
mx5
cr
(o
oo3



I

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1l

T2

13

,14
15

t6

t7

18

19

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

t. 27

28

BURKE, wILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvFRStDE

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.2d a5.) 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). 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 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), please state with specificity how each such "endangers the life, limb, health,

property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY 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); andAlpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) 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, 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). 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

and/or 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'oendangers

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

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 [4/ater 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:
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Responding ParE 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). 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 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. 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.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:

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

17920.3(9). 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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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 "endangers the

life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY 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); 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)(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
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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 party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court(l968) 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. 225:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section 17920.3(g)(2), 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. 225:

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.) 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. 226:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each violation of Health &

Safety Code section17920.3(g)(2), 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. 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); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zd45.) 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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Ĵ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

T2

13

I4

15

r6

t7

18

t9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLTAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

RIvERSIDE

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 RespondingParty reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL r ATORY 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 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. 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

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:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT
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PROPERTY is or was in violation of the specific provisions of Health & Safety Code section

17920.3(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 RespondingParty 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(g)(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.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(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
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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 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. 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 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:

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

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(9)(3), as referenced in paragraph 45 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 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. 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 pafiy. (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(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 INTE ATORY 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 RROGATORY 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
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request is equally available to the propounding party. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual llater 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(9)(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 reserves 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 17920.3(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,

which Plaintiffs contend "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the

public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 232I

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.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
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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 RespondingParty reseryes the right to amend

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 233:

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)(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

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.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph41 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(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 Parfy 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 I7920.3(c)" rather than "section

17920.3(c)(4)".
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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 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

'oendangers 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 propoundingparty. (See Code of Civ. Proc., $ 2030.220 subd.

(c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.zda5.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph 45 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c)(4)," nor

does that section exist in the Health & Safety Code. While Responding Parfy 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 I7920.3(c)" rather than "section

t7920.3(c)(4)".

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 paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint,

existing atthe 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.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 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.2d45.) Further, there is

no reference in paragraph 45 of the FAC to a "Health & Safety Code section 17920.3(c)(4)," nor

does that section exist in the Health & Safety Code. While RespondingParf has made reasonable

inferences and responded to other interrogatories herein with errors in the code sections

referenced, RespondingParty 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. 236:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section I7920.3(h), as referenced in paragraph 45 of the First Amended

Complaint, existing at the SUBJECT PROPERTY from the date that these Special Interrogatories

were 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. 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 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

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
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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. 237:

For each condition atthe 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(h), please state with specificity how each such condition "endangers the life, limb,

health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY 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); andAlpine 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(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.

SPECIAL TORY NO.238:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

4922-7341-7228v2 I04
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

l5

16

t7

18

t9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

RIVERSIDE

Code section I7920.3(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."

RBSPONSE 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); 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(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. 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."

4922-7341-7228 v2 l0s
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

l0

ll
I2

13

t4

15

I6

T7

18

t9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIVERSIDE

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 propoundingparty.(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, 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

be included for context and continuity.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reseryes the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.

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 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. 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
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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.) 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

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

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 I7920.3(I), 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. 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., 5 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
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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 reseryes the right to amend

andlor 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 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 11920.3(l), please state with specificity how each such condition o'endangers 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

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.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

follows:

Responding Party is not asserting, and the FAC does not plead, that the SUBJECT
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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. 243:

Please LIST each and every DOCUMENT which evidences a violation of Health & Safety

Code section17920.3(I), 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. 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., $ 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(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.
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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 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. 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., 5 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

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

andlor supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 245:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY which the
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City of Monterey Park contends is in violation of Health & Safety Code section 17920.3fi), 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. 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 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 4,2023

MPMC 4.30.050CI) - 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 a ftehazard. 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 a ftehazard and would amount to an illicit discharge

if carried by water from the SUBJECT 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 reserves the right to amend

and/or supplement this response as necessary.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 246:

Please DESCRIBE IN DETAIL each condition at the SUBJECT PROPERTY in violation

of Health & Safety Code section17920.3Q), 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 o'endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or welfare of the public."

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY 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, Responding Party 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 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 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 aftehazard 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
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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 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 17920.30), 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 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, RespondingParty 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 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 aftrehazard. 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 maffer, 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 "endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety or

welfare of the public."
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Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor 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 "endangers

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 propounding party. (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:

o Notice of Violation issued on October 4,2023.

o Photographs of SUBJECT PROPERTY from on or about Jluly 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.

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. 249:

Please IDENTIFY each and every person with knowledge of each 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 the First Amended Complaint was filed
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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. 249:

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:

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

o'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

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
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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 that includes conditions amounting to an

o'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 a threat 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

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 Interrogatories

were served through the date on which Responding Party's Responses are served, which poses o'an

imminent and substantial danger to life and safety" as referenced in paragraph 46 of the First

Amended Complaint.
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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 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:

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 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 a threat 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.
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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'oan 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 "an 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); 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 aftrehazard. Additionally, there are reasonably deep, open

trenches on the property that have remained without any work associated with them since before
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the original complaint was filed. Such open trenches are a threat 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. 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 o'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 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:

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.

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.
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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 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 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. 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

"would 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

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); 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. 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 "would 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 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
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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. 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 atfueat 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 "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 780 W. Garvey Avenue, in Monterey Park,

specifically, at the southeast corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY 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); 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" 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. 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 a threat to public health and safety by virtue of the Property appearing completely

vacarlt, 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
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and/or supplement this response as necessary.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 258:

Please LIST each DOCLIMENT which evidences the ineparable 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 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.

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. 259:

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.

RE,SPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY 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
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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, 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 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 irj*y 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.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 o'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
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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. 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, 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 "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
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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, 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 "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 reseryes 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 SIIBJECT

PROPERTY is located.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY 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 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:

RespondingParty 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
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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

andlor 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 r ATORY 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 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

due to the fact thatthatproperty is a vacant lot without any persons occupying it.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party roserves the right to amend

andlor 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 at 220 N. Atlantic Boulevard in Monterey

Park, if a receiver is not appointed.
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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

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, 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

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 okould 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 INTERROGATORY 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
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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

o'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. 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 111 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

are a threat 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 111 N. Atlantic Blvd. to enter onto the SUBJECT PROPERTY due to 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.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 267:

Please LIST each DOCUMENT which evidences the irreparable injury that would be

suffered by the owner and/or owners of the commercial property located at 111 N. Atlantic

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); 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.

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. 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 propounding party. (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.)

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 TORY NO. 269:

Is former City Manager Ron Bow presently employed by Transtech?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY 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 propoundingparty. (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 and associated public nuisances at SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Responding Party has no personal and direct knowledge of Ron Bow's current

employment is and therefore cannot respond competently under oath to such information. Ron

Bow is not engaged in any work for the City of Monterey Park through an private company or

otherwise. Requesting Parties indicates that they believe Ron Bow is employed by Transtech

Engineers, Inc., a private company. Requesting Parties have equal access to Transtech Engineers,

Inc. to inquire of its current employees.

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. 270:

If former City Manager Ron Bow is presently employed by Transtech, please state the time

elapsed from his retirement from employment atthe City of Monterey Park and the

commencement of his employment at Transtech.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.27O:

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, 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 and associated public nuisances at SUBJECT

PROPERTY.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Parfy responds as

follows:

Responding ParE has no personal and direct knowledge of Ron Bow's current

employment is and therefore cannot respond competently under oath to such information. Ron

Bow is not engaged in any work for the City of Monterey Park through an private company or

otherwise. Requesting Parties indicates that they believe Ron Bow is employed by Transtech

Engineers, Inc., a private company. Requesting Parties have equal access to Transtech Engineers,

Inc. to inquire of its current employees.

Discovery and investigation are ongoing and Responding Party reserves the right to amend

andlor 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 I,2004 and January L,2023, Building Official
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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

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:

Yes.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 272:

If, between January 1, 2008 and January I,2023, Building Official Tarango employed by

D&J Municipal Services, Inc., 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, Responding Party will respond to this

interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that any

response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and Responding

Party reserves the right to refuse to respond to any future such interrogatories or related discovery
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requests, and, without limitation, seek judicial intervention in response to the same.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding ParW 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 know

the exact dates of that employment to provide a more specific response.

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 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 (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 any

response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and Responding

Parfy reseryes 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 1,2023, Building Official Tarango employed [src]

by D&J Municipal Services, Inc., please state the dates he held each and every such ownership
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interest.

RE,SPONSE 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, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board.

Sys. 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 any

response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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. 275:

Between January l, 2008 and January 1,2023, did Building Official Tarango a manager

[sic], director or officer of D&J Municipal Services, Inc.?

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. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263

CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause

nnnecessary expenditure of resources of Responding ParW. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in
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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

any response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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, RespondingPart 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, [nc., please state the dates he held each

such position?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 276:

Objection. Whether between January l, 2004 and January l, 2023, Building Offi cial

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

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 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

any response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and Responding

ParW 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.

4922-7341-7228v2 137
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

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

I4

l5

t6

I7

18

T9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERStDE

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 277:

Did Building Official Tarango ever provide professional services to the City of Bell?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 277:

Objection. Whether between January I,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 RespondingParty 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 Parfy is on notice that

any response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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

the beginning and ending dates of such services?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 278:

Objection. Whether between January 1,2004 and January 1,2023, Building Offrcial

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, I8.) Further, this interrogatory's only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause
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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 Parry will respond

to this interrogatory, which is not an admission of relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that

any response to this interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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. 279:

Was Building Official Tarango ever employed by a business entity which provided

professional services to the City of Bell?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO.

Objection. Whether "Building Official Tarango ever employed by a business entity which

provided professional services to the City of Bell" is utterly 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, regarding this interrogatory. (Code of

Civ. Proc, $ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CMd 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 any response to this

interrogatory is in no sense acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 280:

If Building Offrcial Tarango provide professional services to the City of Bell, state the

name, address and telephone number of each such entity.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL YATORY 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 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, RespondingParty will respond to this interrogatory, which is not an admission of

relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that any response to this interrogatory is in no sense

acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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:

Building Official Tarango has never provided professional services to the City of Bell.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 281:

If Building Offrcial Tarango provide professional services to the City of 8e11, please state

the beginning and ending dates of such services?

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.,!ys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, this interrogatory's

only purpose is to harass, annoy, and cause unnecessary expenditure ofresources ofResponding

PaW. Purely as a gesture of goodwill and in the spirit of avoiding spurious conflict and claims at
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this moment, Responding Party will respond to this interrogatory, which is not an admission of

relevance. Requesting Party is on notice that any response to this interrogatory is in no sense

acknowledgment of its legitimacy and 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

colnmencement 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 lnterrogatories were served is

not relevant to this litigation and not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial.

Such is also privileged and not subject to discovery under California case law. (Code of Civ. Proc,

$ 2017.010; Columbia Board. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18; Rico v. Mitsubishi

Motors Corp. (2007) 42 Cal.4th80; Califurnia Shellfish, Inc. v. United Shellfish Co. (1997) 56

Cal.App.4th 16; Lang v. Hocltman (2000) 77 Cal.App. th 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

protective fencing large enough for a person to pass through on a commercial 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 r ATORY NO. 283:

Objection. This interrogatory calls for an incomplete hypothetical. Further, it is vague and
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ambiguous due to its generality and lack of specificity. Further, it is inelevant and not reasonably

calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

As specifically worded in this interrogatory that hypothetical, not necessarily. Such a

hypothetical scenario with its limited criteria does not reflect the state of the PROPERTY, nor is it

a realistic hypothetical that includes all the various elements of any similar construction site which

would impact this analysis.

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 commercial property where

construction supplies and equipment are present, without more, constitutes 'oan imminent and

substantial danger to life and safety," with the quoted language construed in its ordinary meaning?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 284:

Objection. This interrogatory calls for an incomplete hypothetical. Further, it is vague and

ambiguous due to its generality and lack of specificity. Further, it is irrelevant and not reasonably

calculated to lead to admissible evidence attrial.

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

As specifically worded in this interrogatory that hypothetical, not necessarily. Such a

hypothetical scenario with its limited criteria does not reflect the state of the PROPERTY, nor is it

a realistic hypothetical that includes all the various elements of any similar construction site which

would impact this analysis.

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 a7 Leaves Caf6 was approximately 80 percent

complete?
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RESPONSE 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. Sys. v Superior Court (1968) 263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, the

information sought in this discovery request is equally available to the propoundingparty, 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., 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:

Monterey Park Assistant City Afforney Timothy Campen has stated, and continues to state,

words to the effect that construction at the SUBJECT PROPERTY is, and for years now has

remained in a state of approximately 80Yo completion, said as much at the March 18,2024

meeting with Edward Chan, Howard Chan and their attomey. (No such meeting occurred on

"March 16,2024," which was a Saturday.) Further, this statement about construction being

approximately 80% complete was not stated in reference "to build and open a 7 Leaves Caf6," but

rather was in regard to the entire SUBJECT PROPERTY as a whole.

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 a7 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 attial. (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 propoundingpar$, whose

own attorney and author of these interrogatories was present at the very court hearing and can
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inform propounding party from his own recollection what was said atthat time and place. (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, RespondingParty responds as

follows:

Monterey Park Assistant City Attomey Timothy Campen has stated, and continues to state,

words to the effect that construction at the SUBJECT PROPERTY overall is, and for years now

has remained in a state of approximately 80% completion, and may very well have said as much at

the August 23,2024 court hearing on Plaintiffs' ex parte application. 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 Mr. Campen particularly at the court hearing on August 23,

2024.

SPECIAL TORY NO. 287

Did counsel for the City of Monterey Park and Building Official Dennis Tarango (whether

individually or collectively) state at the March 18,2024 meeting at City 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

paragraph 23 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. ^!ys. v Superior Court (1968)

263 CA2d 12, 18.) Further, the information sought in this discovery request is equally available to

the Requesting Party, who, by their own admission, at least Defendants Howard and Edward

Chan, along with their attorney Andrew Krastins, were present at the very same meeting and can
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recall from their own recollection what was stated atthat meeting on or about March 18,2024.

(See Code of Civ. Proc., S 2030.220 subd. (c); and Alpine Mutual Water Co. v. Superior Court

(l 968) 259 Cal.App.2d as.)

Subject to and without waiving the above objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

This interrogatory cannot be answered competently with a simple "yes" or'ono" response.

Assistant City Attomey Timothy Campen indicated at a meeting with Defendants Howard and

Edward Chan, and their attomey Andrew Krastins, on March 18,2024, that there had been no

progress in construction since he issued to Defendants Howard and Edward Chan on December

22,2023, which included a detailed schedule of construction milestones to ensure completion of

construction by the end of May 2024. Mr. Campen indicated a revised schedule would be

provided with milestone deadlines to allow the City to know whether the owners were on track

towards finishing construction as soon as possible. In no sense did Mr. Campen ever state, direct,

instruct, imply, infer, or intimate that Defendants did not need commence with any construction

unless or until a revised timeline was provided by the City. In fact, Mr. Campen specifically

referenced there was nothing holding up construction with the interior of the structure and that

such work could begin immediately while the sewer and storm water systems go through revised

plan review with the City. Mr. Campen also stated he was not willing to stay litigation to the end

of the year to see if construction was finally completed by then because of the need to abate the

public nuisance now. He made clear the expectation that construction needed to commence

immediately with good faith efforts to complete construction as soon as possible to abate the

overarching public nuisance violation of unfinished construction.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 288:

From March 18,2024 through the date that these Special Interrogatories were served, did

the City of Monterey Park send to Defendants a letter revising the deadlines set forth in December

22,2023letter referenced in paragraph 23 of the First Amended Complaint?

