mitchell v. Superior Cotrt (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

4879-8839-3691 vl 43
PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND

OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
SET I



I

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

1l

t2

13

T4

l5

t6

17

l8

I9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend Responding Party

understands the phrase'ocommercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

674.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 61:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March 1I,2020 through

March 10,2021in connection with commercial development projects?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 61:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "commercial

development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.

(Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,I8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend Responding Party

understands the phrase'ocommercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

624.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 62:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March lI,202I through

March 10,2022 in connection with commercial development projects.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 62:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase'ocommercial

development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.
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(Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 CaL3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010:" Columbia Board. Sys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend RespondingParty

understands the phrase'ocommercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

795.

:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March 11,2022 through

March 10,2023 in connection with commercial development projects.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 63:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "commercial

development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.

(Mitchell v. Superior Court (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd12,l8.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend Responding Party

understands the phrase o'commercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

1,081.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 64:

How many building permits were issued by CITY staff from March 1I,2023 through

March 10,2024 in connection with commercial development projects.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 64:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous and overbroad as to the phrase "commercial
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development projects". The request seeks information subject to the attorney-client privilege.

(Mitchell v. Superior Cotxt (1984) 37 Cal.3d 591, 601. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject

matter of this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. ,!ys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extend Responding Party

understands the phrase "commercial development projects," Responding Party responds as

follows:

r,120.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 65:

Please LIST each and every TECHNICAL DOCUMENT submitted by the owners of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY for review by CITY staff from May 1, 2013 to the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served. [For purposes of these Special Interrogatories, "TECHNICAL

DOCUMENT" means every plan, drawing, application or similar DOCUMENT that the CITY

requires that the present owners of the SUBJECT PROPERTY submit to the CITY for review in

connection with the proposed redevelopment of the SUBJECT PROPERTY as a 7-Leaves Caf6

restaurant facility.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 65:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available, if not

more available, to the propoundingparty, particularly because the propounding party is the party

who submitted the very DOCUMENTS referenced. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd. (c);

andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,a5.)

- Construction plans

- Building permit applications

- Energy compliance forms

- Structural calculations, if applicable.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 66:

As to each and every TECHNICAL DOCUMENT submitted by the owners of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY for review by CITY staff from May l, 2013 to the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served, please state the date that each such TECHNICAL DOCUMENT was

submitted to the CITY for review.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 66:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propoundingparty, particularly because the propounding party is one of the owners who submitted

the very DOCUMENTS referenced. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and. Alpine

Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Building plans were submitted to the City for review on the following dates: September 29,

2015; February 9,2016; April 14, 20161, July 20, 2016; October 27,2016; and December 21,2016.

The permit originally issued on or about July 14, 2017, expired on or about September 28,

2022. On or about February 2,2023, a second building permit was issued based on the original

plans, which expired on August 1,2023. On or about January 4,2024, a third building permit was

issued based on the original plans.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 67:

As to each and every TECHNICAL DOCUMENT submitted by the owners of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY for review by CITY staff from May l, 2013 to the date that these Special

Interrogatories were served, please state the date of the first written communication from the

CITY to the owners of the SUBJECT PROPERTY (or any of them) regarding the sufficiency of

each such TECHNICAL DOCUMENT.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 67:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available, if not

more available, to the propoundingparty, particularly because the propounding party is one of the

owners who would necessary have received the 'owritten communications" referenced. (See Code

of Civ. Proc., g 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259
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Cal.App.2d 45.) Vague and ambiguous as to the phrase "written communication from the CITY".

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or

supplement these responses as new information becomes known or this request is clarified.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the extent Responding Party

understands this Interrogatory, Responding Party responds as follows:

If Requesting Party is requesting the initial date of "comment lists" or "comment sheets,"

Responding Party no longer has access to these records. By way of background, each City division

reviewing the plans would input whether the review was approved or had comments in the permit

system's workflow. Once all the divisions have completed the reviews, City staff contacts the

applicant by phone to collect the marked-up drawings with the comment sheets. Comment sheets

are working drafts that the City destroy once plans are approved and permits issued, which was

done in this case. The City has responded with the dates plans were submiued and re-submitted

for review a total of six times before the original permit was issued on July 14,2017 .

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 68:

Please speci$' each ofthe "health and safety concerns" referenced in the first sentence of

paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 68:

Objection. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure of expert opinion in violation of

Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220,and2034.270. Calls for legal conclusion.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and

discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these

responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The "health and safety" concerns referenced in the first sentence ofparagraph14 ofthe
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Complaint relate to building siting and orientation concerns, and include:

. Open trenches for months with openings in fences and no construction crews present.

o Water runoffwith silt and pollutants from property onto sidewalk, public streets and

into storm drains.

. Broken windows.

o Flooding on interior of building leading to mold.

o Sandbags related items in the public right of way (sidewalk) as tripping hazards

o Accumulation ofjunk, debris, and random construction materials on the interior

present fire risk, especially where no work crews are around

. Abandoned building open to vagrants and vandalism, and whom could be injured with

entry into the structure.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 69:

As to each of the "health and safety concerns" referenced in the first sentence of paragraph

14 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences each of

such "health and safety concems."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL f ATORY NO. 69:

Objection. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure of expert opinion in violation of

Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220, and2034.270. Calls for legal conclusion.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this mattero and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and

discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these

responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o August 2l,20I3letter from Planning about 8l20lI3 Design Review Board meeting.

o Minutes of I l-18-13 Design Review Board meeting.

4879-8839-3691 vl 49
PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND

OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
SET 1



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

l6

t7

l8

I9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WTLLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

o Minutes of 5-5-15 Design Review Board meeting.

o List all NOV's and Citations

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 70:

Please speciff each of the "health and safety concerns" referenced inparagraph 14(a) of

Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 70:

Objection. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure of expert opinion in violation of

Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220, and2034.270. Calls for legal conclusion.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.0I0; Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,I8.) lrvestigation and

discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these

responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o At the southwest comer of the property, a diagonal pedestrian walkway from the street

corner to the parking area atthe rear with a sun shading device directly overhead per the

North Atlantic Specific Plan required.

. Secondary driveway accessible from West Garvey Avenue required.

o Trash enclosure required.

o On the site and floor plans, the location of all the mechanical equipment not shown. The

mechanical equipment must be fully screened.

o The elevation plan did not show a cross section to show the height of parapet walls . All

roof mounted equipment must be fully screened by the parapet walls.

o The raised curb of the planter areas must not obstruct the site drainage.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 71:

Please specifir each of the "health and safety concerns" referenced in paragraph la@) of
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Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 71:

Objection. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure of expert opinion in violation of

Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220, and2034.270. Calls for legal conclusion.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and

discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these

responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o On the floor and elevation plans, show the location of the mechanical equipment room,

including backfl ow devices, transformers, etc.

o Provide exterior lighting fixture details including freestanding light poles within the

parking area.

:

Please speciff each of the "health and safety concerns" referenced inparagraph 14(c) of

Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 72:

Objection. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure of expert opinion in violation of

Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220, and2034.270. Calls for legal conclusion.

Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the information sought is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $

2017.010; Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and

discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these

responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

o On the elevation and landscape plans, decorative bollards must be provided around

outdoor seating area at southwestern and southeastern portions of the lot. The design of

the bollards will be subject to the review and approval of the Planner.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 73:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT, including but not limited to staff reports and electronic

correspondence, which evidence the facts alleged in paragraph 17(a) of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 73:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear, as there is no "paragraph

17(a) of Plaintiffs' Complaint," and City cannot reasonably discern Propounding Party's intent.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

City is unable to respond to this Interrogatory, because there is no "paragtaph l7(a) of

Plaintiffs' Complaint," and City cannot reasonably discern Propounding Party's intent.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 74:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT, including but not limited to staff reports and electronic

correspondence, which evidence the facts alleged in paragraph 17(b) of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 74:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear, as there is no "paragraph

1 7(b) of Plaintiffs' Complaint."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City is unable to respond to this Interrogatory, because there is no "paragraph 17(b) of

Plaintiffs' Complaint," and City cannot reasonably discern Propounding Party's intent.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 75:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT, including but not limited to staff reports and electronic

correspondence, which evidence the facts alleged in paragraph 17(c) of Plaintiffs' Complaint.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 75:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear, as there is no "paragraph

I 7(c) of Plaintiffs' Complaint."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City is unable to respond to this Interrogatory, because there is no "paragraph 17(c) of

Plaintiffs' Complaint. "

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 76:

Did the CITY conclude that the plan check application with accompanying construction

drawings submitted on September 29,2015 (referenced inparagraph 16 of Plaintiffs' Complaint)

would have to be resubmitted?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 76:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear as to the phrase

"resubmitted." Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to

amend and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 77:

Please LIST each written communication transmitted by the CITY to Defendants or any of

them regarding the construction drawings referenced in paragraph 16(b) of Plaintiffs'

COMPLAINT.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 77:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear as to the phrase

"resubmitted." Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to

amend and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Written communications regarding resubmittal of building plans consisted of comments

and corrections (on the plans themselves and/or o'comment sheets") that were part of the return of

Defendants' plans submitted to the City on or about: September 29,2015; February 9,2016; April

14, 201 6; July 20, 2016; October 27, 2016; and Decemb er 21, 201 6.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 78:

Please IDENTIFY each and every individual who participated in the plan check and

review of the construction drawings referenced inparagraph 16 of Plaintiffs' COMPLAINT.

:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v

Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Inelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City staff members who provided plan comments and corrections are identified with the

return of the plans, which were previously provided to Defendants. A list of City plan checkers

who may have interacted with the plans referenced in this Interrogatory includes the following

individuals, who may be contacted through counsel:

o Dennis Tarango is tasked generally tasked with supervising other staff who review

such plans, and may personally review building plans submitted to the City.

o Vivian Chen

o Samantha Tewasart

. paul Houng

o Cesar Vega
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o Daniel Sabadin

. Chris Gomez

. Wing Shum

o Danny Ruiz

. Rudy Valenzuela

The following entity contracted with the City to provide fire protection-related plan review

for the SUBJECT PROPERTY:

o MACK Fire Protection; l5 Industrial Park Pl, Middletown,CT 06457; (860) 632-8053.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 79:

Please IDENTIFY each and every business entity andlor private contractor which

participated in the plan check and review of the construction drawings referenced in paragraph 16

of Plaintiffs' COMPLAINT.

:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear as to the phrase "plan check

and review." Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to

amend andlor supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Dennis Tarango is tasked generally tasked with supervising other staff who review

such plans, and may personally review building plans submitted to the City.

o MACK Fire Protection; l5 Industrial Park Pl, Middletown, CT 06457; (860) 632-8053

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 80:

Please state the date that the CITY advised Defendants in writing that the plan check

application with accompanying construction drawings submitted on September 29,2015

(referenced in paragraph 16 of the CITY's Complaint) would have to be resubmitted.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 80:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the
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propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v.

Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Lrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter, and the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .0I0; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

After all City Divisions have completed their respective reviews of plans, City staff

reaches out to the applicant by phone. The written request for resubmission would have been noted

on the Division's Comment list, which City no longer possesses. Further, see response to

Interrogatory No. 67.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 81:

Which of the "corrections", as alleged in paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' Complaint to have

been issued by Inspector Smith, remain outstanding?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 81:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear as to the phrase "remain

outstanding." Investigation and discovery are ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the right to

amend and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Items listed as "issued by Inspector Smith (that) remain outstanding" include those stated

in Paragraph l8(a) and 18(m). Inspector Smith is no longer employed with the City. Responding

Party can provide the extracted inspection data from City's permit system to demonstrate which

inspections have been approved, upon request.

Additionally, an inspection of the SUBJECT PROPERTY is scheduled to occur the week

of July 22,2024 by the City's Building Division to determine which of the correction items listed

in Paragraph la (a) through (m) of the Complaint in this matter remain outstanding. Responding
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Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes

known.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 82:

Which of the'ocorrections", as alleged in paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' Complaint to have

been issued by Inspector Smith, have been remedied?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 82:

Objection. The interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and unclear as to the phrase "remedied."

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or

supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty is does not have sufficient information to know whether the items listed

as "corrections...issued by Inspector Smith" have been resolved, because Defendants have not

called for inspection of those items since those corrections were issued. Until such time,

Responding Party cannot competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Additionally, an inspection of the SUBJECT PROPERTY is scheduled to occur the week

of July 22,2024 by the City's Building Division to determine which of the correction items listed

in Paragraph 14 (a) through (m) of the Complaint in this matter remain outstanding. Responding

Party reserves the right to amend andlor supplement these responses as new information becomes

known.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 83:

Please specifu in detail, as of the date that Plaintiffs' Complaint was filed, each actual

condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend violates any of the specific

provisions set forth in paragraphs 27-30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 83:

Objection. This interrogatory contains subparts, and/or a compound, conjunctive questions

spanning multiple factual allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint, which
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themselves have subparts, in violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060 subdivision

(0, and is therefore impermissibly compound. (Clement v. Alegre (2009) 117 CaL App. 4th 1277,

l29l) Further, this interrogatory is vague and overbroad because it spans multiple factual

allegations over multipleparugraphs in the Complaint.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 84:

Please specifu in detail, as ofthe date these Special Interrogatories are served, each actual

condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend violates any of the specific

provisions set forth in paragraphs 27 -30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 84:

Objection. This interrogatory contains subparts, andlor a compound, conjunctive questions

spanning multiple factual allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint, which

themselves have subparts, in violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060 subdivision

(f), and is therefore impermissibly compowd. (Clement v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 1277,

I29l) Further, this interrogatory is vague and overbroad because it spans multiple factual

allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 85:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT, including but not limited to all photographs,

videos, memoranda, and notes, which depict, as of the date Plaintiffs' Complaint was filed, each

actual condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend violates any of the

specific provisions set forth in paragraphs 27-30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 85:

Objection. This interrogatory contains subparts, and/or a compound, conjunctive questions

spanning multiple factual allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint, which

themselves have subparts, in violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060 subdivision

(f), and is therefore impermissibly compound. (Clement v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 1277,

l29l) Further, this interrogatory is vague and overbroad because it spans multiple factual

allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 86:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT, including but not limited to all photographs,

videos, memoranda, andnotes, which depict as of the date these Special Interrogatories were

served, each actual condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend violates any

of the specific provisions set forth inparagraphs2T-30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 86:

Objection. This interrogatory contains subparts, and/or a compound, conjunctive questions

spanning multiple factual allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint, which

themselves have subparts, in violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060 subdivision

(f), and is therefore impermissibly compound. (Clement v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal. App.4th1277,

l29l) Further, this interrogatory is vague and overbroad because it spans multiple factual

allegations over multiple paragraphs in the Complaint.

:

Please specifu in detail, as of the date Plaintiffs' Complaint was filed, each condition

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend poses o'an imminent and

substantial danger to life and safety," as stated in paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 87:

Objection. This discovery request has, in substance, been previously propounded. (See

Interrogatory Nos. 68-72.) Calls for legal conclusion. The interrogatory seeks premature

disclosure of expert opinion in violation of Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220,

alnrd2034.270. Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to

amend andlor supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The following, without limitation, and either individual or combined, present "an imminent

and substantial danger to life and safety": open trenching with unsecured perimeter fencing; runoff

from construction site into storm water basins; broken windows; flooding on both interior and
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exterior portions of SUBJECT PROPERTY; attractive nuisance. See also, responses to

Interrogatory Nos. 68-7 2.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT, including but not limited to all photographs,

videos, memoranda, andnotes, which depict, as of the date Plaintiffs' Complaint was filed, each

actual condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend poses "an imminent and

substantial danger to life and safety," as alleged in paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 88:

Objection. This discovery request has, in substance, been previously propounded. (See

lnterrogatory Nos. 68-72.) Calls for legal conclusion. The interrogatory seeks premature disclosure

of expert opinion in violation of Code of Civil Procedure sections 2034.210,2034.220, and

2034.270.Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Administrative notices and citations, which include accompanying photos and documents

responsive to this Interrogatory, and which have already been issued to Defendants and therefore

in their possession, for violations observed on or about the following dates: February 23,2023;

March 20,2023;March 27,2023;March 28,2023; March 29,2023;March 30,2023;April 13,

2023; April 5, 2023; April 6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April I1,2023; April12,2023; April 13,

2023; April 17-19,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3,

2023; May 8, 2}z3.Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right

to amend and/or supplement these responses as new information becomes known.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT, including but not limited to all photographs,

videos, memoranda, and notes, which depict, as of the date these Special Interrogatories were

served, each actual condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which Plaintiffs contend poses "an

4879-8839-3691 v1 60
PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND

OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
SET 1



I

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

I6

17

l8

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

imminent and substantial danger to life and safety," as alleged in paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs'

Complaint.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 89:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingparty, who has greater

access to the SUBJECT PARTY than Responding Party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220

subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

City staff did not conduct any investigation of the SUBJECT PROPERTY on "the date

these Special Interrogatories were served," and therefore cannot competently respond to this

Interrogatory, nor have Defendants requested any inspection from the City's Building & Safety

Division in lnvestigation since at least January I,2024. Responding Party believes the

DOCUMENTS referenced in its response to Interrogatory No. 88 generally represent the

conditions alleged in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint. Investigation and discovery are ongoing.

Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these responses as new

information becomes known.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 90:

Please state the number of complaints from the public which the CITY received about the

SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2013 through December 31,2020.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 90:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase "complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The City has received eight (8) complaints from the public between the dates of January l,

2013, through December 31,2020.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 91:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which references any of the complaints that the CITY

received from the public about the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2013 through

December 31,2020.

:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase "complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

l. Document #l - Citizen Request #9239

2. Document #2 - Citizen Request #16763

3. Document #3 - Citizen Request #17508

4. Document #4 - CitizenRequest #20189

5. Document #5 - CitizenRequest #24537

6. Document #6 - Citizen Request #31548

7. Document #7 - CitizenRequest #31127

8. Document #8 - Citizen Request #42714

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 92:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of complaints the CITY

received from the public regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January I,2013 through

December 31,2020, including but not limited to the maker of each such complaint and the

recipient thereof.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 92:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase "complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as follows:

1. Document #1:

^. Complainant: Jack Hallin

b. Assigned Officer: William Stecyk
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2. Document #2:

a. Complainant: Jack Hallin

b. Assigned Offrcer: Estela Vargas

3. Document #3:

a. Complainant: Jack Hallin

b. Assigned Offrcer: William Stecyk

4. Document #4:

a. Complainant: PD Jimenez

b. Assigned Officer: William Stecyk

5. Document #5:

il. Complainant: Gary Sims

b. Assigned Offrcer: William Stecyk

6. Document #6:

^. Complainant: Jack Hallin

b. Assigned Officer: Estela Vargas

7. Document #7:

n, Complainant: Jack Hallin

b. Assigned Officer: Estela Vargas

8. Document #8:

a. Complainant: Anonymous

b. Assigned Officer: Matthew Guerrero

SPBCIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 93:

Please state the number of complaints the CITY received about the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from January I,2020 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 93:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase "complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

The City received one complaints from the public between the dates of January 1,2020

through the date that the Special Interrogatories were served.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which references any or all complaints the

CITY received from the public regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January 1,2021to the

date these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 94:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase o'complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Document #l - Citizen Request #62120

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 95:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of complaints the CITY

received from the public regarding the SUBJECT PROPERTY from January I,2021to the date

these Special Interrogatories were served, including but not limited to the maker of each such

complaint and the recipient thereof.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 95:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to phrase "complaints from the public."