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 288:

Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to
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admissible evidence attnal. (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 propoundingparty, who should know whether he received such a letter or

not. (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:

No. Assistant City Attorney Timothy Campen indicated at the March 18,2024 meeting

with Defendants Howard and Edward Chan, and their attomey Andrew Krastins, that there had

been no progress in construction since he issued to Defendants Howard and Edward Chan on

December 22,2023, which included a detailed schedule of construction milestones to ensure

completion of construction by the end of May 2024. Mr. Campen indicated a revised schedule

would be provided with milestone deadlines to allow the City to know whether the owners were

proceeding in good faith and on track towards finishing construction as soon as possible. In no

sense did Mr. Campen ever state, direct, instruct, imply, infer, or intimate that Defendants did not

need commence with any construction unless or until a revised timeline was provided by the City,

nor did Defendants Howard and Edward Chan, or their attorney Andrew Krastins, ever indicate

that was their expectation. In fact, Mr. Campen specifically referenced there was nothing holding

up construction with the interior of the structure and that such work could begin immediately

while the sewer and storm water systems go through revised plan review with the City. Mr.

Campen also stated he was not willing to stay litigation to the end of the year to see if construction

was finally completed by then because of the need to abate the public nuisance now. He made

clear the expectation that construction needed to commence immediately with good faith efforts to

complete construction as soon as possible to abate the overarching public nuisance violation of

unfinished construction.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 289:

Please IDENTIFY the City of Monterey Park's general liability insurer.
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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 altrial. (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 Parfy 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 officials.

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 at trial. (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-426e

o Crum & Forster, 305 Madison Avenue, P.O. Box l973,Morristown, NJ 07960,

(973) 4e0-660
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o Public fusk Innovation, Solutions, and Management, 75 Iron Point Cir # 200, Folsom,

cA 95630, (916) 8s0-7300

o National Union Fire Insurance Company of Pittsburgh,Pa.,l2Tl Avenue of the

Americas 35th Flr. New York, NY 10020,877-399-6442

Dated: January 2,2025 KARL H. BERGER, CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

By:

Timothy E.
Attomeys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANd CITY
OF MONTEREY PARK
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COI]NTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am the Senior Code Enforcement Officer for the City of Monterey Park (City), a

public entity in the State of California, and Plaintiffin this action.

I have read the foregoing PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S
SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED RESPONSES AI\[D ORIECTIONS TO
DEFENDAI\TS EDWARD M. CHAN, HOWARD CHAN, PATRICIA CIIAN AI\D
MAN FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECTAL INTERROGATORTES SET NO. TWO (2)
and know its contents.

The matters stated in the foregoing document, to the best of my information,
knowledge and belief, are true.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on |anuary 212025, at Monterey Park, California.

REYI\4IJNDO LOZANO
Type or PrintName

SS
)
)
)

4933-1195*LB?6 vl
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SAN DIECO

PROOF OF SERVICE

PeopleilVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

srATE OF CALIFORNIA' COUNTY OF RTVERSTDE

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 Riverside, State of Califomia. My business address is 1770 Iowa
Avenue, Suite 240, Riverside, CA92507-2479.

On January 2,2025,I served true copies of the following document(s) described as
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED
RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS EDWARD M. CHAN, HOWARI)
CHAN, PATRICIA CHAN AND MAN FEI CHAN GOLD'S SPECIAL
INTERROGATORIES SET NO. TWO (2) on the interested parties in this action as follows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address mahensley@bwslaw.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed in the Service List. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the
transmission, arLy 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 January 2,2025, at Riverside, California.
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SERVICE LIST
People/Ilonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
coHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560

Attorney for Defendants
EDWARD M. CHAN, HOWARD M. CHAN,
PATRICIA YU CHAI\ and MAII-FEI
CHAN GOLI)

Tel
Tel
Fax
Email Akrastinslaw@aol.com

562-208-9679 - Direct
562-357-9789
562-590-0493

310-s86-2400
310-594-4723 - Taylor
310-

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAI\, AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY
TRUST

Tel
Tel
Fax

tstephen@cibllp.com
acohen@cibllp.com
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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,CA9073l
Tel: (562) 3s7-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

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

Plaintiffs,

(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY)

ElectrcnicallV.rl$! 9y
Superior Couft of California,
County of Los Angeles
3lLLl2025 4:03 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Offlcer/Clerk of Coutt,
ByJ, Hernandez, Deputy Clerk

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION
FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS
AND FOR ORDER DECLARING
MOVANTS TO BE PREVAILING
PARTIES ENTITLED TO AWARD OF
ATTORNEYS' FEES, BY DEFENDANTS
EDWARD M. CHAN, HOWARD CHAN,
PATRICIA YU CHAN AND MAN FEI
CHAN GOLD; MEMORANDUM OF
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES;
DECLARATION OF AI{DREW O.
KRASTINS

[Request for Judicial Notice, Proposed
Order filed concurrently herewith.l

Date: April 11,2025
Time: 8:30 A.M.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

Res.Id.: 432519251311

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COTJNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

RNIA, e/a/.

V

ERT CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS AND FOR AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES

TO THE PARTIES HERETO AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, on April 11,2025, at 8:30 A.M., or as soon thereafter as

may be heard, in Department E of this Court, located at 600 E. Broadway, Glendale, CA 91206,

Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Patricia Chan and Man Fei Chan Gold (collectively

'oMovants") will, and hereby do, move pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure $ 438 and under

common law, on both statutory and non-statutory grounds, for entry ofjudgement on the

pleadings in favor of Movants and against Plaintiffs, People of the State of California (by and

through the City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park) and the City of Monterey Park, as to

the Second Cause of Action in Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint for an Order Authorizing

Appointment of a Receiver and Requiring Reimbursement. Movants also seek an order deeming

Movants to be prevailing parties as to the Second Cause of Action and entitled to an award of

attomeys' fees and costs pursuant to Health & Safety Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

This Motion will be made on the grounds that Health & Safety Code $$ 17920.3,11960,

11980, 17980.6, 17980.7, 1798I, 17982 and 11983, which are contained in Division 13, Part 1.5

of the State Housing Law, Health & Safety Code $ 17910 et seq. apply solely to buildings used

for human habitation and not to non-residential commercial properties.

This Motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the attached Memorandum of

Points and Authorities and Declaration of Andrew O. Krastins, the concurrently filed Request for

Judicial Notice, the records and files in this action and such argument and evidence as may be

presented at the hearing on this Motion.

DATED: March 10,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

a
By:

ANDREW O. KRASTINS,
Attorney for Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard
Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

a
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TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS

II. FACTS
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IV. ARGUMENTS

A. Rules of Decision

B. The Motion Should Be Granted Because Plaintiffs' Interpretation of the

State Housing Law is Patently Untenable
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1. Rules of Statutory Interpretation . . . . .

2.The Scope and Applicability of the State Housing Law is Limited to

Residential Housing

3. Plaintiffs Are Not Entitled to Preliminary Injunctive Relief Under Health

& Safety Code Section 17981 Because Their FAC is Not Verified.

V.

4. Senate Bill 1465, Enacted in2024, Amended the State Housing Law

But Did Not Expand the Scope of Health & Safety Code $$ 17910

Et Seq. To Encompass Structures Not Used for Human Habitation .

C. Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action Should Be Dismissed With Prejudice

Because There Is No Reasonable Possibility of Amendment . .

D. Movants Are Entitled to An Award of Reasonable Attorneys' Fees and

Costs.

CONCLUSION

Declaration of Andrew O. Krastins
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS

In the Second Cause of Action of the operative First Amended Complaint (FAC), the

Plaintiffs seek a receivership and injunction based on their claim that Health & Safety Code $$

17920.3, 17960, 11980,17980.6, 17980.7, 17981, 17982 and 17983 apply to Defendants' non-

residential commercial property. However, those statutes apply solely to buildings used for

human habitation, and not to non-residential commercial properties such as the property here.

The Plaintiffs admit that the Subject Property is a non-residential commercial property,

but nonetheless insist, wrongly, that the above statutes apply to non-residential commercial

properties. This is contrary to the language of those statutes (which arepart of the State Housing

Law (Health & Safety Code $ 17910 et seq.)) and to the documented intent of the Legislature.

There is no reasonable possibility that Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action can be

amended to state a viable claim under the State Housing Law upon which it relies. Therefore,

this Motion should be granted and the Second Cause of Action should be dismissedwith

prejudice.

The Court should also deem Movants to be prevailing parties as to the Second Cause of

Action and award them their reasonable attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to Health & Safety

Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

il. FACTS

Movants have ownership interests in a nonresidential commercial property at795 W.

Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park, Califomia ("Subject Property"). [Request for Judicial Notice

(RJN)'s Exhibit I (Plaintiffs' CMC Statement) atp. 5; FAC at flfl 2 and 11-13.1 It is undisputed

that Movants are in the final stages of developing the Subject Property with a 7 Leaves coffee

shop and additional commercial space. The Parties advised the Court at the August 2I,2024

hearing that the development project is substantially complete.

On March 7,2024, Plaintiffs filed their original Complaint. On August 23,2024,

Plaintiffs filed their operative FAC. (See court file). These seek: (1) nuisance abatement under
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Civil Code $ $ 73 1 , 3494 and 3480 (See FAC at n1l29-40 and its prayer at flfl 1 -6); and (2) an

order authorizing appointment of a receiver, an injunction, and reimbursement based on $$

17920.3, 17960,17980, 17980.6,17980.7,17981,17982 and 11983 of the State Housing Law

(See FAC at flfl 41-48 and its prayer at fltf 7-16)

Paragraph 45 of the FAC appears to allege that the Subject Property has numerous

undesirable conditions listed in H&S Code $ 17920.3. Paragraph 46 of the FAC alleges that

those "conditions on the Property pose an imminent and substantial danger to life and safety"

and that "failure to grant a receiver on the Property would cause irreparable injury to be suffered

by surrounding neighbors." (See court file).

On November 26,2024, Movants' counsel conferred telephonically with Plaintiffs'

counsel, advising Plaintiffs' counsel that because the Subject Property's construction project,

which is the subject of the FAC, is a purely nonresidential commercial development, the Subject

Property is not within the purview of the State Housing Law subsections on which Plaintiffs rely

in their FAC, and therefore Plaintiffs have no basis for seeking a receivership or injunction

pursuant to Health & Safety Code $ 17980.7 . [Krastins Declaration, 1T1T 3-5.] Plaintiffs' counsel

disagreed and declined to dismiss Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action. [d]
Movants' counsel sent Plaintiffs' counsel an email documenting the above conversation

and asking that Plaintiffs' counsel "advise if the foregoing accurately represents the gist of our

conversation". [Krastins Decl., flfl 6-7.] Plaintiffs' counsel did not respond to the email. lld.l

On Dec. 3,2024, Movants filed and served a Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

based on the above. (See court frle). On Jan. 31,2025, Plaintiffs served their Opposition

("Opp.") to that (now-withdrawn) Motion. (See court file). In their Opp., Plaintiffs argue that

the State Housing Law was recently amended, and that the amendments demonstrate that the

State Housing Law now applies to purely commercial structures which are not used for human

habitation. (Opp. at2:9 - 3:11 and 5:10 - 6:5; Opp.'s Campen Declaration at'lJa). Specifically,

Plaintiffs represent that the amendments to Health & Safety Code $$ 17920.3 and 17980

establish that the State Housing Law does apply to buildings which are not used for human

habitation, and that therefore those statutory provisions apply to the Subject Propefi. Qd.)

-8-
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In an abundance ofcaution, and in order to conduct a thorough review ofthe code

provisions Plaintiffs cited and those provisions' legislative histories, Defendants withdrew that

initial Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings before its hearing, without prejudice, to conserve

the Parties' and the Court's resources in case Plaintiffs were coffect. [Krastins Decl.,']Tfl 8-9.]

Defendants' counsel subsequently reviewed the statutes upon which the Opp. relied, as

well as the legislative history of recent amendments to the State Housing Law, and concluded

that (1) the relevant authorities do not establish that the State Housing Law applies to anything

beyond buildings used for human habitation, and therefore (2) the State Housing Law does not

apply to the Subject Property. [Krastins Decl., tTfl l0-11.] Because the State Housing Law does

not apply to the Subject Property, Plaintiffs' reliance on it in their FAC's Second Cause of

Action is mistaken, and accordingly their request for a receivership and injunction (the Second

Cause of Action) is meritless.

Movants now ask that the Court grant this Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

and dismiss the FAC's Second Cause of Action with prejudice because it is not subject to

amendment that could remedy its problems described above; Movants also request an order

awarding them attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to Health & Safety Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

IIr. THE PARTTES CONFERRED TELEPHONTCALLY AS PER C.C.P. S 439

Code of Civil Procedure section a39@) requires that before filing a motion for judgment

on the pleadings, the moving party must confer with the parfy who filed the challenged pleading

"for the pu{pose of determining if an agreement can be reached that resolves the claims to be

raised in the motion for judgment on the pleadings." Section a39(a)(1) specifies:

"As part of the meet and confer process, the moving party shall identiff all of the
specific allegations that it believes are subject to judgment and identifr with legal
support the basis of the claims. The party who filed the pleading shall provide
legal support for its position that the pleading is not subject to judgment, or, in the
alternative, how the pleading could be amended to cure any claims it is subject to
judgment."

On November 26,2024, Movants' and Plaintiffs' respective counsel conferred

telephonically. Movants' counsel advised that the statutes Plaintiffs rely upon do not, by the

plain terms of the statutory scheme, apply to the Subject Property which Plaintiffs are attempting

-9-
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to force into receivership. Movants' counsel subsequently sent Mr. Campen an email

memorializing that conference, stating:

"Dear Mr. Campen: I am writing to confirm that we conferred by phone at 8:00
AM on November 26,2024 pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 439
regarding the viability of Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action for an order
appointing a receiver under Health & Safety Code section 17980.7. In my email
to you and Mr. Berger dated November 25,2024,I set out my contention that
section 17980.7 does not apply to nonresidential commercial properties. In our
discussion, I explained that I was unable to locate any case law, appellate,
published or unpublished, even trial court opinions, in which a court has
appointed a receiver pursuant to section 17980.7 of the State Housing Law in
connection with a commercial property not used for purposes of human
habitation. You acknowledged that you had reviewed the statutory authorities I
cited prior to filing Plaintiffs'Complaint and FAC. You advised you were not
aware of any specific instance of section 17980.7 successfully applied to a
nonresidential commercial property. I stated that the nonresidential property at
issue in this lawsuit is not within the purview of the State Housing Law or of the
subsections Plaintiffs rely upon. You stated that you spoke to several receivers
who said that courts have appointed receivers in connection with nonresidential
commercial properties. I urged that your clients should dismiss the second cause
of action. You stated that they would not do so and that the court can decide the
issue. Please advise if the foregoing accurately represents the gist of our
conversation."

Movants' counsel received no reply. (Krastins Decl at fl']|6-7 and its Exhibit A).

On February 18,2025, after Movants' counsel thoroughly reviewed the legislative

history of the recent amendments to the State Housing Law, Movants' counsel again spoke to

Plaintiffs' counsel, summarized his findings, and asked if Plaintiffs intends to withdraw their

second cause of action for a receivership under the State Housing Law. Plaintiffs' counsel

advised that Plaintiffs would not dismiss their second cause of action, and contended that the

statutes relied upon in the Second Cause of Action do indeed encompass non-residential

commercial structures which are not used for human habitation. (Krastins Decl at l|fl 10-11).

Defendants here now move for judgment on the pleadings on the ground that the State

Housing Law, and amendments thereto which went into effect on January 1,2025, do not apply

to such commercial buildings as these are not usedfor human habitation, and that therefore the

Plaintiffs' second cause of action necessarily fails.