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Document #l:

a. Complainant: Mirando Porras

b. Assigned Officer: Rey Lozano

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 96:

Is the real property located at780 W. GARVEY vacant? [For purposes of these Special

Interrogatories, the real property located at780 W. Garvey Blvd, Monterey Park, shall be referred
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to as "780 W. GARVEY".]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 96:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propounding party by contacting the owner of the real property located at780 W. GARVEY (See

Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the subject of this litigation

making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this maffer. Further, the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Codeof Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010;ColumbiaBoard. dys. v SuperiorCourt (1968) 263CA2d,12,18.)

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

The real property located at780 W. GARVEY is an undeveloped, vacant parcel, which

Defendants can view and verifu from the public right-of-way as easily as Responding Party.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 97:

If 780 W. GARVEY is vacant, please state the span of time that said property has been

vacant.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 97:

Objection. The information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the

propoundingparty by contacting the owner of the real property located at 780 W. GARVEY. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the subject of this litigation

making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter. Further, the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.)

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or
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amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not have sufficient information at this time to competently respond

to this interrogatory. Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right

to supplement and/or amend this response.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 98:

Please IDENTIFY each record owner of 780 W. GARVEY with whom the CITY has

communicated from January I,2013 through the date these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 98:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to the phrase'ocommunicated." Further, 780 W.

Garvey Ave. property is not the subject of this litigation, making this request irrelevant and too

remote from the subject matter of this matter. Further, the information sought is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.0I0;

Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are

ongoing. Responding Party reseryes the right to supplement and./or amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and to the best of Responding Party's

knowledge, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Progressive Investm ent 2014 LLC, 227 5 Huntington Dr., Unit 199, San Marino, CA 9 1 1 08

o Acem LLC,2 N LakeAve., Ste. 1025, Pasadena, CA91101 (current owner)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 99:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT (including but not limited to all written and

electronic correspondence) exchanged between the CITY and the record owners, or any of them,

of 780 W. GARVEY, pertaining to the actual or potential redevelopment of said property, from

January 1,2013 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 99:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to the phrase "actttal or potential redevelopment".
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Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the subject

of this litigation making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this

matter. Further, the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board.,Sys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CA2d 12,18.) Investigation and discovery are ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the

right to supplement andlor amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

l. 780 W. Garvey Sign Approv.pdf

2. Three duplicate Microsoft Outlook files indicating acceptance of an Outlook calendar

entry regarding a meeting between Ron Bow and the Mayor regarding 780 W. Garvey

Blvd.

3. Two emails that contain the exact same development status report regarding 7701780

W. Garvey Blvd. from 2019.

4. Expired application to Planning for commercial buildingatTT} W. Garvey from 2018.

5. Development application submitted 2018, and expired 2019.

6. Monterey Park_Podium Scheme Design_231208

7. Rendering B_8-1-22.JPG

8. Rendering A_8-l-22.JPG

9. Email Re_ 740-780 Garvey Ave Monte_Renderings 6-7-22.pdf

10. 7 40 -7 80 GARVEY-Conceptual Plan_6-7 -22.pdf

11. DRB-13-19 780 W Garvey Ave Valero.pdf

12. DRB-I3-19 780 W Garvey Ave.pdf

13. 780 W Garvey Ave 02-15-18.doc

14.780 W Garvey Ave04-24-18.doc

15. 780 Garvey_North West View.pdf

16. 780 W Garvey Ave 01-31-18.doc

4879-8839-3691 v1 67
PLTF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AND

OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD CHAN & HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES,
SET I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

ll
t2

l3

14

l5

t6

17

18

t9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SORENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

17. DRB-I6-28 780 &740 West Garvey Avenue.doc

18. DRB-I6-28 780 and740 West Garvey Avenue.doc

19. DRB-I6-28 780 West Garvey Avenue.pdf

20.780 W Garvey Avenue (Cu-la-02).pdf

21. CU-14-02780 W Garvey Ave l-27-I5.doc

22. CU-14-02780 W Garvey Ave Financial bank buiilding.pdf

23. CU-14-02 780 W Garvey Ave.pdf

24. CJJP-14-02 780 W Garvey Avenue - withdrawl.doc

25. CUP-14-02 780 W garvey Avenue.doc

26. SP-l3-09 780 W Garvey Avenue.pdf

27. DRB-13-19 - Signs for Gas Station, DRB Meetin C9/t7 /I3 -
a. Agenda -

https://ca-monterevpark.civicplus.com/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/ltem/77?filelD=548

b. Report -

https://ca-monterevpark.civicplus.com/AeendaCenter/ViewFile/ltem/80?filelD=55 L

28. CUP(or CU)-14-02 - proposed bank & commercial building

a. PC Meeting 1,1t3/t5 Agenda -

https://www.monterevoark.ca.sov/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/Asenda/ 01132015-868

b. PC Meeting U27lt| Agenda -

https://www.monterevpark.ca.eov/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/Asenda/ 01272015-887

c. PC Meeting 2/L0/15 Agenda -

https://www.monterevpark.ca.eov/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/Asenda/ 02L02015-901

29. DR8-15-28 - Construction of Commercial Building(s),

a. DRB Meetinet2/6/76 Agenda w/Reports -

https : //www. monterevpa rk.ca.eov/Aeen daCente r/ViewFi lelAeenda/ 12062016-1340

b. DRB Meetine2/7177 Agenda w/Reports -

https ://www. monterevpa rk.ca.eov/AsendaCenter/ViewFi le/Aeenda/ 02072017-1376
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Investigation and discovery are ongoing, including searches in physical, archived boxes for

responsive documents that have not been retained digitally. Responding Pafiy reseryes the right to

supplement and/or amend this response.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. lOO:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT (including but not limited to all written and

electronic correspondence) exchanged between the CITY and the record owners, or any of them,

of 780 W. GARVEY, pertaining to municipal code violations at 780 W. GARVEY, from January

I,2013 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1OO:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to the phrase o'exchanged between the CITY and the

record owners." Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the subject of this litigation, making

this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter. Further, the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds, as a

courtesy, as follows:

1. Document #1: Notice of Violation-2011

2. Document #2: Notice of Violation - 2018

3. Document #3: Notice of Violation - 2018

4. Document #4: Notice of Violation-2020

5. Document #5: Notice of Violation-2020

6. Document #6: Notice of Violation-2022

1. Document #7: Notice of Violation-2023

8. Document #8: Notice of Violation-2023

9. Document #9: Notice of Violation-2023
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10. Document #10: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2017

11. Document #11: Notice of andAdministrative Citation -2017

12. Document#t2: Notice of Violation-2024

13. Document #13: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2013

14. Document#L4: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2013

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 101:

Please LIST each email, memorandum, letter and written report transmitted to or received

by any CITY official pertaining to the potential redevelopment of 780 W. GARVEY, from

January 1,2013 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 101:

Objection. Vague and ambiguous as to the phrases "actual or potential redevelopment" and

"CITY official," the latter of which has not been defined in these Interrogatories and in practice

*City official" can legally refer to people such as elected officials to anyone acting under the color

of authority of the City, and anything in between. Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the

subject of this litigation making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter. Further, the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court

(1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.) lnvestigation and discovery are ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the

right to supplement and/or amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

1. 780 W. Garvey Sign Approv.pdf

2. Three duplicate Microsoft Outlook files indicating acceptance of an Outlook calendar

entry regarding a meeting between Ron Bow and the Mayor regarding 780 W. Garvey

Blvd.

3. Two emails that contain the exact same development status report regarding 7701780

W. Garvey Blvd. from 2019.
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4. Expired application to Planning for commercial buildingatTT0 W. Garvey from 2018.