ARGUMENTS

Plaintiffs' operative FAC asks the Court to appoint a receiver pursuant to Health &

-10-
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Safety Code $ 17980.7, claiming that unspecihed conditions at the Subject Properfy "pose an

imminent danger to life and safety, as described in Health & Safety Code $ 17980.6," and that

failure to grant a receiver on the property would cause irreparable injury to be suffered by

surrounding neighbors. [FAC tT'!T45-46.] However, it is undisputed that the Subject Property is a

purely commercial non-residential development (RJN's Exh. 1 (Plaintiffs' CMC Statement) at p.

5; FAC atffl2 and 11-13); it is therefore outside the purview of the State Housing Law (of

which Health & Safety Code $$ 17980.6 and 17980.7 are apart).

Because the provisions upon which Plaintiffs rely do not and cannot apply to the Subject

Property, the Second Cause of Action necessarily fails. Because Plaintiffs' claim is not within

the purview of the statutes relied upon, it cannot be remedied by amendment and should be

dismissed with prejudice. As prevailing parties, Movants are entitled to an award of their

reasonable costs and attorneys' fees incurred due to this Motion, pursuant to Health & Safety

Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

A. Rules of Decision

"A motion for judgment on the pleadings serves the function of a demurrer, challenging

only defects on the face of the complaint." (Eckler v. Neutrogena Corp. (2015) 238 Cal.App.4th

433,439.) As with a demurrer, the grounds for a motion for judgment on the pleadings must

appear on the face of the complaint or from a matter of which the court may take judicial notice."

(Id.) ln reviewing the sufficiency of a complaint, the court must accept the factual allegations as

true and give them a liberal construction. (Gerawan Farming, Inc. v. Lyons (2000) 24 Cal.4th

468,515-516.)

Leave to amend "is properly denied if the facts and nafure of plaintiffs' claims are clear

and under the substantive law, no liability exists." (Templo v. State of Califurnia (201$2a

Cal.App.5th 730,735.) The burden of proving that there exists a reasonable possibility of

amending the challenged pleading o'rests squarely on the plaintiff." (Pich v. Lightbourne (2013)

221 Cal.App.4th 480,490 andthe cases cited therein.)

- 11-
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B. This Motion Should Be Granted Because Plaintiffs'Interpretation of the

State Housing Law is Patently Untenable

1. Rules of Statutory Interpretation

A court's'Judicial task is to interpret and determine what the Legislature has done, not

what we--or the People-believe it could or should have done." (People v. Morgan (2023) 87

Cal.App.5th 858, 866.) The fundamental task of statutory construction is to "ascertain the intent

of the lawmakers so as to effectuate the purpose of the statute." (,4llen v. Sully-Miller

Contracting Co. (2002) 28 Cal.4th222,227.) In doing so, courts should look first to the

statutory language "because it generally is the most reliable indicator of legislative intent." (Id.)

Courts "construe the words of a statute as a whole and within the overall statutory

scheme to effectuate the intent of the legislative body. (Boshernitsan v. Bach (2021) 61 Cal.App.

5th 883, 893 (citing Peoplev. Jacobo (2019) 37 Cal.App.sth32, a2.)) (Emphasis added.) Where

the intent of a statute is clear from the language itself; the court will not look beyond the plain

meaning; the Legislature is presumed to have meant what it said, and the plain meaning of the

statute governs. (McDermott Ranch, LLC v. Connolly Ranch, Inc. (2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 549,

5se.)

To interpret statutory language, courts "look not only to the particular provision at issue,

but also to 'the statutory scheme of which the statute is a part." (Marzec v. Public Employees'

Retirement System (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 889, 906, citing People v. Plumlee (2008) 166

Cal.App.4th 935,940.) Courts'olook to the entire statutory scheme in interpreting particular

provisions 'so that the whole may be harmonized and retain effectiveness." (1d.) The courts

"must select the construction that comports most closely with the apparent intent of the

Legislature, with a view to promoting rather than defeating the general purpose of the statute,

and avoid an interpretation that would lead to absurd consequences." (Id.)

However, where 'the statutory language is ambiguous on its face or is shown to have a

latent ambiguity such that it does not provide a definitive answer, [the courts] may resort to

extrinsic sources to determine legislative intent." (Tracy Rural County Fire Protection Dist. v.

-12-
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Local Agency Formation Com, of San Joaquin County (2022) 84 Cal.App.5th 91, 107-108, citing

Guill en v. S chw arz en e g g er (2007 ) I 47 Cal. App.4th 929, 9 3 8-93 9. )

In determining legislative intent, the courts generally do not consider the statements of

individual legislators, including those of the bill's author, if the statements are extrinsic to the

various official legislative proceedings during which the bill was debated and enacted. (Make

UC a Good Neighbor v. Regents of University of Califurnia (2024) 16 Cal.5th 43,60). However,

where "the author's statements are part of committee materials-and are therefore relayed not

merely as personal views, but instead as part of the Legislature's consideration of the bill-they

can serve as salient reflections of legislative purpose." (1d., citing McHugh v. Protective Lfe

Ins. Co. (2021) 12 Cal.5th2l3,24I.) In interpreting legislation, the Supreme Court "has

frequently relied on a statement of the bill's author when such statement is contained in

committee materials." (1d., citing People v. Braden (2023) 14 Cal.5th79I,820.)

2. The Scope and Applicability of the State Housing Law is Limited to

Residential Housing.

"The State Housing Law (Health & Saf. Code, $$ 17910-17998.3) provides for the

enforcement of health and safety standards for residential housing." (Kaura v. Stabilis Fund II,

LLC (2018) 24 Cal.App.sth 420,428.) The statutory scheme in which Health & Safety Code $

17980.7 is contained is the State Housing Law. By its plain terms, the State Housing Law and

the provisions contained therein apply only to residential properties and not to nonresidential

commercial projects. "The State Housing Law (Health & Saf. Code, $ 17910 et seq.) provides

statewide construction and occupancy standards for buildings usedfor human habitation."

(Temple of l00I Buddhas v. City of Fremont (2024) 100 Cal.App.5th 456,467-468, citing

Lippmanv. City of Oakland (2017) 19 Cal.App.sth 750, 75) (Emphasis added.)

As Plaintiffs expressly stated in their CMC Statement and as their counsel stated before

this Court at the August 21,2024 ex parte hearing on this matter, the Subject Property is a

non-residential commercial development. (See Plaintiffs' CMC Statement dated November 6,

2024 atp.5.)

Section 17980.7 is part of Division 13 of the Health & Safety Code entitled'oHousing."

-13-
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Sections 17910 et seq. - including $ 17890.7 - are contained in Part 1.5 of Division 13, entitled

"Regulation of Buildings Used for Human Habitation." Section 179T0 states: "This part is

known as the 'State Housing Law."' Provisions of the State Housing Law upon which Plaintiffs

rely "apply to all hotels, motels, lodging houses, apartment houses, and dwellings, or portions

thereof, and buildings and structures accessory thereto, approved for construction or constructed

before or after the effective date of such rules, regulations, or building standards." (See Health &

Safety Code $ 11912). It is undisputed that the Subject Property is none of these.

When the current statutory scheme was enacted, the California Attorney General

explained: "Preliminarily, it should be noted that both the old Housing Act [and] the new

Housing Law pertain only to apartment houses, hotels and dwellings." (1962 Cal. AG LEXIS 57

(40 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 205).) In 2008, the Supreme Court succinctly set out the scope of $$

17980.6 and 17980.7,the receivership provisions on which the Second Cause of Action is based:

"Sections 17980.6 and 17980.7 of the Health and Safety Code compose a
statutory scheme providing certain remedies to address substandard
residential housing that is unsafe to occupy."

(City of Santa Monicav. Gonzalez (2008) 43 Cal.4th905,9l2 (Emphasis added).) This

understanding of the scope of the receivership statutes was affirmedin2020 in City of Norco v.

Mugar (2020) 59 Cal.App .sth 7 86, 7 90.

Nothing in the State Housing Law, its statutory scheme of interrelated statutes, nor the

authorities interpreting Health & Safety Code $$ 11980.6 or 17980.7 suggest that the

receivership statute upon which Plaintiffs rely, was intended to reach beyond strucfures used for

human habitation. Nothing suggests that these provisions apply to commercial structures which

are not used for human habitation, or to purely commercial properties during construction.

Neither the language of the Housing Act's many provisions, the authorities interpreting them,

nor their legislative history suggests that any provisions of the State Housing Law were intended

to reach purely commercial structures not being used for human habitation.

Therefore, the Second Cause of Action is meritless and should be dismissed.

-14-
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3. Plaintiffs Are Not Entitled to Preliminary Injunctive Relief Under

Health & Safety Code Section 17981Because Their FAC is Not

Verified.

Atparagraph 42 of the FAC, Plaintiffs allege that, pursuant to Health & Safety Code $

17981, they are entitled to "temporary relief pending final disposition of the City's petition."

That provision states: "An enforcement agency which institutes any action or proceeding

pursuant to this article may, by verified complaint settingforth thefacts, apply to the superior

court for an order granting the relief for which the action or proceeding is brought until the entry

of a final judgment or order." (Emphasis added.) The FAC is not verified. Because the FAC is

not verified, $ 17981 cannot provide a basis for the "temporary relief'Plaintiffs seek. (See

FAC's prayer atpg.20,para.9). Additionally, as with all provisions of the State Housing Law,

$ 17981 does not apply to commercial non-residential structures which are not used for human

habitation.

4. Senate Bill 1465, Enacted in2024,Amended the State Housing Law

But Did Not Expand the Scope of Health & Safety Code $$ 17910 et

seq. to Encompass Structures Not Used for Human Habitation.

In2024, State Senator Bob Archuleta authored and introduced SB 1465, a measure

amending certain provisions of the State Housing Law in order to extend its scope to buildings

which were indeed used for human habitation but were not intended as such, such as sheds and

warehouses. [RJN Ex. 3-5.] SB 1465 amended H&S Code S 17920.3 to enhance the definition

of "substandard buildings" to include buildings zoned for purposes other than housing but which

nonetheless were used as de facto dwelling units.

The prior version of H&S code 17920.3 provided, in relevant part:

"Any.building.orportion thereof, including any dwelling.unit, gugsJroqry, or the
premises on which the same is located, in which there exist any of the following
listed conditions to the extent that endangers the life, limb, health, property,
safety, or welfare of the public or the occupants thereof shall be deemed and
hereby is declared to be a substandard building."

[See RIN, Ex. B]. As amended by SB 1465, $ 11920.3 now reads:

-15-
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"Any building or portion thereof, regardless of zoning designation or approved
uses of the building, including any dwelling unit, guestroom or suite of rooms, or
the premises on which the same is located, in which there exists any of the
following listed conditions to an extent that endangers the life, limb, health,
property, safety, or welfare of the occupants of the building, nearby residents, or
the public shall be deemed and hereby is declared to be a substandard building."

Movants anticipate that Plaintiffs will point to the italicized added language and contend

that this expands the scope of the State Housing Law to encompass all commercial properties.

Plaintiffs, for example, may contend that the newly added "regardless of zoning designation or

approved uses of the building" language indicates that the State Housing Law now applies to all

buildings, regardless of whether they are actually being used for human habitation. Plaintiffs

would be wrong. Such an interpretation would lead to the absurd result of requiring purely

industrial, agricultural and commercial buildings, such as barns for farm animals, tool sheds and

machine shops, to conform to the same standards of habitability as residential apartments, hotels

and houses.

First, the language which SB 1465 added to H&S Code $ 17920.3 must be read in the

context of the statutory scheme in which it is contained, namely the State Housing Law.

(Marzec v. Public Employees' Retirement System, supra,236 Cal.App.4that 906 and the

authorities cited therein.) There is no authority suggesting that the State Housing Law applies to

anything beyond buildings used for human habitation.

The same result obtains if the newly added language is regarded as a latent ambiguity

because it appears to contradict other portions of the State Housing Law. The Legislative

History of SB 1465 confirms that the entire statutory scheme of the State Housing Law targets

only buildings used for human habitation, as opposed to commercial or industrial buildings

which are not so used. According to the Califomia Legislative Information website, SB 1465

was subject to nine hearings and floor analysis prior to being enacted. As set out in Exhibits 3

through 9 in Movants' Request for Judicial Notice, the Digests of each report and analysis

presented to the Legislature on SB 1465 begin with the following language or substantially

identical language:

"This blll allows any structure usedfor human habitation to be declared a
substandard building regardless of the zoning or approved use of the building, and
makes other changes to code enforcement procedures." fEmphasis added.]

-16-
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Similarly, Senator Archuleta's "Author's statement," contained in the various committee reports,

contains the following explanation of the measures' intent and the specific problems it is

intended to address:

Author's statement. "California is experiencing a housing shortage of
significant proportions, particularly in the affordable housing sector. Individuals
and families unable to find affordable housing may reside in buildings that have
not been zoned for residential use. Despite being rented as housing, many
converted warehouses, factories, and buildings are not in residential zones and
have evaded much-needed safety inspections and code enforcement. The
shootings in Half Moon Bay that took the lives of seven farmworkers are a call
to action about the deplorable conditions in unpermitted housing being used by
Califomia farmworkers and others. The lack of oversight perpetuated living
conditions subject to insect infestations, unsafe drinking water, inadequate
restrooms, and fire hazards. We need to empower local and state agencies
better to deal with dilapidated commercial and industrial buildings being used
as housing. While first ensuring the safety of residents, these buildings should
be brought up to code and returned to beneficial use in the community."

[RJN, Exhibits 3 to 9.] Later in his author's statement, Senator Archuleta explained:

Habitability requirements. "As the state's housing crisis has continued to worsen
in recent years, the scarcity ofaffordable housing options has forced greater
numbers Californians into unpermitted dwellings not intended for housing. In
these situations tenants pay rent to live in a buildingthat is not officially approved
to be used for human habitation, such as an unpermitted addition or alteration to
a residential dwelling, a warehouse, or other building in a non-residential zone. In
some high cost regions, locals are reporting an increasing number of people living
in sheds and boats. Los Angeles County is estimated to have at least 200,000
informal housing units that have not been approved for human habitation.
Unfortunately, the lack of safety standards in these arrangements can have life and
death consequences, as seen in the2016 Ghost Ship warehouse fire in Oakland that
killed 36 people. Despite not being approved for human habitation or assembly, the
Ghost Ship warehouse had been leased to artists who lived and worked in the
building. Another recent example of this type of housing was seen in the January
23,2023 mass shooting that took place at two Half Moon Bay mushroom farms,
where farmworkers - including the shooter - were allegedly paying rent to farm
owners in order to live in severely substandard housing accommodations that were
not properly permitted and had never been inspected by county building officials."

[RIN, Exhibits 3 to 9.]

Similarly, the Legislative Counsel's Digest for SB 1465 provides no basis to conclude

that Senator Archuleta's bill was intended to expand the scope of the State Housing Law to

encompass buildings not intended for and not being used for human habitation, such as the

Subject Property. The Legislative Counsel's Digest is prefaced by the following description at

the top of the page: "An act to amend Sections 17920,17920.3,17975,17980, 17980.7,

17980.11, and 17992 of the Health and Safety Code, relating to housing." (Emphasis added.)
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The digest then states:

(1) Existing law, the State Housing Law, establishes statewide construction and
occupancy standards/or buildings usedfor human habitation. Existing law
requires, for those purposes, that any building, including any dwelling unit, be
deemed to be a substandard building when a health officer determines that any
one of specified listed conditions exists to the extent that it endangers the life,
limb, health, property, safety, or welfare of the public or its occupants.
This bill would instead speciff thatabuilding be deemed a substandard building
when a health officer determines that any of those listed conditions exist to the
extent that it endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety, or welfare of the
occupants of the building, nearby residents, or the public. The bill would clariff
that the term "substandard building" for purposes of the State Housing Law
means a residential building or any other building or portion thereof that is
deemed to be substandard pursuant to the provisions described above, and would
clariff that standard applies regardless of the zoning designation or approved use
of the building. The bill would make conforming changes to this effect."
(Emphasis added.)

[RJN at Exhibit 2.]

Read in the light of the statutory scheme and in light of the seven committee reports and

analyses, the Legislative Counsel's digest is entirely consistent with the specific pu{pose of SB

1465 articllated by Senator Archuleta in his Author's Statements, and with the reports to the

Senate and Assembly cited above.

Nothing in the Legislative History of SB 1465 suggests it was intended to expand the

scope of the State Housing Law to encompass commercial buildings or other buildings not used

for human habitation. To the contrary, the measure responds to two widely publicized tragedies

involving persons forced to live in squalid conditions in agricultural sheds and a derelict

warehouse which lacked the necessities for human habitation.

Courts "may not substitute [their] own judgment for that of the Legislature as expressed

in the plain language of the statute". (County of San Diego v. State of Califurnia (2008) 164

Cal.App.4th 580, 597.) Courts do not have the authority to expand the scope of a statute beyond

its plain meaning, even if they are convinced it would serve the Legislature's purpose. A court's

'Judicial task is to interpret and determine what the Legislature has done, not what we-or the

People-believe it could or should have done." (Id.) Courts also must read a statute in

accordance with the statutory scheme of which the statute is a part. (Marzec v. Public

Employees'Retirement System,supra)236Cal.App.4that 906, citing Peoplev. Plumlee,supra,

166 Cal.App.4th at 940.) Courts o'look to the entire statutory scheme in interpreting particular
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provisions so the whole may be harmonized and retain effectiveness." (1d.)

There is no authority or evidence to suggest that the State Housing Law or the2024

amendments thereto are intended to apply to structures not used for human habitation, or to

commercial developments still under construction. There exists not a single published or

unpublished opinion in which an appellate court orders appointment of a receiver pursuant to

H&S Code $ 17980.7 in connection with purely commercial non-residential property of the type

at issue here. Nor has Movants' counsel been able to locate any trial court case - whether

through Lexis or through discovery or independent research - in which a court so ruled.

Plaintiffs' counsel advised that he knows of no such case. The State Housing Law and its various

provisions are as plain and straightforward as can be; there is neither ambiguity nor uncertainty

in scope. It simply does not apply to nonresidential commercial property which is not being

used for human habitation, regardless of what the Cify of Monterey Park may wish.

"Well-established rules of statutory construction require fcourts] to ascertain the intent of

the enacting legislative body so that we may adopt the construction that best effectuates the

purpose of the law." (Hassanv. Mercy American River Hospital (2003) 3I Cal.4th709,

115-716). Courts "first examine the words themselves because the statutory language is

generally the most reliable indicator of legislative intent." (Id.) The words of the statute should

be given their ordinary and usual meaning and should be construed in their statutory context.

(1d.) Fundamental canons of statutory interpretation "generally preclude judicial construction

that renders part of the statute 'meaningless or inoperative. "' (Id.) In addition, words should

be given the same meaning throughout a code unless the Legislature indicated otherwise. (1d.)

Any attempt to expand the scope of the State Housing Law beyond the housing expressly

contained in the title of the law itself - buildings for human habitation - would render the core

terms in the statutory scheme meaningless and thwart its plain purpose. This, in turn, would

permit public entities to commence wholly unwarranted actions intended to achieve ends to

which they are not entitled, such as the coercion of property owners to take actions which the

public entity might desire but has no legal right to compel.

C. Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action Should Be Dismissed With Prejudice
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Because There Is No Reasonable Possibility of Amendment.

Because the State Housing Law which contains H&S Code $ 17980.7 applies only to

"buildings used for human habitation," it cannot apply to the purely commercial non-residential

property which is the subject of this action. Plaintiffs, therefore, have no reasonable possibility

of amending their claim for a receivership pursuant to $ 17980.7 to state a viable cause of action.

The Second Cause of Action, therefore, should be dismissed with prejudice.

D. Movants Are Entitled To An Award of Reasonable Attorneys'Fees and

Costs.

The prevailing parfy in an action pursuant to H&S Code $ 17980.1 is entitled to

reasonable attorney's fees and court costs as may be fixed by the court. (H&S Code $ 17980.7

(c)(11)). Here, Plaintiffs commenced a patently meritless claim for a draconian remedy to which

they are not entitled, reasserted the same in their First Amended Complaint, and refused to

withdraw it after being apprised of its defects. Movants, therefore, are entitled to an award of

reasonable attorneys' fees and costs.

Plaintiffs' actions are particularly vexatious because they larded their FAC with lengthy

verbatim excerpts from H&S Code $ 17920.3 which set out, in compound sentences, dozens of

specific conditions which constitute nuisance conditions under the law. However, Plaintiffs did

not identi$ any specific condition existing at the Subject Property when the FAC was filed

which Plaintiffs contend violate the various provisions cited in the FAC.

Because receivership is a drastic remedy which wrests control of property from its owner,

Movants necessarily must take Plaintiffs' lawsuit seriously, even if Plaintiffs themselves do not.

Movants were required to propound detailed interrogatories parsing the clauses of statutes in

order to ensure they are not objected to as "compound" and to marshal the evidence necessary to

defend the case. These essential but costly and time-consuming efforts are impeding Movants'

ability to complete the construction project, the very goal the City claims is its own intent.

Plaintiffs' counsel, highly experienced in govemmental and public entity law, ought never to

have demanded an order appointing a receiver under the provisions of the plainly inapplicable

State Housing Law. They surely knew better.
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Public entities are immune from suits for malicious prosecution. (Leon v. County of

Riverside (2023) 14 Cal.5th 910,925, Silvav. Langford (2022) 79 Cal.App.sth7l0,717.)

Therefore, the only recourse for Movants to recoup their losses is the attorney's fee provision

contained in the statute that Plaintiffs sued upon. Movants, as prevailing parties, therefore,

should be awarded reasonable attorneys' fees and costs expended here in defending against

Plaintiffs' meritless receivership claim.

V. CONCLUSION

Plaintiffs seek appointment of a receiver, and an injunction, pursuant to a statute which is

plainly inapplicable. Because there is no reasonable possibility thatPlaintiffs' Second Cause of

Action can be amended to state a viable claim under the State Housing Law, Movants' Motion

should be granted and Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action should be dismissedwith prejudice.

As prevailing parties, Movants should be awarded their reasonable attomeys' fees and

costs pursuant to H&S Code $ 17980.7(c)(11), the amount of which to be determined by separate

motion.

DATED: March 10, 2025

LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

a
By

ANDREW O. KRASTINS,
Attomey for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

I, Andrew O. Krastins, declare:

1. I am an attorney duly licensed to practice law in the State of California and am

counsel of record for Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Patricia Chan Yu and Man Fei Chan

Gold. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein; as to those facts declared upon

information and belief, I believe them to be true, and if called as a witness to testifr, could and

would competently do so.

2. I make this Declaration pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 439(a),

which requires the parties subject to a motion for judgment on the pleadings to confer,

telephonically or otherwise, at least five days prior to the filing of the motion in order to attempt

informal resolution.

3. In accordance with Code of Civil Procedure section a39@)(l), on November 26,

2024, Plaintiffs' counsel Timothy Campen ("Mr. Campen") and I conferred telephonically. I

explained to Mr. Campen that the statutory scheme in which H&S Code section 17980.7 is

contained, by its plain terms, does not apply to commercial non-residential properties and that

the Second Cause of Action of the operative First Amended Complaint, which relies on that

statutory provision, should therefore be dismissed with prejudice.

4. In that conversation, Mr. Campen stated that he reviewed the statutory scheme at

the time he filed Plaintiffs' initial Complaint, and that he was not aware of any specific legal

authority holding that H&S Code section 17980.7 was applicable to nonresidential commercial

properties. He stated that he filed the claim in this matter after he had spoken to several

receivers.

5. Mr. Campen further advised that Plaintiffs would not dismiss their Second Cause

of Action.

6. After our telephonic conference, I sent Mr. Campen an email memorializing the

same, stating, verbatim, as follows:

"Dear Mr. Campen: I am writing to confirm that we conferred by phone at 8:00

AM on November 26,2024 pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 439

an
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regarding the viability of Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action for an order

appointing a receiver under Health & Safety Code section 11980.1. In my email

to you and Mr. Berger dated November 25,2024,I set out my contention that

section 17980.7 does not apply to nonresidential commercial properties. In our

discussion, I explained that I was unable to locate any case law, appellate,

published or unpublished, even trial court opinions, in which a court has

appointed a receiver pursuant to section 17980.7 of the State Housing Law in

connection with a commercial property not used for purposes of human

habitation. You acknowledged that you had reviewed the statutory authorities I

cited prior to filing Plaintiffs' Complaint and FAC. You advised you were not

aware of any specific instance of section 17980.7 successfully applied to a

nonresidential commercial property. I stated that the nonresidential property at

issue in this lawsuit is not within the purview of the State Housing Law or of the

subsections Plaintiffs rely upon. You stated that you spoke to several receivers

who said that courts have appointed receivers in connection with nonresidential

commercial properties. I urged your clients to dismiss the second cause of action.

You stated that they would not do so and that the court can decide the issue.

Please advise if the foregoing accurately represents the gist of our conversation."

[A true and correct copy of my November 26,2024 email is attached hereto as Exhibit A.]

7. I received no response to the above November 26,2024 email.

8. On Dec. 3,2024, our office filed and served a Motion for Judgment on the

Pleadings based on the above. On January 31,2025, Plaintiffs served their opposing papers. In

their Opposition, Plaintiffs stated that the State Housing Law had recently been amended and

that the amendments demonstrate that the State Housing Law does apply to purely commercial

structures which are not used for human habitation. Plaintiffs represented that amendments to

Health & Safety Code sections 17920.3 and 17980 establish that the State Housing Law does

indeed apply to buildings which are not used for human habitation.

9. Out of an abundance of caution, and in order to conduct a thorough review of the
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code provisions Plaintiffs cited and those provisions' legislative histories, on Feb. 3,2025, ourr

office withdrew Defendants' initial Dec. 3, 2024Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings before

its hearing date in order to conserye the Parties' and the Court's resources in case Plaintiffs were

correct.

10. I reviewed the statutes that Plaintiffs relied upon, as well as the legislative history

of the recent amendments to the State Housing Law, and concluded that, contrary to the

Plaintiffs' contention, those authorities do not establish that the State Housing Law applies to

anything beyond buildings used for human habitation.

11. On February 18,2025, after I thoroughly reviewed the legislative history of the

recent amendments to the State Housing Law, I again spoke to Plaintiffs' counsel, summarized

my findings and asked him whether, in light of my findings, Plaintiffs intend to withdraw their

second cause of action for a receivership under the State Housing Law. Plaintiffs' counsel

advised that Plaintiffs would not dismiss their second cause of action, and he contended that the

statutes relied upon in the Second Cause of Action do indeed encompass non-residential

commercial structures which are not used for human habitation.

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

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on March 10,2025, at San Pedro, Califomia.

a
Andrew O. Krastins, Declarant
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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,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family
Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

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

Plaintiffs,

V.

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et a1.,,

Defendants.

Electronica lly .f Il-t-O hy
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
51L212025 3r50 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executlve OfficeriClerk of Court,
By A, Oliva, Deputy Clerft

OPPOSITION OF EDWARD M. CHAN AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY
LIVING TRUST TO PLAINTIFFOS
MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

[filed concurrently with Request for Judicial
Notice; Evidentiary Objections; Proposed
Order re Evidentiary Objections;
Supplemental Declarations of Edward M.
Chan, Andrew O. Krastins, and Thomas
Vong; exhibitsl

Dates: May 23,2025
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

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 1,2024
: None Set

Defendant Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust ("Trustee Chan")

hereby submits his Opposition to the Motion for Issuance of Preliminary Injunction brought by the

Plaintiff City of Monterey Park ("City"), joining in the Opposition filed on January 31,2025 by the

other Chan Defendants represented by the Law Office of Andrew O. Krastins.
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I.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff s Motion seeks (a) to prohibit Defendants from employing unlicensed contractors, and

Q)thatDefendants comply with a list of construction deadlines set by the City. As to the prohibitory

portion of the proposed injunction, the Motion fails because the Chans have never employed nor

themselves "actedin the capacity of a general contractor," and because the City's own Building Official

declaredthatthe Chans are legallypermittedto contact andworkwith City staff and contractors (which

is all the Chans did). As to the demanded compliance with Cify-set deadlines, the City does not have

a"clearly established right" to such a mandatory preliminary injunction and tacitly admits the same by

falsifuing the content of CCP ll526(a) to make it appear to support a position that it does not.

Any undertaking the Court sets should be in an amount no less than $500,000.

II. FACTS

The Chans are developing the northeast comer of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey Avenue in

Monterey Park, with a 7 Leaves coffee shop and other commercial space ("the Project").At aFeb. T4,

2025 hearing on the City's Motion for Issuance of Preliminary Injunction ("Motion"), the Court

continued the hearing because Trustee Chan was not served. The Court also instructed the parties

to confer about outstanding issues on completing the construction project at795 W. Garvey Avenue

in Monterey Park. On Feb.24,2025, all counsel conferred by telephone. Counsel for Edward M.

Chan ("Edward") et al suggested a meeting of the City's and the Chans' contractors, engineers and

other relevant professionals to identiff and suggest ways to resolve the remaining design and other

technical issues. [Krastins Supp. Decl., flfl 1-4.] All counsel agreed to this, with the understanding

that the Chans' licensed general contractor Joven would be in attendance.lld.]

The Chans have always had a general contractor. In late 2023,the Chans discovered that the

license of TE Construction, then their designated general contractor had lapsed. The Chans promptly

retained a new licensed general contractor of record, Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven").

[Supp.Chan Decl.,112.] In February 2025, the Chans noticed that Joven was no longer timely

responding to their inquiries. [Supp. Chan Decl, tf 3.] Edward telephoned Joven's office. [d] Joven's

staff informed Edward that Joven was in Northem California working on a different project. The Chans

6
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needed to communicate with Joven to complete the Project and resolve the City's lawsuit. Fd.] During

February 2025, Edward sent Joven at least four emails advising him of permit approvals and other

Project developments.fld' Ex. A] Neither Joven nor his staff responded to these. [d.]

Edward Chan also left numerous telephone messages at Joven's office and on his personal cell

phone. Neither Joven nor his staff responded. By late February 2025,the Chans began to suspect that

Joven might have abandoned the Project and that they had been misled. On March 12,2025, Edward

sent Joven and his assistant an email detailing his repeated unsuccessful attempts to contact Joven. He

asked Joven to advise the Chans whether Joven intended to continue with the Project. The Chans

received no response, and concluded that Joven had indeed abandoned the Project. [Supp. Chan Decl.,

fl 4, Exhibit B.l

Upon Edward's inquiry, 7 Leaves recommended two general contractors to replace Joven.

Meantime, the Chans' architect recommended a licensed general contractor, Thomas Vong ("Vong")

of Solidway Construction, Inc. ("Solidway"). [Supp. Chan Decl., flfl5-6.] Vong thoroughly reviewed

the plans and discovered small but very serious inaccuracies involving the elevations and gradingof 2-

3 feet -- seemingly small but important details which were overlooked by Cal Land Engineering (the

Chans' project engineers) and City's engineering and planning staff. lSupp. Chan Decl,, fl 6; Vong

Decl., fllTl-12.] Ttying to conform with the effoneous plans would stop the work and require redoing

completed work or reducing available parking below the required minimum. [Supp. Chan Decl., fl 6.]