5. Development application submitted 2018, and expired 2019.

6. Monterey Park_Podium Scheme Design_231208

7. Rendering B_8-1-22.JPG

8. Rendering A_8-|-22.IPG

9. Email Re_ 740-780 Garvey Ave Monte_Renderings_6-7-22.pdf

10. 7 40-7 80 GARVEY-ConceptuaI Plan_6-7 -22.pdf

11. DRB-13-19 780 W Garvey Ave Valero.pdf

12. DRB-13-19 780 W Garvey Ave.pdf

13. 780 W Garvey Ave 02-15-18.doc

14.780 W Garvey Ave04-24-18.doc

15. 780 Garvey_North West View.pdf

16. 780 W Garvey Ave 01-31-l8.doc

17. DRB-16-28 780 &740 West Garvey Avenue.doc

18. DRB-16-28 780 and740 West Garvey Avenue.doc

19. DRB-16-28 780 West Garvey Avenue.pdf

20.780 W Garvey Avenue (Cu-1a-02).pdf

21. CU-14-02780 W Garvey Ave I-27-l5.doc

22. CU-14-02 780 W Garvey Ave Financial bank buiilding.pdf

23. CU-14-02780 W Garvey Ave.pdf

24. CUP-14-02 780 W Garvey Avenue - withdrawl.doc

25. CUP-14-02 780 W garvey Avenue.doc

26. SP-13-09 780 W Garvey Avenue.pdf

27. DRB-13-19 - Signs for Gas Station, DRB Meetineg/77/t3 -
a. Agenda -

https://ca-monterevpark.civicplus,com/AeendaCenter/ViewFile/ltem/77?filelD=548
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b. Report -

https://ca-monterevpa rk.civicplus.com/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/ltem/80?filelD=551

28. CUP(or CU)-14-02 - proposed bank & commercial building

a. PC Meeting I/L3/I5 Agenda -

https://www.monterevpark.ca.sov/AeendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/ 01132015-868

b. PC Meeting Ll27/I5 Agenda -

https://www.monterevpark.ca.sov/AsendaCenter/ViewFile/Asenda/ 01272015-887

c. PC Meeting 2110/$ Agenda -

https://www.monterevpark.ca.eov/AeendaCenter/ViewFile/Aeenda/ 02102015-901

29. DRB-15-28 - Construction of Commercial Building(s),

a. DRB Meetinet2/6h6 Agenda w/Reports -

https ://www. mo nte revpa rk.ca.eov/Aee n da Ce nter/ViewFi le/Ase nda/ 1 206201 6-1340

b. DRB Meetine2/7/f7 Agenda w/Reports -

https : //www. mo nte revpa rk, ca. gov/Ase n d a Ce nte r/Vi ew F i l e/Ase n d a / 020720 17 - 1 3 7 6

Investigation and discovery are ongoing, including searches in physical, archived boxes for

responsive documents that have not been retained digitally. Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and/or amend this response.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 102:

Please LIST each and every citation issued by the CITY to the owners of 780 W.

GARVEY for violation of the CITY Municipal Code.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 102:

Objection. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and./or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

1. Document #10: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2017

2. Document #11: Notice of andAdministrative Citation -2011

3. Document #13: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2013

4. Document #14: Notice ofAdministrative Citation -2013

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 103:

Is 780 W. GARVEY presently within a Regional Specialty Center zone?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 103:

Objection. Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the subject of this litigation

making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter. Further, the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Yes.

:

Does 780 W. GARVEY in its present state conform to the requirements of Regional

Specialty Center zoning?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 104:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the

subject of this litigation making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter. Further, the phrases "current state" and "conform to the requirements" are vague and

ambiguous as presented. Further, the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CAzd 12, 18.) Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding

Party reserves the right to supplement and/or amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party is not aware of any current zoningviolations related to 780 W. Garvey.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 105:

If 780 W. GARVEY, in its present state, does not conform to the requirements of Regional

Specialty Center zoning, please state the length of time that 780 W. GARVEY has been out of

compliance with the requirements of said zoning.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 105:

Objection. Calls for legal conclusion. Further, 780 W. Garvey Ave. property is not the

subject of this litigation making this request irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of

this matter. Further, the phrases "current state" and o'conform to the requirements" are vague and

ambiguous as presented. Further, the information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v

Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,I8.) Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding

Party reserves the right to supplement and/or amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party is not aware of any current zoning violations related to 780 W. Garvey.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 106:

In considering whether to retain Dennis Tarango as the CITY's Building Official tn202I,

please state whether CITY officials were provided with a document from Transtech Engineers,

Inc. stating the following: "Mr. Tarango served as Deputy Building Official, Plans Examiner, and

Senior Building Inspector for various local cities including the City of Diamond Bar, City of

Yorba Linda, and City of Hemet."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 106:

Objection. Inelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)
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Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reseryes the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

An exhibit to the 202I agreement between the City and Transtech, which was made

available to the City prior to executing any agreement to retain the services of Dennis Tarango,

reads, "Prior to working for Transtech, Mr. Tarango served as Deputy Building Official, Plans

Examiner, and Senior Building Inspector for various local cities including the City of Diamond

Bar, City of Yorba Linda, and City of Hemet."

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 107:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Deputy Building Official for the City of Diamond Bar?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 107:

Objection. krelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. RespondingParty reserves the right to supplement and./or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 108:

If Dennis Tarango served as Deputy Building Official for the City of Diamond Bar, please

state the beginning and end dates of such service.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 108:

Objection. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court ( 1 968) 263 CA2d 1 2, I 8.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

lnvestigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

2009-2010. More precise dates are not available. SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. L09:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Plans Examiner for the City of Diamond Bar?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 109:

Objection. Inelevant and too remote from the subject maffer of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 110:

If Dennis Tarango served as Plans Examiner for the City of Diamond Bar, please state the

beginning and end dates of such service.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 110:

Objection. lrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. 
^Sys. 

v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or
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amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

2007-2008. Dennis Tarango has represented to RespondingParty that after conducting

diligent inquiry into records and information within his possession or within the possession of his

company Transtech Engineers, Inc., he was unable to ascertain more precise dates than what is

provided here, which are based on the best of his recollection.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 111:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Senior Building Inspector for the City of Diamond Bar?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 111:

Objection. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. dys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and./or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 112:

If Dennis Tarango served as Senior Building Inspector for the City of Diamond Bar, please

state the beginning and end dates of such service.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 112:

Objection. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbiq Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.
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Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

April 1999 -2003 . Dennis Tarango has represented to Respondin gParty that after

conducting diligent inquiry into records and information within his possession or within the

possession of his company Transtech Engineers, Inc., he was unable to ascertain more precise

dates than what is provided here, which are based on the best of his recollection.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 113:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Deputy Building Official for the City of YorbaLinda?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ROGATORY NO. I 13:

Objection. krelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

No.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 114:

If Dennis Tarango served as Deputy Building Official for the City of Yorba Linda, please

state the beginning and end dates of such service.

:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 115:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Plans Examiner for the City of YorbaLinda?
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 115:

No..

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

If Dennis Tarango served as Plans Examiner for the City of YorbaLinda, please state the

beginning and end dates of such service.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Not applicable.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Did Dennis Tarango serve as Senior Building Inspector for the City of YorbaLinda?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Objection. krelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2017 .010; Columbia Board. ,lys. v Superior Court ( 1968) 263 CAzd 12, I 8.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.

Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 118:

If Dennis Tarango served as Senior Building Inspector for the City of Yorba Linda, please

state the beginning and end dates of such service.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 118:

Objection. Irrelevant and too remote from the subject matter of this matter, and the

information sought is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

(Code of Civ. Proc, $ 2011.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d12,l8.)

The City does not have sufficient information to competently respond to this Interrogatory.
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Investigation and discovery are ongoing. Responding Party reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend this response.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

2003-2004. Dennis Tarango has represented to Responding Party that after conducting

diligent inquiry into records and information within his possession or within the possession of his

company Transtech Engineers, Inc., he was unable to ascertain more precise dates than what is

provided here, which are based on the best of his recollection.

Dated: August 29,2024 KARL H. BERGER, CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

By:

Timothy
Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA and CITY
OF MONTEREY PARK
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.

Case No. 24NNCV00087

STATE OF CALIFORNIAO COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. I am

employed in the County of San Diego, State of California. My business address is 501 W.

Broadway, Suite 1600, CA 92101.

On August 2gr2024,I served true copies of the following document(s) described as

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ANI)
AMENDED RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDAIITS EDWARD M. CHAN

AND HOWARD CHAN'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. ONE (1) ON tho

interested parties in this action as follows:

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.

LAW OFFICES OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS
400 Oceangate, Suite 800

LongBeach, CA 90802

Attorneys for Defendants
EDWARD M. CHAN and HOWARD CHAN

Tet z 562-833-6667
Fax : 562-590-0493
E-mail: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

BY E.MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based ON A COUTT OTdET OT AN

agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the

dicument(s) to be sent from e-mail address tcampen@bwslaw.com to the persons at the e-mail

addresses iirt"d in the Service List. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the

transmission, any electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful.

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

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August 2912024, at San Diego, California'

Timothy
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Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458), City Attorney
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
E-mail: kberger@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail: tcampen@bwslaw.com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
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ELAINE YEE CHAN, an individual;
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HOWARD M. CHAN, an individual;
IRENE CHAN AKA IRENE I. HUANG, AN

individual;
RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHAN, as Trustee of
the Chan Family Trust;
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PROPOUNDING PARTY : Defendants EDWARD M. CHAN,IIOWARD CHAN'

PATRICIA CHAN AND MAN FEI CHAN GOLD

RESPONDING PARTY : Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

SET NO. : TWO (2). SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED

TO DEFENDANTS AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2031.210, et seq., Plaintiff City of Monterey

Park ("the City" or "Responding Party") supplements and amends its response to Defendants

("Defendants" or "Requesting Party") Special Interrogatories, Set Two, heretofore served upon it

as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

It should be noted that the City has not fully completed its investigation of the facts

relating to this case, its discovery in this action, and its preparation for trial. All of the responses

contained herein are based only upon such information and documents which are presently

available to and specifically known to the City based on the knowledge of individuals currently

working for the City, who discloses only those contentions which presently suggest themselves to

such responding party. It is anticipatedthat further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research and analysis will supply additional facts, add meaning to the known facts, as well as

establish entirely new factual conclusions and legal contentions, all of which may lead to

substantial additions to, changes in and variations from the contentions herein set forth. Similarly,

further discovery and investigation may uncover certain privileged documents falling within the

categories of production sought by Requesting Party. Therefore, the following responses are

given without prejudice to the Crty's right to refuse to produce privileged documents later

discovered, and conversely the City's right to produce subsequently discovered documents.