Edward contacted the two general contractors recommended by 7 Leaves. One of these

reviewed the Project for several weeks and then declined to submit a bid. The other potential contractor

did not address the issues discovered by Vong. lSupp. Chan Decl. , n 1.] The Chans concluded that

Solidway and Vong should take over the Project. However, Vong advised that he could not submit an

informed bid until the elevation and grading issues were resolved. fSupp. Chan Decl., fl 8; Vong Decl.,

fl S.] On April 17, 2025, Defendants' counsel contacted Crty's attomey and proposed that Vong meet

with City staff onsite to address the potential problems which Vong had discovered. The meeting was

scheduled for April 30,2025. [Supp. Chan Decl., fl9; Krastins Decl..]

On April 30,2025, Vong and Edward met at the Project site with Building Official Dennis

Tarango and other City staff. Tarango agreed that the elevation/grading issues did indeed need to be

7
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resolved. [Supp. Chan Decl., tT 10.] During that meeting, Tarango, Vong and Edward identified aspects

of the Project which could be undertaken immediately. Tarango suggested that resolution of the

gradingielevation issues be left for an unspecified later date. Tarango stated that he would immediately

renew the building permit. Vong advised that he would contact the City in person early the following

week and would also meet with the Chans' other contractors. [Supp. Chan Decl., fl 11.]

On May 5,2025,Edward sent an email to City of Monterey Park Contract Manager Peter Shiau,

introducing Vong and his company Solidway as the new general contractor for the Project, and

forwarding Vong's technical questions about beginning work on the sidewalk and driveway portions

of the Project. [Supp. Chan Decl, fl 12; Exhibit C.] On May 6, 2025,Vong spoke to City staff regarding

commencement of work on the sidewalk and driveway. Staff at the City counter told Vong that they

would get back to him the following week and that street construction along Atlantic Boulevard could

delay the work on the sidewalk and driveway. [Supp. Chan Decl., fl 13]

On May 6,2025,Edward applied for the building permit which Building Official Tarango said

he would renew. On May 7,2025, Edward paid for the building permit renewal application. [Supp.

Chan Decl. ,n l4,Ex. D.l On May 7 ,2025, at 12:22 P.M. the City emailed the renewed Building Permit

to the Chans with Solidway designated as the general contractor of record. fld.lOnMay 7,2025,the

Chans retained US Construction Enterprises Corp. ("USCEC"), a company recommendedby Vong, to

perform the concrete work for the sidewalk and driveway. Edward sent a separate email to introduce

the concrete contractor to Crty Contract Manager Peter Shiau in order to open a direct line of

communication between USCEC and the City. [Supp. Chan Decl., fl 14, Ex. E, F.]

Before Vong accepted the job, Joven stopped communicating with the Chans and would not

oversee the work. The City demands that all work be under the supervision of a licensed general

contractor, so no additional work could take place until the Chans retained Vong. lSupp. Chan Decl.,

flfl 16-17.] As of this filing, contractor Vong has met and communicated with all relevant contractors,

conducted onsite meetings and inspections, and met with relevant City staff. [Vong Decl.]. The Chans

are doing everything possible to facilitate project completion and encourage direct communication

between City and the Chans' general and other contractors. [Supp. Chan Decl., flfl l8-21.]

Progress on the Project was also impeded by the City's repeated insistence that the Chans were

8
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prohibited from communicating with City staffregarding the Project, and that all such communications

could only be made by their licensed general confactor. But Building Official Tarango nonetheless

urged the Chans to deal directly with the City's own contractors. This led to more confusion and

acrimony. [See Chan Declaration filed on 0113112025 at]fl62-79 and its attached Exhibits.l

The Chan Declaration filed on January 31,2025 and its accompanying exhibits detail the

Chans' continuous communications with City staff and their attempts to complete the Project. [See

Chan Decl. filed on 0ll3ll25 at\\ 47 -7 I and referenced Exhibits.l As shown, and contrary to the Crty's

claims, the Chans never "permitted" the Subject Property to 'oremain in a state ofpartial construction."

The Chans never used unlicensed contractors, other than the initial general contractor who the

Chans terminated upon learning his license had lapsed. Nor have any ofthe Chans "acted in the capacity

of a general contractor." Joven always was and is duly licensed, as are Solidway and Thomas Vong.

Solidway is a highly respected and competent general contractor with whose work Building Official

Tarango is familiar. He so stated at the above April 30, 2025 meeting.lld.l Therefore, demands in the

City's Proposed Order about the Chans using unlicensed contractors have no factual or logical basis

and do not make sense.

The mandatory completion dates in the City's Proposed Order are moot, have passed, or are

not possible. [Supp. Chan Decl. ,n2I.] The City provided no reasoning or factual justification of the

various mandatory completion dates. lld.l Completion necessarily will progress in accordance with

the prudent practices of general contractor Vong and other professionals the Chans retained to complete

the Project in cooperation with the relevant City planning, engineering, and building professional s. lld.]

The City's demanded Apil25,2025 completion date for "the entire sewer system" and "on-

site drainage system (parking lot)" has passed. The City's h:rre 27,2025 date for "complete parking

lot grading, installation of all electrical elements, paving, striping . . as inspected and approved by the

City" is unworkable because the City's Dennis Tarango recently postponed resolution of the

grading/elevation enors to an unspecified later date. lld.l Had, Joven remained on the job and hastily

complied with City's completion demands without detecting the plan's substantial elevation/grading

errors, the result would have been disastrous and would have caused even greater delays. [d.]

In his 0Il3Il25 Declaration, Edward noted numerous dangerous code violations at the vacant

9
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lot adjacent to the Chans' shopping center, at220 N. Atlantic Avenue. [Supp. Chan Decl, ]22-23 and

referenced Exhibits.l The Chans learned that the City knowingly permitted these violations to exist and

has expressly allowed that parcel to be used as a storage yard for unattended heavy equipment and

sewer piping. That lot has consistently been strewn with litter, weeds, cracked pavement, graffrti and

dead trees, and is still being used as a storage yard for heavy equipment. [d.]

Documents that the Chans obtained from the City demonstrate that the City targeted the Chans'

property for improper selective enforcement by issuing multiple notices of violation in the space of a

few days for the very same violations existing at 220 N. Atlantic Avenue in far greater number and

severity and against which the City has taken no action for years. The City is interpreting and applying

its nuisance ordinances against the Chan property in a manner different from the City's ordinary

application of those provisions in connection with substantially identical properties. [See Edward M.

Chan Declaration filed on January 31,2025 atparu.20-28 and attached exhibits.l

ilI. ARGT]MENTS

The City's demand for a prohibitory injunction is moot. The City has no legal basis for

preliminary mandatory relief. The City does not demonstrate a likelihood of prevailing on the merits

because, contrary to the City's claims, the Chans didnot "permit" their active commercial development

project to "remain in a state ofpartial construction," andit is therefore not within the purview of MPMC

4.30.050(c), the nuisance ordinance on which the City relies. The City's unilaterally set deadlines have

either passed or are unworkable by the Crty's admission. The Motion, therefore, should be denied.

A. General standards for preliminary injunctions

Trial courts considering issuance of a preliminary injunction traditionally evaluate two

interrelated factors: (1) the likelihood that the plaintiff will prevail on the merits atfral, and (2) the

interim harm that the plaintiff is likely to sustain if the injunction were denied as compared to the

harm that the defendant is likely to suffer if the preliminary injunction were issued. (IT Corp. v.

County of Imperial (1983) 35 Cal. 3d63,69). These rules are modified "[w]here a govemmental

entity seeking to enjoin the alleged violation of an ordinance which specihcally provides for

injunctive relief establishes that it is likely to prevail on the merits [i.e. prove the underlying statutory

violation]." (IT Corp. v. County of Imperial, satpra,35 Cal. 3d at 69-72).

10
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If the governmental entity meets its burden of establishing the underlying ordinance violation,

a rebuttable presumption arises that the potential public harm outweighs the potential harm to the

defendant. Where a government entity declares a specific condition to be a public nuisance, the courts

regard it as a nuisance per se and do not require an allegation of irreparable injury. In such cases, courts

must determine (1) whether the government proved the nuisance exists, and (2) whether the ordinance

is constitutional. (People ex rel. Dept. of Transportation v. Outdoor Media Group (1993) 13 Cal.App.

4th t067, t076.)

Injunctive relief "is appropriate only when there is a threat of continuing misconduct." (People

exrel. Herrerav. Stender(2012)2I2Cal.App.4th6l4,630-631 (citing Madridv. PerotSystems Corp.

(2005) 130 Cal.App.4th aaQ.) "Injunctive relief has no application to wrongs which have been

completed absent a showing that past violations will probably recur." (1d., citing People v. Toomey

(1984) 1 57 Cal.App .3d l, 20.)

The granting or denial of a preliminary rnjunction is immediately appeal able. (Rivera v. Hillard,

(2023)89Cal.App.5th964,914-975,CCP$90a.1(a)(6).) (Peopleexrel.Feuerv.FXSManagement,

Inc. (2016) 2 Cal.App.Sth 1154, 1159.) On appeal, affial court's factual fndings are reviewed for an

abuse of discretion. Questions of law - such as the proper interpretation of "permitted to remain in a

state of partial construction" -- are reviewed de novo. (420 Caregivers, LLC v. City of Los Angeles

(2012) 219 Cal.App.4th 13 1 6, I 3 3 I .)

B. Differing standards for prohibitory and mandatory preliminary injunctions.

The City seeks two types of injunctive relief. First, it seeks to prohibit Defendants from

"using unlicensed contractors including themselves" from working on the Project. Second, it wants

the Court to order compliance with various construction deadlines the City unilaterally set, which

have already passed or are unworkable.

Regardless of whether sought by a governmental entity enforcing a zonrng ordinance or by

private litigant for private purposes, an injunction falls into one of two categories with differing

standards - prohibitory and mandatory. (Davenport v. Blue Cross of Califurnia (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th

435,446.) "The general rule is that an injunction is prohibitory if it requires a person to refrain from a

particular act and mandatory if it compels performance of an affirmative actthat changes the position

l1
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oftheparties." (1d.)

Because a mandatory injunction modifies the status quo prior to trial, it is granted only "in

extreme cases where the right thereto is clearly established and it appears that irreparable injury will

flow from its refusal." It is subject to heightened scrutiny on appeal. (Board of Supervisors v. McMahon

(1990) 219 Cal.App.3d286, quoting Hagenv. Beth (1897) 118 Cal. 330, 331.) Because aprohibitory

injunction maintains the status quo, it is not subject to that heightened appellate scrutiny. (Oiye v. Fox

(2012) 2 1 1 Cal.App .4th 1036, 1048.)

C. The City's demand that the Defendants be enjoined from using 'ounlicensed

contractors'o fails because Defendants have never done so.

As set forth in both the original and the supplemental Chan Declarations, Defendants never

"acted in the capacity of a general contractor" nor used unlicensed contractors in connection with the

Project. The City has provided no evidence whatsoever to the contrary. Further, City Building Official

Tarango, an averred expert in the Califomia's building codes, states at paragraph 25 of his Declaration

(attached to the Motion) that Defendants, as owners, have a legal right under those very codes to

manage their construction project if they so choose. It is undisputable that Defendants have

continuously employed a licensed general contractor since construction began. Finally, the Chans'

present duly licensed general contractor, Thomas Vong of Solidway, has already met at the site with

City officials, and the necessary building permit has been obtained.

Thus, there is nothing here for the Court to enjoin, and the City's request for an injunction lacks

the required basis described in People ex rel. Herrera v. Stender, supra, 212 Cal.App.4th at 630-631;

Perot Systems Corp., supra,130 Cal.App.4th440.;Peoplev. Toomey, supra,157 Cal.App.3dat20.

The City's Motion fails and should be denied as to the unlicensed/general contractor issue.

D. The Motion should be denied because the City failed to show it has a clearly

established right to a preliminary mandalary injunction or to show any extreme

justiffing circumstances.

The sole statutory authoritythe Clty invokes forpreliminary mandatory injunctive relief is CCP

$ 526(a)(1). At 7:5-10 of its Motion brief, City states: "A preliminary injunction is appropriate when

it appears that the party applying for relief is entitled to the relief demanded, and all or part of the relief

t2
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consists of restraining the commission or continuance of the act complain ed of, or commanding certain

conduct, either for a limited period or perpetually. (CCP $ 526(a)(1); see also Civil Code $ 3494)"

[Emphasis added.]

However, the relevant portion of CCP $ 526 actually reads:

o'Cases in which injunction may or may not be granted
(a) An injunction may be granted in the following cases:

(I) When it appears by the complaint that the plaintiffis entitled to the relief demanded, and
the relief, or any part thereof, consists in restraining the commission or continuance of the act
complained of, eitherfor a limited period or perpetually."

Section 526(a) does not and has never contained the phrase 'oor command certain conduct." The

additional language added in the Crty's Motion changes the plain meaning of the statute to encompass

mandatory as well as merely prohibitory injunctive relief.

A Lexis search in all California sources for the phrase "command certain conducf' discloses

no instance ofthat phrase appearing in any Califomia authority, whether case, statute, or practice guide.

(Krastins Supp.Decl., T 11.) Because the phrase does not appear in any published orunpublished case

or other legal authority, it could not have inadvertently been borrowed from a different source, and the

possibility of a mistake appears remote. By adding spurious language to a statute to distort its meaning,

the City tacitly admitted there is no clearly established right to the relief it seeks.

Nothing n IT Corp. v. County of Imperial, supra, or its progeny absolves the City from

complying with the strict standards applicable to preliminary mandatory injunctive relief. ln IT

Corp. v. County of Imperial, the defendant processedhazardous waste in knowing and intentional

violation of its conditional use permit. The County sought only prohibitory injunctive relief. The

heightened standards for preliminary mandatory relief were not before that court.

None of the other cases the City invokes involve preliminary mandatory injunctions.

In City of Monterey v. Carrshimba (2013) 2I4 Cal.App.4th 150, the issue was whether a city could

prohibit operation of a cannabis dispensary opened in knowing violation of city ordinances.

Similarly, in Water Replenishment Dist. of S. Califurnia v. City of Cenitos (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th

1450, the plaintiff district sought a preliminary injunctionprohibiting defendant city from

producing groundwater until it paid a district assessment. It did not involve preliminary

13
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mandatory relief. Finally, in People ex rel. Dept. of Transportation v. Outdoor Media Group

(1993) 13 Cal.App .4th 1067, Caltrans sued to remove an illegally erected billboard and prevailed

on summary judgment. Caltrans did not seek and that court did not consider preliminary relief.

Thus, those decisions are not on point for an application for preliminary mandatory injunction.

Courts have recognizedthatthe strict rules forpreliminary mandatory relief apply equally in

cases also governed by IT Corp., notwithstanding the possible tension created by the two standards.

(People v. Uber Technologies, Inc. (2020) 56 Cal.App .sth 266,285 and the cases cited therein.)

Particularly instructive is City of Coronav. AMG Outdoor Advertising, Inc. (2016)244 Cal.App.4th

29I,299. There, the defendant asked a city planning department for permission to erect a billboard.

Planning staff refused, advising that billboards were illegal. Defendant erected its billboard anyway.

The City sought a preliminary injunction to remove the billboard. The court recognized the

compatibility of both standards and, on the facts before it, ruled in favor of the city. Since there was

no dispute that the billboard violated the law and that the defendant erected it in knowing and

intentional violation of the city's nuisance ordinances, the court had no difficulty agreeing that the

city had a clearly established right to remove the billboard.

No such facts exist here. The Crty's declarants point to various citations against the Chans for

code violations several years ago but which have long since been remedied. The City's sole substantive

basis for mandatory injunctive relief is the purported violation of the inapplicable MPMC $ a.30.050(c)

(see discussion below). The City has not and cannot show that Defendants "permitted" their ongoing

active development project to "remain in a state of partial construction." Therefore, the City's Motion

fails because (1) the relief sought is not authorized by the statute sued upon, and (2) the City failed to

show a clearly established right to the relief sought. Its Motion should be denied.

E. The Motion should be denied because applying MPMC $ 4.30.050(c) to active

construction projects is inconsistent with its stated purpose and leads to absurd

results.

Defendants' evidence shows that all the alleged violations of the City's nuisance ordinance

have long since been resolved. [The 1/3112025 declarations of Edward Chan, nn72-74, Martin

Flores, ffi22-24,30-31, and Andrew O. Krastins,nn 32-35 and their cited Exhibits.l. The City

l4
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specifies that its Motion is based on MPMC $ 4.30.050(c). [Motion at l0:1-4.] That provision

designates as a public nuisance "[a]ny building or structure which is partially destroyed, damaged,

abandoned, boarded up, dilapidated, or permitted to remain in a state of partial construction."

[RJN, Ex.2]. The City contends that Defendants are "permitting" the 7 Leaves project to 'oremain

in a state of partial construction" and that this entitles the City to a preliminary injunction.

According to the City, "where the law expressly declares something to be a nuisance, then

no inquiry beyond its mere existence need be made and in this sense its mere existence is said to

be a nuisance per se." [Motion aI9:15-20, citing People v. ConAgra Grocery Products, Inc.

(2011) 17 Cal.App.sth 51, ll4.l The threshold question, under the City's own analysis, is whether

the City proved o'the mere existence of the alleged nuisance per se, specifically, that Defendants

"permitted'the Property to"remain in a state of partial construction."

There is, unfortunately, no case law interpreting the meaning of phrase "permitted to

remain in a state of partial construction" in the context of an active construction project or

otherwise. Courts interpret local ordinances using the same rules of interpretation applicable to

statutes. (Lyles v. Sangadeo-Patel (2014)225 Cal.App.4th759,764-765.) In interpreting a statute,

words o'should be given the meaning they bear in ordinary use." (1d ) However, where "the

interpretation claimed leads to injustice, oppression or to absurd consequences, the general terms

used in a statute will be limited in their scope so as to avoid such a result." (1d., citing People v.

Ventura Refining Co. (1928)204 CaL286,290.) Even "the literal meaning of the words may be

disregarded to avoid absurd results." (Califurnia School Employees Assn. v. Governing Bd. of

South Orange County Community College Dist. (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 574,588.

"Courts do not examine statutory language 'in isolation, but in the context of the statutory

framework as a whole in order to determine its scope and purpose and to harmonize the various

parts of the enactment." (Lyles v. Sangadeo-Patel (2014)225 Cal.App.4th759,765). They must

'oconstrue a provision with reference to the entire scheme of law of which it is part so that the

whole may be harmonized and retain effectiveness." (May v. City of Milpitas (2013)2I1

Cal.App.4th 1307, 1336.)

When interpreting a statute, o'apractical interpretation should be applied to the statute,
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resulting in "wise policy rather than mischief or absurdity." (In re Z.R. (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th

1510, 1513 (citing In re Rosalio S. (1995) 35 Cal.App .4th775,778.) Courts consider the

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

in its application. (Smithv. Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd. (2001) 146 Cal.App.4th 1032,1036-1031

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

In order for an ordinance to survive constitutional challenge based on vagueness, (1) the

statute must not forbid nor require the doing of an act in terms so vague that men of common

intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its application; (2) the language

must be definite enough to provide a standard of conduct as well as a standard by which

adjudicating agencies can ascertain compliance; (3) the words used should be well known enough

to enable affected persons to understand and correctly apply them; they must be either of long-

standing usage in the profession or industry involved or those which have been interpreted by the

courts, or those the meaning of which may be determined by knowledge and experience, or those

which may be made reasonably certain by reference to common law or legislative history.

(Echevarrieto v. City of Rancho Palos Verdes (2001) 86 Cal.App.4th 472,483).

MPMC $ 4.30.050 is similar to ordinances in dozens of other California municipalities and

appears to derive from one of the model codes intended to provide basic uniform building and

maintenance standards for California cities, which each city can then tailor to its needs. The City

does not define "permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." However, numerous

similar provisions have been adopted by other cities. These differ from Monterey Park's version

by including a'oreasonableness" element or lists of specihc additional criteria which must be

considered in order to constitute a violation of the ordinance. Unlike neighboring and nearby

cities such as Alhambra, Commerce, South Pasadena, and Norwalk, Monterey Park's version of

the model ordinance provides no guidance whatsoever to assist in determining when the provision

has been violated. Neighboring Alhambra's version of the same provision is instructive. Alhambra

Municipal Code $ 6.26.030(0 provides:

"(f) Buildings or other structures, or portions thereof, that are partially constructed or
destroyed or allowed to remain in a state of partial construction or destruction for an unreasonable
period of time. One or more of the following factors may be used by the city to establish whether

t6
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

il
t2

l3

t4

15

t6

I7

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

buildings or other structures, or portions thereof, have been partially constructed or destroyed for
an uffeasonable period of time:

l. The degree of partial construction or destruction and the cause therefor.
2. Whether or not this condition constitutes an attractive nuisance or if it otherwise poses

or promotes ahazardto the health, safety, or welfare of the occupants or the general public.
3 . The degree of visibility , if any , of this condition from public or adj oining private real

property.
4. The scope and type of work that is needed to abate this nuisance.
5. The existence of any current and valid approvals, permits, or other entitlements for the

partially constructed or destroyed building or structure.
6. The promptness with which a responsible person has applied for and obtained all

required city approvals and permits in order to lawfully commence the necessary construction
or demolition.

7. Whether or not a responsible person has complied with other required technical code
requirements, including requesting and passing required inspections in a timely manner, while
performing the necessary construction or demolition.

8. Whether or not a responsible person has applied for extensions to a technical code
permit or renewed an expired permit, as well as the number of extensions and renewals that a

responsible person has previously sought or obtained from the city.
9. Whether or not a responsible person has made substantial progress, as determined by

the city, in performing the necessary construction or demolition under a technical code permit
that has expired, or is about to expire.

10. Whether delays in completing the necessary construction or demolition under a
technical code permit have occurred, and the reasons for such delays."

[RJN, Ex. 3]. City of Commerce Municipal Code $ 9.32.040 is substantially identical to

Alhambra's above, as is City of Monrovia Municipal Code $ 8.12.030. [RJN, Ex. 4-5].

Although MPMC $ 4.30.050(c) itself provides no guidance, its intent may be gleaned from

$ MPMC $ 4.30.020, which sets out the underlying purpose of the City's nuisance ordinances.

Municipal Code $ 4.30.020(a) states that the purpose of the City's nuisance statute is "to protect

its citizens and their property from conditions which are offensive or annoying to the senses,

detrimental to property values and community appearance, or hazardous or injurious to the health,

safety, or welfare of the general public." [RJN, Ex. 1].

Subsection 4.03.020(c) states: "It is the purpose of this chapter to provide a just, equitable,

and practical method, in addition to any other remedy available at law or equity, whereby lands or

buildings which are dilapidated, unsafe, dangerous, unsanitary, or cluttered with weeds and/or

debris, abandoned vehicles, machinery or equipment, which are a menace, or hazardto life, limb,

safety, health, morals, property values, aesthetic standards, or the general welfare of the city of

Monterey Park, may be required to be repaired, renovated, vacated, demolished, made safe, or
t7
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cleaned up by removal of offensive conditions." lld.l

According to these provisions, the underlying purpose of $ 4.30.050 and its companion

ordinances is to prevent or abate various dangerous or otherwise harmful conditions. [RJN, Ex. 1-

2]. The City does not and cannot argue that any such conditions exist at the Property. Defendants'

evidence shows that no such conditions exist there. In addition, Defendants have shown that the

City consistently and expressly permitted protracted and far graver violations at the property

immediately adjacent to the north, and at other substantially similar properties. Defendants

included this evidence in their Jan. 31, 2025 Opposition because it demonstrates and supports their

defense that the City's treatment of the Chans is inconsistent with the City's customary application

and interpretation of the same provisions as applied to similar properties.l

The key words "permitted" and "remain" are interpreted in their ordinary meaning. To

"permit" means "[t]o suffer, allow, consent, let; to give leave or license; to acquiesce, by failure to

prevent, or to expressly assent or agree to the doing of an act.o' (Choi v. Mario Badescu Skin Care,

Inc. (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 292, 299 citing Black's Law Dict. (6th ed. 1 990) p. I 140, col. I ; and

Webster's 3d New Internat. Dict. (1971) p. 1683, col. 3.) "To permit means to allow or consent to,

and is the legal equivaleht that it was done with the consent and knowledge of the person charged,

implying an intent to do the thing complained of. Thus knowledge and an active operation of the

mind are required; and the passive happening of the event is not enough." (Bradford v. Sargent

(1933) 135 Ca1.App.324,332 (intemal citations omitted.)) ooRemain" means "to continue

unchanged." (See Merriam-Webster Dictionary online at https://www.merriam-

webster. com/dictionarv/remain. )

Defendants have not allowed, consented or acquiesced in causing the Project to remain

incomplete. Defendants and their various construction professionals have been in constant contact

1 In their 312812025 Answer, Defendants allege the defense of selective enforcement in violation
of the Equal Protection clauses of the federal and state constitutions. Defendants assert a "class of
one" equal protection defense, namely (l) the Defendants were 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, 858 and cases cited therein).
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with the City in their ongoing effort to complete the Project and to resolve what even Building

Official Tarango acknowledged were serious technical obstacles, some of which eluded both the

Chans' engineers/architects and City planning and engineering staff. The Chans secured the

necessary permits, retained a new licensed general contractor after the prior contractor abandoned

the Project, identified important overlooked design issues, and ananged a meeting between

Defendants' new general contractor and Building Official Dennis Tarango.

A city employee who was personally involved in the administration and implementation of

a local ordinance, and who established a sufficient foundation based on personal knowledge, may

testifu as to that employee's personal knowledge of how that ordinance has been applied. (Symons

Emergency Specialties v. City of Riverside (2024) 99 Cal.App.sth 583, 594.) "To aid in such

interpretation, a public employee may testifr regarding the manner in which a statute, ordinance, or

regulation has been administered or enforced." (Id.) City officials, however, provided nothing.

ln his Declaration, City Code Compliance Officer Rey Lozano points to numerous years-old

and long-since-remedied code citations but provides no guidance in determining when a property

has "been permiued to remain in a state of incomplete construction." Lozano provides no other

example where the City ever applied MPMC $ 4.03.050(c), let alone applied it to an active

construction project whose principals and contractors have been in continual contact with the City

since 2023. If such instances indeed exist, they necessarily would have been memorialized in City

notices, citations, and similar documents. Yet there is no evidence of such in the Motion.

The City urges an interpretation of $ 4.30.050(c) with no interpretive guardrails whatsoever.

This would render the ordinance vague and overbroad on its face and as applied. Such an

interpretation would lead to an absurd and unworkable result because it would criminalize every

building project in the City from the commencement of construction through completion, and would

vest unfettered and arbitrary 'enforcement authority in the City. Such an ordinance would fail for

vagueness and overbreadth under Echevawieta v. City of Rancho Palos Verdes (2001) 86 Cal. App.

4th 472,483. Accordingly, the Motion should be denied on this ground also.
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F. The Undertaking amount should be at least $500,000.

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 529, courts must require an undertaking when

granting apreliminary injunction. (Stevensonv. City of Sauamento (2020) 55 Cal.App.4th 545,555;

Abba Rubber Co. v. Seaquist (1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1, 10.) The purpose of the bond is to

compensate defendants for damages incurred if the court finally determines that the plaintiff was

not entitled to the injunction. All reasonably foreseeable damages, including defense costs, should

be considered. (Abba Rubber Co. v. Seaquist at235 Cal.App.3d at 15.)

Here, Edward M. Chan estimates the Chans' remaining construction costs at $500,000 to

$700,000. (Supp. Chan Decl. atl24).If the City requires all work to be performed by union labor

and in accordance with prevailing wage requirements, completion cost could exceed $1,000,000.

Should the Court adopt a proposed order containing unworkable construction deadlines, Defendants

will necessarily incur additional litigation costs and be exposed to potential contempt proceedings.

[Krastins Supp. Decl., n I2.] Defendants' counsel estimates that litigating this matter through trial

will cost no less than $200,000. Std.l

The difference between the Chans' high estimated cost and the estimated cost if performed

by the City is conservatively estimated at $300,000. Estimated additional legal fees are $200,000.

Accordingly, the undertaking should be in an amount not less than $500,000.

IV. CONCLUSION

Plaintiffs failed to establish a legal or factual basis for preliminary injunctive relief.

Granting Plaintiffs Motion would ensnare the Court into passing on technical engineering and

construction matters outside the expertise of counsel or the courts. The Motion fails and should be

denied. If this Court is inclined to grant the Motion, an undertaking should be required in the amount

not less than $500,000.

Dated: May 12,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

o (
Andrew O. Krastins
Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)

LAW OFFICE OF AI\IDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tek (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@ aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family
Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

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

Plaintiffs,

v.

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants.

Electro n ic_a I ly 
.F 

I LJ_D hy
Superior Court of Califiornia,
County of Los Angeles
5lL2l202s 3r50 PM
David W, Slayton,
Executive OfficerlClerk of Coutt,
By A, Oliva, Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS AI\GELES

Case No. 24NNCV00087

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OT'
EDWARD M. CHAN RE STATUS OF 795
w. cARvEY PROPERTY, AllD IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR ISSUAIICE OF
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Suppl. Declaration of Andrew O. Krastins;
Declaration of Tar Khong (sThomas")
Vong; exhibitsl

Date:
Time:
Dept.r
Judge

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set

May 23,2025
8:30 a.m.
E
The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
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I, Edward Chan, declare as follows:

l. I make this Supplemental Declaration in opposition to Plaintiffs Mofion for Issuance

of 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 testiff to the following facts from my own personal

knowledge.

2. My family is developing the northeast corner of Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey

Avenue with a 7 Leaves coffee shop and other commercial space ("the Project"). In late 2024,I

discovered that the license of my general conhactor of record for the Project had lapsed. I promptly

retained a new licensed general contractor of record, Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven").

3. In February 2025,1noted that Joven was no longer timely responding to our inquiries.

I telephoned Joven's offrce. His staffinfomred me that Joven was in Northern California working on

a different project. I needed to communicate with Joven in order to complete the Project and to

resolve the City's lawsuit. During February 2A25, I sent him at least four emails advising him of

permit approvals and other Project developments. Neither Joven nor his staff responded to these.

[True and correct copies of four February 2025 emails which I sent to Joven are attached hereto as

ExhibitA.l

4, I also left numerous telephone messages at Joven's office and on his personal cell

phone. Neither Joven nor his staffresponded to these. By late Februaly, wo began to suspect that

Joven had indeed abandoned the Project. On March 12,2025,1 sent Joven and his assistant an email

detailing my repeated unsuccessful attempts to contact him. I asked that he notiff us if he was still

interested in proceeding with the Project. We received no response and concluded that Joven had

indeed abandoned the Project. [A true and correct copy of my March 1,2,2025 email to Joven is

attached hereto as Exhibit B.]

5, I asked my business contacts at 7 Leaves if they could recommend a replacement for

Joven. They recommended two licensed general contractors.

6. Our Project architect also recommended a licensed general conhactor, Thomas Vong,

of Solidway Construction, Inc. ("Solidway"). I contacted Mr. Vong and provided him with the plans

2
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and other Project documents. Mr. Vong advised us that the plans contained small but very serious

inaccuracies involving the elevations and grading of the Project site. The elevations were wrong by 2-

3 feet. I understand that these small but important details were overlooked by both Cal Land

Engineering and the City's own engineering and planning staff. Trying to conform with the erroneous

plans would bring work to a stop, require redoing earlier completed work, or reduce available parking

below the required number of spaces. pd.l

7. I contacted the two general contractors recommended by 7 Leaves. One of these

reviewed the Project for several weeks and then declined to submit a bid. The other potential

contractor did not address the issues discovered by Mr. Vong.