Additionally, the following responses are given without prejudice to the City's right to produce

evidence of any subsequently discovered fact, or facts. The City accordingly reserves the right to

change any and all responses herein as additional facts are ascertained, analyses are made, legal

research is completed and contentions are made. The responses contained herein are made in a
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good faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specificity of legal

contentions as is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of the City in relation

to further discovery, research or analyses and should not be deemed and do not constitute a waiver

of the City's right to rely on additional or different facts or information attrial.

RESPONSES SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed. [For purposes of these Special Interrogatories,

"SUBJECT PROPERTY" means the real property at795 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of

Monterey Park; for purposes of these Special Interrogatories, "DESCRIBE IN DETAIL" means

that responding party is to state the specific condition or object that is alleged to be in violation of

the Municipal Code, the specific location thereof on the SUBJECT PROPERTY or adjacent land,

and the specific Municipal Code section that responding party alleges has been violated.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter'.MPMC") to provide context

to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

subsections. Further, MPMC section 4.30.050(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, Responding Party
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responds as follows:

MPMC violations observed at the property include illicit discharge of water runoff from

the SUBJECT PROPERTY into the public right of way and public storm drain system in violation

of MPMC section 6.30.030, for which Defendants have been issued thousands of dollars in

administrative fines that remain unpaid. MPMC Chapter 6.30 effectively enforces State and

Federal stormwater regulations, including, without limitation, NPDES Regulations as codified in

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. While new sandbags have been placed along the

perimeter of the Property around the Spring of 2024 after the rainy season ended, there has not

been sufficient rain since, including during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts have been effective until the rainy season resumes over the next several months. Because

of the long history of illicit discharge of water runoff from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is no

basis to conclude this violation has been abated under the circumstances and just because it has not

sufficiently rained over the last 6 months. Completing construction, including, without limitation,

finishing grading, installation of a stormwater capture system, paving the parking lot, etc., would

provide sufficient basis to conclude this violation has been abated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter "MPMC") to provide context
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to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

subsections. Further, MPMC section 4.30.50(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, Responding Party

responds as follows:

MPMC violations observed atthe property include illicit discharge of water runoff from

the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system in violation of MPMC section 6.30.030, for

which Defendants have been issued thousands of dollars in administrative fines that remain

unpaid. MPMC Chapter 6.30 effectively enforces State and Federal stormwater regulations,

including, without limitation, NPDES Regulations as codified in Title 40 of the Code of Federal

Regulations. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property around

the Spring of 2024 after the rainy season ended, there has not been sufficient rain since, including

during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these efforts have been effective until the

rainy season resumes over the next several months. Because of the long history of illicit discharge

of water runoff from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is no basis to conclude this violation has

been abated under the circumstances and just because it has not sufficiently rained over the last 6

months. Completing construction, including, without limitation, finishing grading, installation of

a stormwater capture system, paving the parking lot, etc., would provide sufficient basis to

conclude this violation has been abated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended
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Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served. [For purposes

of these Special Interrogatories, .'LIST", when used in connection with writings, means that the

Responding Party is to state the type, date, author, recipient and description of the DOCUMENT

to which the Special lnterrogatory refers.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 118:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further,

Paragraphs 33-38 of the First Amended Complaint in this action (herein after "FAC") lists

pertinent sections of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (hereinafter "MPMC") to provide context

to the FAC as a whole. The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC

does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its

subsections. Further, MPMC section 4.30.50(a) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply

establishes that a violation of any regulation adopted by the MPMC and incorporated by reference

thereto is deemed an unlawful act and a public nuisance. Accordingly, this interrogatory is

nonsensical on its face.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections and clarifications, Responding Party

responds as follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; Apr1126,2023; April27,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.
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While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 119:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(a), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served. [For purposes of these Special

Interrogatories, .'IDENTIFY" means state the name, address and telephone number of the person

whose identity is sought.l

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 119:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and,Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2d a5.) Further, no single individual necessarily has oknowledge of each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(a)", but rather various individuals may be aware of some of

the violations.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

All Individual Defendants.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

4922-7341-7228v2 7
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SUPPLEMENTAL & AMENDED RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS

EDWARD CHAN, HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO



I

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

T2

13

t4

15

I6

T7

18

l9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMs &
SORENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAW

RIVERSIDE

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 120:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.500 [sic], as

referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.12O:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Vague and

ambiguous, and overbroad as to the reference to "MPMC section 4.30.500" due to the copyright

symbol used. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ.

Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 450(9)," Responding Party responds as follows:

MPMC section 4.30.050(c) establish it be unlawful for "Any building or structure which

... permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." The SUBJECT PROPERTY has been in

a state of partial construction with no meaningful progress since at least 2020 and remains so to

this day.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 121:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50@, as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 121:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Vague and

ambiguous, and overbroad as to the reference to "MPMC section 4.30.50O" due to the copyright

4922-7341-7228v2 8
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SUPPLEMENTAL & AMENDED RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS.

EDWARD CHAN, HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

l4

15

L6

I7

18

t9

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERStDE

symbol used. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundin g pafiy . (See Code of Civ.

Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d,45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 4.30.50(c)," Responding Party responds as follows:

MPMC section 4.30.050(c) establish it be unlawful for'oAny building or structure which

... permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." The SUBJECT PROPERTY has been in

a state of partial construction with no meaningful progress since at least 2020 andremains so to

this day.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 122:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(c), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 122:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, Requesting Pafi aheady has all or substantially all such production

from either prior discovery requests or public records act requests.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, and assuming this interrogatory is

referring to "MPMC section 4.30.50(c)," Responding Party responds as follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023
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o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; Apr1127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May I1,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory,they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 123:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(c) as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 123:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the

SUBJECT PROPERTY being in violation of MPMC section a.30.50(c) for remaining in a state of

unfinished construction without meaningful progress since at least 2020 is an ongoing violation

the remains to this day, meaning anyone who lives, works or who has otherwise spent any

appreciable amount to time in Monterey Park has knowledge of this violation.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Inez Alvarez - City Manager for City of Monterey Park (who may be contacted

through counsel).

o Jessical Serrano - Director of Community Development for City of Monterey Park

(who may be contacted through counsel).

o ZiadMazboudi - Engineer for City of Monterey Park (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o All other Individual Defendants.

o Most everyone who has lived or worked in Monterey Park for the last 12 months or

more

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." The

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propounding party. (See

Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968)

259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 2202023
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MPMC 4.30.050(9) - Graffiti Private Property - Any building or structure, wall,

fence, pavement, or walkway upon which any graffiti, including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other

similar marking substances, is not allowed to remain for more than twenty-four consecutive hours.

The photographs contained in the notice of violation show the SUBJECT PROPERTY with

graffiti including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other similar marking substances.

RespondingParty is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti

atany point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 125:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 125:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 2212023

MPMC section a.30.050(g) - Graffiti Private Property - Any building or structure, wall,

fence, pavement, or walkway upon which any graffiti, including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other

similar marking substances, is not allowed to remain for more than twenty-four consecutive hours.

The photographs contained in the notice of violation show the SUBJECT PROPERTY with
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graffiti including paint, ink, chalk, dye, or other similar marking substances.

Responding Party is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti

at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 126:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 126:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023, which contains photographs.

Responding Party is not aware of any graffiti in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at

the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such graffiti

atany point during the time period specified in this interrogatory. As such, Responding Party

does not have any documentation at this time responsive to this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(9), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 128:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

inparagraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 128:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as llows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22r2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or
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Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

RespondingParty is not aware of any wall, fence , gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 129:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 129:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22r2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

Responding Party is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the
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SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 130:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 130:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023.

RespondingPafiy is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section a.30.050(g) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,
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existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel) regarding the violation documented on or about

March 22,2023.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 132:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

inparagraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 132:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 128 above,

and to which Responding party has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 133:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 133:

Objection. This interro gatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 129 above,

and to which Respondingparty has already responded.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 134:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 134:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 130 above,

and to which Respondingparty has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 135:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(h), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 135:

Objection. This interrogatory is a repeat verbatim of Special Interrogatory No. 131 above,

and to which Respondingparty has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 136:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50C), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 136:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

- Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.
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MPMC 4.30.0500) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or

other disease carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or a

hazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffic, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)

Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes afrehazard. The photographs contained in the

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

While the date of this notice may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, it still

reflect conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced. The property continues to have overgrown, dead, decayed weeds, vegetation, and

debris which: (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4) Creates a danger or attractive nuisance

to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring properties or property values, and/or (6)

Constitutes afrehazard, particularly in the undeveloped parking lot area of the SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 137

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(i), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 137:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on October 412023
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MPMC 4.30.0500) - Overgrown vegetation - Any overgrown, dead, decayed,

diseased or hazardous tree, weeds, vegetation, or debris which: (1) May harbor rats vermin, or

other disease carriers, (2) Is maintained so as to cause an obstruction to the vision of motorists or a

hazardous condition to pedestrians or vehicle traffrc, (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4)

Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring

properties or property values, or (6) Constitutes afrehazard. The photographs contained in the

notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with overgrown vegetation.

While the date of this notice may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, it still

reflect conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced. The property continues to have overgrown, dead, decayed weeds, vegetation, and

debris which: (3) Constitutes an unsightly appearance, (4) Creates a danger or athactive nuisance

to the public, (5) Causes detriment to neighboring properties or property values, and/or (6)

Constitutes afirehazard, particularly in the undeveloped parking lot area of the SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 138:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 138:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023

o Photos taken of property on or about September 5,2024.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 139:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500)(4), as referenced inpangaph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which "fc]reates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public," as of the date that these

Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses

thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 139:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The SUBJECT PROPERTY state of being effectively abandoned due to the lack of any

sustained or meaningful construction activities for years in combination with the dead, decaying

weeds and vegetation and other conditions creates an attractive nuisance. The open trenches on the

Subject Property are danger to anyone who enters upon the property as a result of it being an

attractive nuisance. The piles ofjunk and debris left on the interior of the structure on the

SUBJECT PROPERTY creates danger to anyone who enters the structure as a result of it being an

attractive nuisance.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend
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and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 140:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(l)(5), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which o'causes detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or the value of the

undeveloped vacant real property at780 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park, present

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through

the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 140:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the property from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by

definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at780 W. Garvey Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 141:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(lX5), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which "causes detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or to the value of
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the undeveloped vacant real property at 800 W. Garvey Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,

present at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 141:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the property from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by

definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at 800 W. Garvey Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

anilor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 142:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in

violation of MPMC section 4.30.500)(5), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, which'ocauses detriment to" the undeveloped vacant real property or the value of the

undeveloped vacant real property at220 N. Atlantic Avenue in the City of Monterey Park, present

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through

the date that Responding Party serves its Responses thereto.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 142:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SLIBJECT PROPERTY located at795 W. Garvey Avenue,

specifically, the blight occurring on the property from the overgrown vegetation, and also in

combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts to blight, which, by

definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally. Responding Party

lacks direct knowledge of the extent to which the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

negatively impacted property located at220 N. Atlantic Avenue or any other particular property in

the vicinity to competently respond to this interrogatory as stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 143:

From January I,2019 through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served, has

the City of Monterey Park received any oral communication from any NEIGIIBORING

PROPERTY owner stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY, or the condition thereof, causes a

detriment to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY or the value thereof? [For purposes of

these Special Interrogatories, "NEIGHBORING PROPERTY" means the real properties at 220 N.

Atlantic Avenue, I l1 N. Atlantic Avenue, 780 W. Garvey Avenue and 800 W. Garvey Avenue in

the City of Monterey Park, or any of them.]

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 143:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 144:

From January 1,2019 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, has
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the City of Monterey Park received any written communication from any NEIGIIBORING

PROPERTY owner stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY, or the condition thereof, causes a

detriment to said to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY or value thereof?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 144:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 145:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT memorializingeach and every oral communication

received by the City of Monterey Park stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY causes a detriment

to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ROGATORY NO. 145:

Responding Party does not possess any DOCUMENT responsive to this interrogatory as

stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 146:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT relating to each and every written communication

received by the City of Monterey Park stating that the SUBJECT PROPERTY causes a detriment

to the value of a NEIGHBORING PROPERTY, including the written communications

themselves, from January 1,2019, through the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 146:

Responding Party does not possess any DOCUMENT responsive to this interrogatory as

stated.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 147:

Please explain with specificity how any condition present at the SUBJECT PROPERTY
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from January 1,2021through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses, in violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(lX5), "causes detriment to" any NEIGHBORING PROPERTY, including

but not limited to impairment of the value of each such NEIGHBORING PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 147:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutuql Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

The condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY amounts to blight from the overgrown

vegetation, and also in combination with the other conditions in violation of the MPMC amounts

to blight, which, by definition, has a negative impact on the surrounding community generally.

Responding Party is unaware of any specific information or data concerning the extent to which

the condition of the SUBJECT PROPERTY has had adverse effects on real properties located at

220 N. Atlantic Avenue, 1l I N. Atlantic Avenue, 780 W. Garvey Avenue and 800 W. Garvey

Avenue in the City of Monterey Park as phrased in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 148:

From January I,2021through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, has

the City of Monterey Park received any communication from any member of the public (excluding

employees, contractors, or officials of the City of Monterey Park) expressing concern that the

SUBJECT PROPERTY impaired the value of real properties within the City of Monterey Park?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 148:

No.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 149:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 149:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact

various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

All exterior surfaces of the SUBJECT PROPERTY remain in a state of unfinished

construction ofjust dirt, piles of dirt, weeds, trash, litter and debris.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 150:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 150:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and,Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, the fact
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various sections of the MPMC and Health and Safety Code appear in the FAC does not

necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section, but may be included

for context and continuity.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

All exterior surfaces of the SUBJECT PROPERTY remain in a state of unfinished

construction ofjust dirt, piles of dirt, weeds, trash, litter and debris.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 151:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 151:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY September 4, 2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY December 3, 2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 152:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.50(k), as referenced in paragraph33 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 152:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Most residents of the City of Monterey Park (specific identities unknown)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 153:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(l), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY on the

date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 153:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were served with a notice of violations on March 22,2023, which included a

violation of MPMC section 4.30.0500). The photos attached to the clearly show an accumulation

of litter, trash, junk and debris on the SUBJECT PROPERTY. Additionally, the photos attached to

the notices of violations issued to Defendants on March,27,2023; March 28,2023; and October

4,2023, show that these conditions were not mitigated. Responding Party contends that photos

photos represent the general state of the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame stated in

this interrogatory, and that such conditions ebb and flow with various amounts of accumulation of

litter, trash, junk and debris depending on the various circumstances, and at least in substantial

part due it being avacanlproperty in a state of incomplete construction with no meaningful

progress made since 2020.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 154:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.500), as referenced

in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that Responding Party serves

its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 154

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d a5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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Defendants were served with a notice of violations on March 22,2023, which included a

violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(D. The photos attached to the clearly show an accumulation

of litter, trash, junk and debris on the SUBJECT PROPERTY. Additionally, the photos attached to

the notices of violations issued to Defendants on March , 27 , 2023; March 28, 2023; and October

4, 2023 , show that these conditions were not mitigated. Respondin gParty contends that photos

represent the general state of the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame stated in this

interrogatory, and that such conditions ebb and flow with various amounts of accumulation of

litter, trash, junk and debris depending on the various circumstances, and at least in substantial

part due it being avacant property in a state of incomplete construction with no meaningful

progress made since 2020..

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 155:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.50(D, as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 155:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023
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o Photos taken on or about September 4,2024

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 156:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.500), as referenced in paragraph 33 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was flrled through

the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 156:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparly. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

o Most residents of the City of Monterey Park (specific identities unknown)

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 157:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as

referenced in paragraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT
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PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.157:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 22r2023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or a hazard. The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

Responding Party is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 158:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as

referenced in paragraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 158:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.
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(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zd 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Notice of Violation issued on March 2212023

MPMC 4.30.050(h) - Wall, Fence, Gate or Hedge (Damaged, Dilapidated or

Hazard) - Any wall, fence, gate or hedge that is damaged, broken, dilapidated or ahazard.The

photographs contained in the notice of violation shows the SUBJECT PROPERTY with fencing

that is damaged, broken, dilapidated and quite potentially hazardous.

Responding Party is not aware of any wall, fence, gate, or hedge that is or was damaged,

broken, dilapidated or ahazard or maintained in violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(9) at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time period specified in this interrogatory, but also does not

have sufficient knowledge or information to definitively affirm there is or has been no such

violation at any point during the time period specified in this interrogatory.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 159:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as referenced in paragraph 34 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 159:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parry responds as

follows:
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o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023.

o Photos of SUBJECT PROPERTY taken on or about September 4,2024.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 160:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 4.30.050(h), as referenced in paragraph 34 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 160:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 161:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(1), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 161:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,20231, April 13, 2023; April 17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April 20,

2023; April26,2023; Api127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid fuither runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as nocessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 162:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(1), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party seryes its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 162:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April 12, 2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; Aprll20,

2023;Apri126,2023;Api127,2023;May 1,2023;May2,2023;May3,2023;May8,2023;and

on May I1,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SLIBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 163:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which the City of Monterey Park contends

evidences each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(1), as referenced in paragraph

37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the

First Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses

to these Special Interrogatories.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 163:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3,2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 164:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(l), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special lnterrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 164:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer (who may be contacted through

counsel).

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official (who may be contacted through counsel).

o Defendant Howard Chan.

o Defendant Edward Chan.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 165:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 165:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; Apr1127,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff
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and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid fuither runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 166:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(2), as

referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 166:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParf responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023;Apri126,2023;Api127,2023;May 1,2023;May2,2023;May3,2023;May8,2023;and

on May I1,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff
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and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 167:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 167:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023;March 27,2023,March 28,2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023;April5,2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 1 1,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April17,2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; Apr1126,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 168:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(2), as referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 168:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Offrcer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)
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o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 169:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was hled.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 169:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; Apri127,2023; May 1, 2023;May2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023;and

on May II , 2023 , regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SLIBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming
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rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 170:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(2), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 170:

Objection. This interro gatory is verbatim the same as stated in Interrogatory No. 166, and

to which Responding Party has already responded.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 171:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 171:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual l4/ater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more
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recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April 12, 2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May I1,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 172:

[No Interrogatory No. ]72 was included in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2.J

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 172:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: A party propounding intenogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively. Interrogatory No. 172 was not included,

causing non-consecutive numbering of Interrogatory No. 171 and Interrogatory No. 173.