8. We decided that Solidway and Mr. Vong were the best candidates to take over

completion of the hoject. However, Mr. Vong advised that he could not submit an informed bid until

the elevation and grading issues were resolved with the City.

9. On April 17,2A25, our attomey Andrew O. Krastins contacted the City's attorney and

proposed that Mr. Vong meet with City staffonsite to address the potential problems which Mr. Vong

discovered. The meeting was scheduled for April 30, 2025.

10. On April 30,2025, Mr. Vong and I met at the Project site wittr City Building Offrcial

Dennis Tarango and other City staff. Building Official Tarango agreed that the elevation/grading

issues did indeed need to be resolved.

I L During our meeting at the site, Building Offrcial Tarango, Mr. Vong, and I identified

aspe{ts of the Project which could be undertaken immediately, with resolution of the

grading/elevation issues left for a later date. Building Official Tarango stated that he would

immediately renew the lapsed building permit. Mr. Vong advised that he would contact the City in

person early during the workweek of May 5, and that he would be contacting and meeting with our

other contractors.

12. On May 5,2025,I sent an email to City of Monterey Park Contract Manager Peter

Shiau in which I introduced Mr. Vong and his company, Solidway, as the new general contractor for

the Project. I also forwarded technical questions Mr. Vong had about beginning work on the

3
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sidewalk and driveway portions of the Project. [A hue and correct copy of my May 5, 2025 email to

Shiau and Shaiu's May 7,2025 response are attached hereto as Exhibit C.l

13. On May 6, 2025, Mr. Vong spoke to City saff in an att€mpt to begin work on the

sidewalk and driveway. Staff at the counter told Mr. Vong that they would get back to him the

following week and that street consfuction along Atlantic Boulevard could delay our work on the

sidewalk anddriveway.

14. On May 6,2025,I went to City Hall and attempted to obtain the building permit

which

Building Offrcial Tarango said he would renew. Staffat the counter accepted my application but said

that we would have to wait because they apparently had received no such instruction from Building

Official Tarango. On May 7,2025,I submitted a renewal application and the permit was issued the

same day . [True and correct copies of the relevant email exchange, paynent receipt and issued

pernit are attached hereto as Exhibit D.l

15. On May 7,2025,I also retained US Construction Enterprises Corp. ("USCEC"), a

company recommended by Mr. Vong, to perforrr the concrete work for the sidewalk and driveway. I

also sent a separate email to introduce the concrete contractor to City Contract Manager Peter Shiau

in order to open a direct line of communication between USCEC and the City. [A true and correct

copy of my May 7,2025 emails to USCEC and to Peter Shiau are attached hereto as Exhibit E.l

16. Progress on the Project was impeded by the Crty's repeated insistence that I was

prohibited from communicating with City staff regarding the Project and that all such

communications could only be made by our licensed general contractor. But Building Official

Tarango urged us to deal directly with the City's own contractors. This led to more confusion and

acrimony. [See my prior Declaration filed on ll3ll2025 for this Court's February 14,2025 heming, at

paragraphs 62-79 and the attached Exhibits.l

17. Because former contractor Joven stopped communicating with us, no additional work

could take place without violating the City's demand that I communicate with the City only through

the general contactor. Work could only resume after we retained a new licensed general contractor.

4
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18. As of the date of this Declaration, general confractor Vong and his firm Solidway are

vigorously pursuing completion of the Project. Mr. Vong has met with and communicated with all

the relevant conhactors, and with relevant City saff. I have done and am doing everything I can to

facilitate completion of the project and to encourage direct communication between the City and our

general and other contractors.

19. I anticipate that in the days before May 23,2025, Mr. Vong and I will meet in person

at City Hall with Dennis Tarango, other City staff and our respective attorneys to identift the

remaining technical issues.

20. I reviewed the City's Proposed Order filed with the subject Motion for Preliminary

Injunction. First, we have never used unlicensed contractors, other than the initial general contractor

who I promptly terminated upon learning that his license had lapsed. Joven always was and is duly

licensed, as are Solidway and Thomas Vong, Demands to the contrary in the City's Proposed Order

do not make sense. We now retain a highly respected and competent general conhactor with whose

work Building Official Tarango is familiar. Mr. Tarango so stated at our April 30, 2025 meeting.

21. The mandatory completion dates in the City's Proposed Order are moot, have passed

or are not possible. The City provided no reason or justification for the various mandatory completion

dates. Completion necessarily will progress in accordance with the practices of Mr. Vong and the

other professionals we have reained to complete the Project in cooperation with the relevant City

planning, engineering, and building professionals. The April25, 2025 completion date for "the entire

sewer system" and "on-site drainage system (parking lot)" has already passed. The June 27,2025

date for "complete parking lot grading, installation of all electrical elements, paving, striping . . as

inspected and approved by the City" is similarly unworkable because Mr. Tarango himself postponed

resolution of the gradingielevation errors to an unspecified later date. Had Joven remained on the job

and hastily implemented the plans without detecting the elevatior/grading errors, the result would

have been disashous and would have caused even greater delays.

22. In my previous Declaration filed on ll3l?A25 in connection with the February 14,

2025 hearing, I described in detail the numerous and dangerous code violations at the vacant lot

5
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adjacent to the north of our shopping center, at220 N. Atlantic Avenue. Through Public Records Act

requests and written discovery, I learned that the City knowingly permiued these to exist, and has

been allowing that parcel to be used as a storage yard for unattended heavy equipment and sewer

piping. That lot has consistently been strewn with litter, weeds, cracked pavement, graffiti and dead

trees. This vacant lot is still being used as a storage yard for heavy equipment,

23. From the documents we obtained from the City, I concluded that the City targeted our

propefty for improper selective enforcement by issuing multiple notices of violation in the space of a

few days for the same and morc abundant violations that were existin g at 220 N. Atlantic and against

which the City has taken no action. I concluded that the City is interpreting and applying its nuisance

ordinances against our propefly in a manner that is different from the City's ordinary application of

those provisions in connection with substantially identical properties. [See Edward M. Chan

Declaration filed on January 31,2025, atpara. 2A-28 and its attached exhibits.l

24. Based on my experience and knowledge of the Project, I estimate that my family's

costs

to complete construction will be benveen $500,000 and $700,000. Were the work to be performed

exclusively by union labor and under prevailing wage rules which I understand govern City projecs,

the costs could easily exceed $1,000,000. My low estimate for the cost difference between my family

completing the work and the City completing the work is $300,000.

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 V- ,2025 at South

%^
Pasadena. Califomia.uto

Edward Chan
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF AI\DREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 3s7-9789
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.
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Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
51L212025 3:50 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By A. Oliva, Deputy Clerk

Case No. 24NNCV00087

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF
ANDREW O. KRASTINS IN SUPPORT
OF DEFENDANTS' OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ISSUANCE
OF PRELIMINARY INJI]NCTION

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction; Request for Judicial Notice;
Proposed Order re Evidentiary Objections;
Declarations of Edward M. Chan and
Thomas Vong; exhibitsl
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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 California and am an

attorney of record for Defendants Edward M. Chan, Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family

Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan in the instant action. I have

personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein; as to those facts declared upon information and belief,

I believe them to be true, and if called as a wifiress to testify, could and would competently do so.

2. On February 14, 2025, the Court continued the hearing on the City's Motion for

Issuance of Preliminary Injunction to April 11, 2025 because Movant had not timely served

Defendant Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust. The Court noted that the

parties shared the common goal of timely completing theT Leaves Project, and instructed the parties

to confer regarding what construction-related issues needed to be resolved.

3. On February 24, 2025,I participated in a telephone conference with the City's

counsel, Timothy E. Campen, and counsel for the Raymond Chan/Cindi Chan Defendants, Allan

Cohen. Because counsel were not knowledgeable in engineering, geology, architecture and other

construction-related matters, I suggested that we organize an informational meeting - at City Hall -
between the Chans' general contractor and other relevant professionals and relevant City staff. My

intent was to permit the persons most knowledgeable of the Project and its technical intricacies to

educate counsel in a non-adversarial environment. I initially proposed that these persons meet

among themselves and then report to their respective counsel so that there would be no risk of

adversarial interference. Mr. Campen was not amenable to this idea and we agreed to meet at City

Hall and a yet to be determined date.

4. On March 4,2025, City counsel Campen suggested that the informational meeting

be set for March 17 , 2025. I subsequently leamed that designated general contractor Joven has

ceased communicating with the Chans were concerned that Joven may have abandoned the Project

without informing the Chans. These facts are set out in the Supplemental Chan Declaration. I

advised all counsel of the problem and we ultimately stipulated to request that the Court continue

the hearing to May 23,2025. The Court granted the request.

2
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5. As set forth in the Supplemental Chan Declaration, Edward Chan considered

contractors recommended by 7 Leaves. The Chans' Project architect suggested Thomas Vong, of

Solidway Construction, Inc. Vong carefully examined the plans and noted serious effors in grading

and elevations which were problematic. Vong stated that he could not submit an informed bid

without resolving these issues with the City.

6. On April 17,2025,I telephoned Mr. Campen and explained the elevation/grading

issues. I explained that prospective contractor Vong could not provide an informed bid unless he

could resolve those issues with the City.

7. I suggested that Vong and City staff meet at the Project site in order to arrive at a

mutual understanding of what needed to be done. We tentatively scheduled a meeting for April 30.

2025. I suggested that the meeting take place without the participation of attomeys.

8. On April 30,2025, Mr. Vong and Edward Chan met with City Building Official

Dennis Tarango at the Project site. According the Declarations of Edward Chan and Vong, the

meeting was a success. Tarango acknowledged the problems posed by the elevation and grading

erors in the approved plans. Tarango suggested that the parties defer resolution of the

grading/elevation issues to an unspecified future date and that the parties focus on work that can be

commenced immediately. According to Edward Chan and Vong, the elevation/grading issues

directly impact completion of the parking area and related improvements adjacent to the north of

the building itself.

9. On May 6,2025,I telephoned Mr. Campen and advised that VongiSoliday that the

Chans had retained Vong/Solidway as a replacement for Joven. Mr. Campen stated that he is

"thrilled" that Vong/Soliday have been retained and had discussed the April 30,2025 meeting with

Tarango. We also discussed my proposed informational meeting at City Hall between the Chans'

professionals and City staff. Based on availability of the parties, we set the meeting for May 19,

202s.

10. I stressed to Mr. Campen that my purpose in suggesting the meeting was to educate

counsel and to candidly resolve real technical issues among themselves. I told Mr. Campen that I

did not want the meeting to become adversarial and devolve into acrimony. I stated that the
a
J
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attomeys' participation should be minimal, limited to questions needed to understand the technical

issues.

I 1. I recently conducted a Lexis search in all Califomia sources for the phrase "command

certain conduct"; this search disclosed no instance of it appearing in any California authority,

whether case, statute, or practice guide.

12. My billing rate in this matter is 5400.00 per hour. Should Plaintiff s Motion be

Granted, and should Defendants ultimately prevail attrial,I estimate that Defendants could ill incur

litigation costs in the amount of approximately $200,000. This amount derives from the likelihood

that Plaintiffs will seek court intervention if their unilaterally set deadlines are not met. It also

derives from the complexity of the factual issues relating to establishing Defendants' 'oclass of one"

equal protection defenses under the federal and state constitutions.

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 May 12 ,2025 at Long Beach, California.

6'-'o'"k5
Andrew O

4
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF' AIIDREW O. KRASTINS



EVIDENCE ITEM 14

mx
*
s

EVIDENCE ITEM 14



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

ll
t2

l3

t4

l5

l6

t7

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

DECLARATION OF TAR KHONG ((THOMAS') VONG

Andrew 0. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickel, Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF AI\IDREW 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,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

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

Electrunica llV .f t$-O pt
Superior Coud of California,
County of Los Angeles
511212025 3:50 PM
David W, Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By A, Oliva, Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Case No. 24NNCV00087

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF TAR KHONG
("THOMAS") VONG

[filed concurrently with Opposition to
Motion for Issuance of Preliminary
Injunction of Edward M. Chan as Trustee
of the Chan Family Living Trust; Request
for Judicial Notice; Supplemental
Declarations of Edward M. Chan and
Andrew O. Krastins; exhibitsl

v

Date:
Time:
Dept.:
Judge:

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
: None Set

May 23,2025
8:30 a.m.
E
The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

I, Tar Khong Vong declare:

l. I am over eighteen years of age and am not a party in this action. If called as a
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witness, I could and would testifo to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am a licensed general building contractor and have held a California Class B General

Building Contractor license and a Class C36 Plumbing license since November 2,1992.

3. I am the Responsible Managing Officer of Solidway Construction, Inc., which

operates under Califomia Contractors State License Board License No. 657819, issued on November

2,1992.

4. I am the licensed general contractor of record for the construction project at 795 W.

Garvey Ave. in Monterey Park.

5. On March 20,2025,I met with the Chans onsite at the northeast comer of Atlantic

Boulevard and Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park to discuss their ongoing construction project there.

Mr. Chan advised me that the licensed general contractor of record had ceased communicating with

the Chans and had abandoned the project. Mr. Chan asked if my firm would be interested in taking

over the remainder of the project and overseeing its completion.

6. I examined in detail the project plans prepared by Calland Engineering, Inc.

("Cal Land"). From my experience, I understand Cal Land to be a highly competent and respected

firm with decades of experience which has worked on projects in many Southem California cities.

7. Upon carefully scrutinizing the plans, I discovered inaccuracies in the calculation of

cerlain project elevations and gradings which made the current design potentially unworkable. It was

apparent that neither Cal Land nor the CrU's own experienced planning staff detected the error. If the

error and its consequences were left unaddressed, I could not prepare an informed bid.

8. On April 70,2A25, we met Cal Land at the site to discuss the elevation and grading

issues. I advised the Chans that before I could submit a bid, I would need to meet with City Staff at

the project site and come to a mutual understanding regarding the project design and how to move

forward. I understand that the Chans were able to arrange a meeting at the site with City Building

Offrcial Dennis Tarango.

9. On April 30,2025, Edward Chan and I met at the project site with Building Official

Tarango and other City staff. During the meeting, Building Official Tarango acknowledged the

2
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technical issues posed by the inaccuracies in the current plans. We agreed to move forward with

portions of the project not affected by the elevation and grading issues. Mr. Tarango stated that we

could resolve the grading/elevation issues at an unspecified later date.

10. After the meeting, I agreed that my firm would serve as the general contractor and

oversee completion of the Chans' portion of the construction.

I l. I personally went to City Hall on May 5, 2025 and spoke to staff about beginning

work as soon as possible on the sidewalk. Staff informed me that they would contact me the

following week, and that there may be delays caused work on the sidewalk and driveway might

interfere with public works projects along Atlantic Boulevard.

12. I intend to complete all work on the Project in as effrcient and thorough manner as

possible.

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 sz 7- at AA California.

Vong

3
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(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY)

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,CA9073l
Tel: (562) 3s7-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attorneys for Defendants, Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan,
Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

Plaintiffs,
v

CHAN, an individual, et al,

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
51L6120252t22PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive OfficerKlerk of Court,
By Z. Agazaryan, Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087

ORNIA, e/ c/. DEFENDANTS' REPLY TO PLAINTIFFS'
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS'
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE
PLEADINGS AND FOR ORDER
DECLARING MOVANTS TO BE
PREVAILING PARTIES ENTITLED TO
AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES;
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIESDefendants.