Accordingly, Responding Party has no response to any Interrogatory No. 172.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 173:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of
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MPMC section 6.30.050(0(2), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 173:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 174:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3), as

referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 174:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,
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2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; Apr1126,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 175:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(3), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 175:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,
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2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; Apil17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April 20,

2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May I1,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions suffrcient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and./or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 176:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contend evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3, as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 176:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the 2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient
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to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023;March 27,2023,March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April 12, 2023; April 13,2023; April17,2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April20, 2023; Apr1126,2023; April27,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 177:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(3) as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special lnterrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 177:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for
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legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 178:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(4), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 178:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(f)(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. I79:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(4), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT
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PROPERTY on the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 179:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaLApp.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(0(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 180:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(4), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 180:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(f)(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 181:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(4), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Parry serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 181:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections. Further, MPMC section

6.30.050(0(4) is not itself an enumerated violation, but simply establishes that plastic covering

may be utilized to prevent erosion. Accordingly, this interrogatory is incoherent on its face and is

not subject to a response as phrased.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 182:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(5), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the datethat the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 182:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CalApp.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 183:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.050(f)(5), as

referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 183:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 184:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Responding Party contends evidences

each and every violation of MPMC section 6.30.050(0(5), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to

these Special Interrogatories.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 184:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.3 0.050(0(5).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 185:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.050(f)(6), as referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 185:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,a5.) The fact various

MPMC sections and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT

PROPERTY is in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated
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MPMC section 6.3 0.050(fX6).

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 186:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(a), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 186:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpurty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual ll'ater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; Apr1l20,

2023; Aprll26,2023; April 27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 1I,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not
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been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 187:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13), as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 187:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 CaI.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; Aprll12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; Apn127,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after
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the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are suffrcient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 188:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(axl3), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that these Responding Party's Requests were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 188:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbagswereplacedontheperimeterof the SUBJECTPROPERTY afterthe2024 rainyseason

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023
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o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; April 20, 2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 189:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 189:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan
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o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 190:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(b), as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 190:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April20,

2023; April26,2023; Api127,2023; May l, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after

the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not
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been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 191:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(b), as

referenced inparugraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 191:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Defendants were cited on February 23,2023; March 22,2023; March 27,2023, March 28,

2023,March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April5, 2023; April6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April

11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; Apil 17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; April 20,

2023; Apr1126,2023; April 27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023; May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and

on May 11,2023, regarding illicit discharge and runoff occurring from the SUBJECT

PROPERTY. The photos attached to the notices of violation clearly show issues related to runoff

and illicit discharge from the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Further, new sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after
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the 2024 rainy season and have not been tested by weather conditions suffrcient to establish if

these efforts are sufficient to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame

referenced in this interrogatory. Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not

been constructed, and the extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY,

there is substantial reason to believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming

rainy season despite more recently placed sandbags.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 192:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(axl3xb), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special

Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 192:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparry. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, new

sandbags were placed on the perimeter of the SUBJECT PROPERTY after the2024 rainy season

and have not been tested by weather conditions sufficient to establish if these efforts are sufficient

to avoid further runoff-related violations during the time frame referenced in this interrogatory.

Because grading and onsite water catch basin system still have not been constructed, and the

extensive history of this violation from the SUBJECT PROPERTY, there is substantial reason to

believe illicit water runoff may continue occur during the upcoming rainy season despite more

recently placed sandbags.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from September 4,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from December 3,2024

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;March22,

2023; March 27,2023, March 28,2023, March 29,2023; March 30,2023; April 5, 2023; April 6,

2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023; April 13, 2023; April 17, 2023; April 18,

2023; April 19, 2023; Api120,2023; April26,2023; April27,2023; May 1, 2023;May 2,2023;

May 3, 2023; May 8, 2023; and on May 11,2023.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 193:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13), as referenced inparagraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special lnterrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 193:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:
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o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer for City of Monterey Park (who

may be contacted through counsel)

o Edward Chan

o Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend and/or

supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 194:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)@ [sic],

as referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 194:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)@", which is not arecognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 66.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 195:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)@ [sic],
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as referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 195:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)O", which is not a recognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 196:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)O [sic], as referenced in paragraph 37 of the

First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First

Amended Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these

Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 196:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)@", which is not a recognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding ParE does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 197:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13)@, as referenced in paragruph3T of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 197:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.) Further, this

interrogatory references "MPMC section 6.30.030(aXl3)O", which is not a recognized subsection

in the MPMC. Responding Party will assume "MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c)" was intended

and respond accordingly.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:
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Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(c). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 198:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(d), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 198:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13Xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 199:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(d), as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 199:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13Xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2OO:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which YOU contend evidences each and every

violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13Xd), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2OO:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(d). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear
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in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 201:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(l3xd), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party's Responses to these Special

Interrogatories were served.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 201:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(aX13Xd). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 202:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as

referenced inparagraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 202:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 203:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of MPMC section 6.030.03(a)(13)(e) , as

referenced in paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories were served through the date that

Responding Party serves its Responses.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 203:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual ll'ater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d,a5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or
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each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 204:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which Plaintiffs contend evidences each and

every violation of MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as referenced in paragraph3T of the First

Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended

Complaint was filed through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 204:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

RespondingParty does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e). The fact various MPMC sections and their subsections appear

in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is in violation of that section or

each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 205:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each and every violation of

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e), as referenced in paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special Interrogatories.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 205:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual l(ater Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party does not contend, and the FAC does not allege, that Defendants violated

MPMC section 6.30.030(a)(13)(e) as referenced in Paragrcph37. The fact various MPMC sections

and their subsections appear in the FAC does not necessarily mean the SUBJECT PROPERTY is

in violation of that section or each of its subsections.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 206:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each violation of the City of Monterey Park Municipal

Code at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing at the time Plaintiffs serve their Responses to these

Special Interrogatories which the City of Monterey Park intends to abate pursuant to its First

Cause of Action.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 206:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation" and of

"intends to abate." Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information

sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ.

Proc., 5 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259

Cal.App.2d 45.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

MPMC section a.10.010(c) establishes that"any condition caused or permitted to exist in

violation of any of the provisions of this code is a public nuisance and may be abated in
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accordance with this code." MPMC section 4.30.120 authorizes the City to abate public

nuisances if the property owner fails to comply with an abatement order from an administrative

hearing officer following an administrative hearing held pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110, and

states in full as follows:

S 4.30.120 - Compliance with abatement order.

At no cost to the city, the responsible person will comply with all of the
provisions of an abatement order. If the responsible person fails, for any reason,

to comply with an abatement order within the time required in the order, the
citv manager. or designee. will cause the nuisance described in the
abatement order to be abated bv citv forces or by private contractor. The
city attorney is authorized to take such action as needed to gain entry upon the
property where the public nuisance exists for purposes of abating a public
nuisance. (Emphasis added.)

The FAC does not allege or infer that the "City of Monterey Park intends to abate" the

SUBJECT PROPERTY, nor does it seek such relief. In this case, no administrative hearing

pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110 was sought by the City and the City has never intended to

abate the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Rather, this lawsuit seeks, as may be

necessary, injunctive relief from the Court to order Defendants to abate the SUBJECT

PROPERTY in a timely manner and bring it into compliance with the MPMC. If injunctive relief

proves ineffective, the City may then ask the Court to appoint a receiver to assume control of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY. In such a case, the receiver would be ordered by the Court to abate

the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Whether conducted by Defendants or a

receiver, abating all public nuisances on the SUBJECT PROPERTY would be achieved by

finishing construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and according to plans

submitted by Defendants to, and approved by, the City.

To repeat, the City has never intended to use city forces, hire a private contractor, or

otherwise itself abate the SUBJECT PROPERTY, namely finish its construction, nor is any such

relief alleged or sought in the FAC. It remains the City's hope and preference that Defendants

simply finish construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and avoid the

potential consequences associated with injunctive relief or, if necessary, receivership.
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SPECIAL I ATORY NO. 207:

For each violation of the City of Monterey Park Municipal Code that Responding Party

contends exists at the time that Responding Party serves its Responses to these Special

Interrogatories, please describe with specificity the actions that the City of Monterey Park intends

to take to abate each such alleged violation.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 207:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation" and of

o'abate." Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in

this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $

2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

MPMC section 4.10.010(c) establishes that "any condition caused or permitted to exist in

violation of any of the provisions of this code is a public nuisance and may be abated in

accordance with this code." MPMC section 4.30.120 authorizes the City to abate public

nuisances if the property owner fails to comply with an abatement order from an administrative

hearing officer following an administrative hearing held pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110, and

states in full as follows:

$ 4.30.120 - Compliance with abatement order.

At no cost to the city, the responsible person will comply with all of the
provisions of an abatement order. If the responsible person fails, for any reason,

to comply with an abatement order within the time required in the order, !!g
citv manager. or designee. will cause the nuisance described in the
abatement order to be abated bv citv forces or bv private contractor. The
city attorney is authorizedto take such action as needed to gain entry upon the
property where the public nuisance exists for purposes of abating a public
nuisance. (Emphasis added.)

The FAC does not allege or infer that the "City of Monterey Park intends to abate" the

SUBJECT PROPERTY, nor does it seek such relief. In this case, no administrative hearing

pursuant to MPMC section 4.30.110 was sought by the City and the City has never intended to
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abate the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Rather, this lawsuit seeks, as may be

necessary, injunctive relief from the Court to order Defendants to abate the SUBJECT

PROPERTY in a timely manner and bring it into compliance with the MPMC. If injunctive relief

proves ineffective, the City may then ask the Court to appoint a receiver to assume control of the

SUBJECT PROPERTY. In such a case, the receiver would be ordered by the Court to abate

the violations of the MPMC addressed in the FAC. Whether conducted by Defendants or a

receiver, abating all public nuisances on the SUBJECT PROPERTY would be achieved by

finishing construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and according to plans

submitted by Defendants to, and approved by, the City.

To repeat, the City has never intended to use city forces, hire a private contractor, or

otherwise itself abate the SUBJECT PROPERTY, namely finish its construction, nor is any such

relief alleged or sought in the FAC. It remains the City's hope and preference that Defendants

simply finish construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY in a timely manner and avoid the

potential consequences associated with injunctive relief or, if necessary, receivership.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 208:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing on

the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed which RespondingParty contends, as

referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint, constitute violations of the Health &

Safety Code "so extensive and of such nature that the health and safety of residents or the public is

substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 208:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having
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years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself, other code violations observed

at the property applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC generally include illicit discharge of water

runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry with it filth,

rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions are a violation of California building

standards and negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the general public in that

unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to pollute the environment and

create health risks to the public. Further, public entities like the City are regulated by State and

Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermitted runoff. While new

sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property since the rainy season has ended,

there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in thousands of dollars of

administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season resumes over the next

several months Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have

remained without any work associated with and at a time when no permit was in effect, and which

is also applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC. Such open trenches are also threat to public safety

by virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long

standing state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 209:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY existing on

the date that these Special Interrogatories were served to the date Responding Party's Responses

are served, which Responding Party contends, as referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended

Complaint, constitute violations of the Health & Safety Code "so extensive and of such nature that
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the health and safety of residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.2O9:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself, other code violations observed

at the property applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC generally include illicit discharge of water

runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry with it filth,

rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants. Such conditions are a violation of California building

standards and negatively impact and endanger the health and safety of the general public in that

unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to pollute the environment and

create health risks to the public. Further, public entities like the City are regulated by State and

Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from unpermiued runoff. While new

sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property since the rainy season has ended,

there has not been suffrcient rain during the time period of this Interrogatory to know if these

efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in thousands of dollars of

administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season resumes over the next

several months Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open trenches on the property that have

remained without any work associated with and at a time when no permit was in effect, and which

is also applicable to Paragraph 43 of the FAC. Such open trenches are also threat to public safety

by virtue of the Property appearing completely vacarrt, and even abandoned due to its long

standing state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance.

4922-7341-7228v2 76
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SUPPLEMENTAL & AMENDED RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFTS

EDWARD CHAN, HOWARD CHAN & MAI FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

t6

l7

l8

l9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WTLLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT [,Aw

RIvERSIDE

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard.

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 210:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences each condition at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY existing from the date the First Amended Complaint was flrled through the

date the date that Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend, as

referenced inparagraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint, which constitute violations of the

Health & Safety Code "which are so extensive and of such nature that the health and safety of

residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 210:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 27,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023.

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o CE Invoices - Administrative Citation (Total to 4-20-23)

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from July 24,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from September 4,2024

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from December 3,2024

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 211:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each condition at the

SUBJECT PROPERTY existing from the date the First Amended Complaint was filed through the

date that these Special Interrogatories were served to the date Responding Party's Responses are

served, which Plaintiffs contend, as referenced in paragraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint,

constitute violations of the Health & Safety Code "so extensive and of such nature that the health

and safety of residents or the public is substantially endangered."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 211:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingpafiy. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer - may be contacted through

counsel.

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official - may be contacted through counsel.

o Defendant Edward Chan

o Defendant Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 212:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3( c), as

referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the
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life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 212:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced in Paragraph 45

of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SLIBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in

Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermitted runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season

resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have

resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which
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is also covered under Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered

under Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 213:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend'oendangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 213:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty.(See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced in Paragraph 45
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of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that cancarry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in

Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermitted runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufficient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season

resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

parlial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have

resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which

is also covered under Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered under

Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 214:

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding

Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(c), please state with specificity how each such "endangers the life, limb, health,

property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 214:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. In addition to unfinished construction being

a violation of the MPMC, and therefore a public nuisance in itself and referenced inPangraph 45

of the FAC. Other code violations observed at the SUBJECT PROPERTY generally include illicit

discharge of water runoff from the PROPERTY into the public storm drain system that can carry

with it filth, rubbish, trash, litter, and other pollutants, which is specifically referenced in

Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Such conditions negatively impact and endanger the health and safety

of the general public in that unpermitted substances entering storm drain systems is known to

pollute the environment and create health and safety risks to the public. Public entities like the

City are regulated by State and Federal laws to protect the environment and public safety from

unpermitted runoff. While new sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of the Property

since the rainy season has ended, there has not been sufflrcient rain during the time period of this

Interrogatory to know if these efforts will be effective, unlike the prior efforts that resulted in

thousands of dollars of administrative fines to the PROPERTY owners, until the rainy season
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resumes over the next several months. Further, he interior of the structure remains in a state of

partial construction with piles of combustible junk and debris and without the benefit of fire

protection systems that completed construction would have presenting a threat to public safety,

and which is also specifically referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Gaps in the roof have

resulted in infiltration of rainwater and the interior has flooded due to pooling of rainwater, which

is also covered under Paragraph 45 of the FAC. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before

the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are athreat to public health and safety by

virtue of the Property appearing completely vacant, and even abandoned due to its long-standing

state of partially completed construction amounting to an attractive nuisance, which is also

covered by Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3 and referenced in Paragraph 45 of the FAC.

Additionally, the accumulation of dried vegetation, trash, litter and debris all contribute to a fire

hazard. Each and every condition stated in this response is a nuisance, and therefore covered under

Health & Safety Code $ 17920.3(c).

Discovery and investigation is ongoing and Responding Parfy reserves the right to

supplement and amend this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1: (on page 23)

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was fledthrough

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which RespondingParty contends

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request has either already been produced or is equally available to the propoundingparty, who has

greater access to the SUBJECT PARTY than Responding Party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $

2030.220 subd. (c); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)
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Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

o Notice of Violation issued on March 22,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March, 27,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on March 28,2023

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Administrative Citations referencing illicit discharge dated: February 23,2023;

March 22,2023; March 27,2023,March 28,2023,March 29,2023; March 30,

2023; April 5, 2023; April 6, 2023; April 10, 2023; April 11,2023; April12,2023;

April 13, 2023; Aprll17,2023; April 18, 2023; April 19, 2023; and on April 20,

2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about September 4,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about December 3,2024.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about July 24,2024.

While these dates may have preceded the time frame of this interrogatory, they still reflect

conditions present on, or general state of, the SUBJECT PROPERTY during the time frame

referenced.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2: (on page 24)

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3( c), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

o'endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

o Rey Lozano - Senior Code Enforcement Officer -may be contacted through

counsel.

o Dennis Tarango - Building Official -may be contacted through counsel.

o Defendant Edward Chan

o Defendant Howard Chan

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217: (on page 24)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as

referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which o'endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. Their code violations include illicit

discharge of materials into storm drains, overgrown vegetation, unsightly property, filth, rubbish,
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stagnant water, trash, litter, and failure to control pollutants. All of these conditions negatively

impact and endanger the health and safety of residents and the general public.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218: (on page 24)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special lnterrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218:

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to the meaning of "violation." Calls for

legal conclusion. Calls for premature expert opinion. The information sought in this discovery

request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2da5.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Defendants have not completed construction of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, despite having

years to do so. Their failure to make progress on completing the SUBJECT PROPERTY has

resulted in numerous code violations and this lawsuit. Their code violations include illicit

discharge of materials into storm drains, overgrown vegetation, unsightly property, filth, rubbish,

stagnant water, trash, litter, and failure to control pollutants. All of these conditions negatively

impact and endanger the health and safety of residents and the general public.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.215: (bottom of 24, to top of 25)

For each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY

from the date that these Special Interrogatories were served through the date on which Responding
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Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs allege to be in violation of Health & Safety Code

section 17920.3(e),please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 215:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "Aparty propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Speciftcally, an interrogatory labeled as

"special lnterrogatory No. 215" first appears in sequential order at the bottom of page 23 of

Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled

as "special lnterrogatory No. 2I5" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's

Special Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant

Chan's violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of

Interrogatory No. lT2,becatse simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion

or ambiguity with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat

the same number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate

of the Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to

this interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 216: (on page 25 - REPEATED NIIMBER)

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section I7920.3(e), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing

at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed through

the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend "endangers

the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 216 : (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "Apafi propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"special lnterrogatory No. 216" frst appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant
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Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 216" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the

Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this

interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL ATORY NO.217: (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section 17920.3(e), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed

through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs contend

"endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 217:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"Special Interrogatory No. 217" fnst appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant

Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 217" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the

Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this
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interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory

SPECIAL ATORY NO. 218: (on page 25 - REPEATED)

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the

City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section I7920.3(g), as

referenced inparagraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT

PROPERTY on the date that the First Amended Complaint was filed, and which "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 218:

Objection. Defendant Edward Chan's Special Interrogatories, Set 2, fails to comply to

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a), which states: "A party propounding interrogatories

shall number each set of interrogatories consecutively." Specifically, an interrogatory labeled as

"special lnterrogatory No. 218" first appears in sequential order on of page 24 of Defendant

Edward Chan's Special lnterrogatories, Set 2. However, another interrogatory labeled as "Special

Interrogatory No. 218" appears non-sequentially later in Defendant Edward Chan's Special

Interrogatories, Set 2, onpage 25. Responding Party was able to accommodate Defendant Chan's

violation of Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.060(a) involving the absence of Interrogatory

No. 172, because simply skipping that number does not create any undue confusion or ambiguity

with responses to subsequent interrogatories. However, interrogatories that repeat the same

number invites the very confusion and ambiguity that the sequential numbering mandate of the

Code of Civil Procedure seeks to avoid. Accordingly, Responding Party will not respond to this

interrogatory or any other that is labeled with the same number as a prior interrogatory.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 219:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBIECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(lg), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which Plaintiffs

contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."
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