[Request for Judicial Notice filed
concurrently herewith.l

Date: May 23,2025
Time: 8:30 A.M.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

Res.Id.: 432579251311

ActionFiled : March 7,2024
Trial Date : None Set

Defendants Edward M. Chan, Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family Living

Trust, Howard Chan, Man Fei Chan Gold and PatriciaChan respectfully submit this Reply to

Plaintiff City's Opposition (filed May 12,2025) to Movants' Motion (filed March 11,2025) for

Judgment on the Pleadings and Request for Order Declaring' Movants to be Prevailing Parties

Entitled to Award of Attorneys'Fees.

1

REPLY RE MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON PLEADINGS AND AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Contrary to Plaintiff s Opposition claims, the State Housing Law, including its

receivership provision, does not apply to nonresidential commercial structures unless they are

used as housing. Senate Bill 1465, which became law on January 1,2025 and upon which the

Opposition relies (see Opp. at2:Il-26 and 8:1-15), is expressly intended to ensure that the State

Housing Law covers only buildings that are not zoned, permitted, or originally intended for

human habitation but are nonetheless being illicitly so used. Plaintiff fails to mention, let alone

address, the numerous digests and legislative author's statements which plainly state that the

purpose of Senate Bill 1465 is to prevent the recurrence of recent high-profile tragedies

involving sheds and warehouses illegally used for housing.

It is undisputed that the subject Property, a nonresidential commercial property, is not

used as housing. Thus, the State Housing Law does not apply here, leaving the Opposition

meritless and without a foundation in law or fact.

Plaintiffs also rely on non-existent authorities "SB 1468" and "H&S Code $17980(n)" for

its key conclusions which are directly at odds with the actual State Housing Law and the

legislative author's statements of intent. (See Opp. at3:l - 4:20,7:9-13,9:14-16.)1

Plaintiffs' arguments all fail and Movants' Motion should be granted.

il. FACTS

Movants have always contended that the State Housing Law, H&S Code 5 17920 et seq.,

does not apply to non-residential commercial properties unless these are used as housing, and

that Plaintiffs, therefore, cannot obtain a receivership under H&S Code $ 17980.7. On Dec. 3,

2024, Movants filed their initial MJOP on this ground, which was set for hearing on Feb. 14,

2025. On Feb. 3,2025, Plaintiff City filed opposing papers.

lPlaintifls law firm appears to have conjoined SB 1465 with AB 468, a substantially
identical measure introduced the same year by Assembly Member Sharon Quirk-Silva, resulting in
the Opposition's references to the non-existent ooSB 1468". AB 468 was never enacted. [Reply's
RJN, Ex.4.l

a
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Plaintiffls 213125 opposition alleged thatarecently enacted "Senate Bill 1468" and

newly effective H&S Code $ "17980(n)" extends the reach of the State Housing Law to

encompass non-residential commercial properties which are not used as housing. [Reply RJN,

Ex. 3.1 Plaintiff s counsel attached to that 213125 opposition his own declaration under penalty

of perjury that "senate Bill 1468", which was attached as Exhibit A to Plaintiff s Request for

Judicial Notice "is a true and accurate copy of pertinent portions of the legislative history of

Senate Bill 1468 as introduced on February 16,2024 and subsequently signed into law on

September 22,2024." [Reply RIN, Ex. 2 (Plaintiff s 2103125 Request for Judicial Notice).]

Out of an abundance of caution, Movants took their initial MJOP off calendar in

February 2025 in order to review these authorities cited by Plaintiff. Movants' review revealed

that there was never a'oSenate Bill 1468" amending the State Housing Law, and there was never

and is not presently a "H&S Code $ 17980(n)." Rather, Plaintiff s Exhibit A (purportedly the

legislative history of Senate Bill 1468) consisted of some pages from the Legislative History of

SB 1465, and did not contain any "H&S Code $ 17980(n)."

The purpose of SB 1465 was to ensure that any structure usedfor housing, whether the

use was legal or illegal and regardless of the structure's original pu{pose, fell within the

definition of "substandard building." [Motion at 15: 14-17:17 and referenced Exhibits.] Again,

this means the subject Property falls outside the scope of the authority cited in the Opposition.

As discussed in the subject Motion, Plaintiff s counsel again refused to dismiss the

Second Cause of Action, and Movants filed the subject Motion, addressing in detail the actual

legislative history and intended scope of SB 1465. Plaintiff s current Opposition relies on the

same non-existent authorities as its initial opposition. Plaintiff did not file a Request for Judicial

Notice with its current Opposition but nonetheless includes links to what Plaintiff insists is the

"legislative history for SB-1468." [Opp., p. 4-5.] This turns out to be the same material

pertaining to SB 1465 thatPlaintiff filed with its initial opposition.

At line 3:13 of the Opposition, Plaintiff states: "Most notably for purposes of

Defendants'Motion, Health & Safety Code $ 17980.3 was amended as follows." However,

Plaintiff then quotes 5 17920.3 and $ 19780, with no mention of any "amended" section 17980.3.

-3-
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At4:12-17, Plaintiff insists: "Health & Safety Code $17980 was further modified to define

"Substandard Building" by adding sub-section "(n)", which reads, "Substandard building means

a building, including any building used for human habitation, that is declared substandard

pursuant to Section 11920.3." No such provision exists or has ever existed. The link to SB 1465

legislative material which Plaintiff provided contains a $ 17980 which extends to subsection "g"

and stops.

Plaintiff does not address the unambiguous statements in the digests of multiple readings

of SB 1465 and the statements of Senator Archuleta himself that the amendments were intended

to ensure that the State Housing Law encompasses all structures used for human habitation, not

just traditional ones such as hotels, motels, apartments and houses. [See Motion's March 11,

2025 RIN, Exhibits I to 9 and the link to Senator Archuleta's testimony at

hups://www.senate.ca.gov/media-archive?title:&start_date:2024-04-02&end_date:2024-04-02.

The entire hearing, including Senator Archuleta's testimony, witness testimony, and Senator

Catherine Blakespear's questions to Senator Archuleta, can be viewed at minutes 10:30 through

34:07 of the video.

III. ARGUMENT

Defendants' Motion should be granted because Plaintiff failed to demonstrate that the

State Housing Law, including H&S Code $ 17890.7, applies to commercial buildings not used

for human habitation (such as the subject Property). Plaintiff ignored the legislative history of

SB 1465 and the statements its sponsor made in legislative hearings as part of deliberations, all

provided in the subject Motion. Instead, Plaintifl's opposing papers repeatedly cite statutes that

do not exist. Plaintiff s arguments fail as a result, so Movants' Motion should be granted in full.

A. As a threshold matter, Plaintiffs' arguments fail because they did not request

judicial notice of the statutes relied upon nor provided copies thereof.

On a demurrer or motion for judgment on the pleadings, the Court can only consider facts

that appear on the face of the complaint or from matters judicially noticeable. (Blankv. Kirwan

(1985) 39 Cal.3d 311, 318). No other extrinsic evidence can be considered. (Ion Equipment

Corp. v. Nelson (1980) 110 Cal.App.3d 868, 881). Pursuant to California Evidence Code $ 453,

-4-
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conditional mandatory judicial notice shall be taken upon request of any matter specified in

Section 452 when a party (a) gives each adverse party sufficient notice of the request to enable

such adverse party to prepare to meet the request, and (b) furnishes the court with sufficient

information to enable it to take judicial notice of the matter. (Cal. Evid. Code $453).

Here, the purported "legislative history" materials for the non-existent "SB 7468" and $

17980(n), upon which Plaintiff relies throughout its Opposition, do not appear on the face of the

pleadings. Therefore, they cannot be considered in ruling on the subject Motion absent a valid

request for judicial notice. Plaintiff made no request for judicial notice, nor provided copies of

the supposed "SB l468"or 17980(n), nor provided authentication ofany kind. Therefore,

Plaintiff s arguments based on these so-called authorities should be disregarded.

Accordingly, the Opposition's arguments lacks a legal foundation, and the Motion should

be granted.

B. The statutory interpretations that Plaintiff urges on the Court are untenable

and contrary to the plain intent of the Legislature.

1. Plaintiff s interpretation of "substandard buildingoo is inconsistent

with the purpose of the State Housing Law and the intent of SB 1465.

Plaintiffs repeatedly cite to a "Health & Safety Code $17980(n)". There is no such

statute. However, H&S Code $17920(n) provides: "Substandard building" means a building, or

portion thereof including any building used for human habitation, that is declared substandard

pursuant to Section 17920.3" - the same language upon which Plaintiff relies. This material was

indeed added in2024 via Senator Archuleta's SB 1465. Plaintiff contends that because the

statute contains the phrase "including any building used for human habitation", the statute now

encompasses all buildings, regardless of whether they are used for human habitation.

Plaintiff s argument fails because Plaintiff takes this phrase entirely out of its context

with no regard to the statutory scheme as a whole. The Legislature's intent was unambiguously

stated in the seven bill analyses attached to Movants' March II,2025 RJN. (Motion's RIN at

Exhibits 3 to 9). The digests of these analyses all begin with "This bill ollows any structure used

for human habitation to be declared a substandard building regardless of the zoning or approved

-5-
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use of the building, and makes other changes to code enforcement procedures," or substantially

identical language.

Similarly, Senator Archuleta's testimony plainly explains that the purpose of the bill was

to prevent tragedies involving industrial or commercial structures improperly used as housing,

such as the2016 Ghost Ship fire and the Half Moon Bay shootings, both of which revealed

commercial and industrial structures used as unsafe and squalid human dwellings. fMotion's

RJN, Exhibits 3 to 9.] It is clear from this expressed intent of the Legislature that"any building

used for human habitation" was intended to encompass warehouses, sheds, and other industrial

or commercial buildings in addition to the traditional residential houses, hotels, hostels, and

similar structures.

Prior to SB 1465, the law did not apply to industrial and commercial buildings illicitly

used for human habitation. The purpose of the bill was to ensure that such structures being so

used would now be regulated under the State Housing Law. Nothing in the legislative history of

H&S Code $ 17920(n), or SB 1465 as whole, suggested any intention to expand the scope of the

Housing Law to encompass commercial structures not used for human habitation. Nothing in the

Housing Law or SB 1465 authorizes local governments to seek receiverships in connection with

structures not acfually used for human habitation.

The purpose of the State Building Standards Code, as opposed to the Housing Law, is 'oto

establish the minimum requirements to safeguard the public health, safety and general welfare

through structural strength, means of egress facilities, stability, sanitation, adequate light and

ventilation, energy conservation, and safety to life and property from fire and other hazards

attributed to the built environment and to provide safety to fire fighters and emergency

responders during emergency operations." (Harrington v. City of Davis (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th

420,438.)

The relevant regulations confirm that the State Housing Law is limited to structures used

for human habitation. 25 C.C.R. 1(a) provides:

"The provisions of this subchapter shall apply in all parts of the state and shall
apply to the erection, construction, enlargement, conversion, alteration, repair,
moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, use height, court area, sanitation,
maintenance, and ventilation of all hotels, motels, apartment houses and

-6-
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dwellings, or portions thereof and buildings and structures accessory thereto
approved for construction on or after the effective date of this subchapter except
as otherwise provided in this subchapter." [Emphasis added.]

H&S Code 5 17921sets out the scope of building standards, rule and regulations under

the State Housing Law. Section I792I(a) states:

Except as provided in subdivision (b), the department shall propose the adoption,
amendment, or repeal of building standards to the California Building Standards
Commission pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 4 (commencing with Section
18935) of Part 2.5, and the department shall adopt, amend, and repeal other rules
and regulations for the protection of the public health, safety, and general welfare
of the ogcupa-nt and the public governing the erection, construction, enlargement,
conversion, alteration, repair, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy, use,
height, court, area, sanitation, ventilation and maintenance of all hotels, motels,
lodging houses, apartment houses, and dwellings, and buildings and structures
accessory thereto. Except as otherwise provided in this part, the department shall
enforce those building standards and those other rules and regulations." The other
rules and regulations adopted by the department may include a schedule of fees to
pay the cost of enforcement by the department under Sections 17952 and 17965."
[Emphasis added.]

The Housing Law draws a clear distinction between the scope and applicability of the two

statutory schemes

If the Legislature intended SB 1465 to apply to all structures, SB 1465 would have

amended the broader Building Standards Code. It did not do so, and there is no evidencethatt

SB 1465 was intended to encompass anything other than structures intended for and used for

human habitation. That is the statutorily defined purview of the State Housing Law.

2. Nothing in Health & Safety Code S 17920.3 suggests that buildings not

intended or actually used for human habitation are subject to

receivership proceedings under Health & Safety Code $ 17980 et seq.

At lines 8:16-22 of its Opposition, Plaintiff argues that it is entitled to a receivership

under the Housing Law because "Health & Safety Code $ 17980, et seq. is meant to apply to any

building" that presents ahazardto not merely ooccupants of the building' but also to 'nearby

residents, or the public." Plaintiff then cites Health & Safety Code $ 11920.3. That section

merely defines various types of substandard building for purposes of the housing law. Nothing in

section 17920.3 supports the City's argument.

Section 17920.3 provides: "Any building or portion thereof, regardless of zoning

designation or approved uses of the building, including any dwelling unit, guestroom or suite of

-7 -
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rooms, or the premises on which the same is located, in which there exists any of the following

listed conditions to an extent that endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety, or welfare of

the occupants of the building, nearby residents, or the public shall be deemed and hereby is

declared to be a substandard building." It then lists numerous criteria which can constitute a

substandard building. Many of these criteria overlap with provisions in the Building Standards

Code, municipal nuisance code, and other regulations specific to buildings for human habitation.

That the statute references "nearby residents, or the public" does not expand the scope of

the Housing Law to include buildings not intended or used for human habitation. It merely

recognizes that such buildings can be an immediate danger to others, not merely the people

living in them. This was demonstrated by the Ghost Ship Fire which inspired SB 1465, where

the fire victims included both the o'Ghost Ship" warehouse's residents and their visitors.

Plaintiffls wildly overbroad reading of the law would potentially subject owners of any tool shed

or storage facility to litigation because their structure does not contain amenities appropriate for

houses, hotels, and other human shelters.

Because the subject Property is a commercial property not intended or used for human

habitation, the State Housing Law is inapplicable here. Plaintiff s reliance on it is therefore

misplaced, and the Motion should be granted.

C. The absence of appellate authority directly holding that the State Housing

Law only applies to properties intended or used for human habitation merely

shows that Plaintiffs argument is so patently untenable it has not reached

published appellate review.

In the six decades since the State Housing Law was enacted, not a single published

decision has applied H&S Code $ 17910 et seq. to purely commercial structures not intended or

used for human habitation. The absence of any such decisions indicates it has never come up for

review. Plaintiff suggests that this dearth of authority supports its claims. On the contrary, the

reason no authority expressly holds that H&S Code section 17980 et seq, or other provisions of

the Housing Law do not apply to commercial and industrial buildings except those used for

human habitation is because such a claim is so patently untenable it has not reached published

-8-
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appellate review. It is the same reason there are no appellate opinions holding that the Motor

Vehicle Code does not apply to department store escalators.

If the receivership provisions contained in H&S Code $ 17980.7 were indeed available to

abate allpublic nuisances, not just those deriving from substandard human dwellings, in the six

decades since the State Housing Law was enacted, then earnest and diligent city staffs

throughout the State would surely have put such powerful tools to use. Judging from the

appellate record, they have not. This supports the Motion, not the Opposition.

For this reason also, the Motion should be granted.

D. The Attorney General Opinion cited in Movants brief is readily available

online or at the Los Angeles and San Diego Law Libraries.

At page 8, footnote 2 of their Opposition, Plaintiff s counsel complains he could not

access the Attorney General opinion cited at page 14 of the subject Motion. That opinion is

readily available online and at the San Diego and Los Angeles County law libraries. Had

counsel requested a copy, it would have immediately been provided. An online copy is attached

as Exhibit 1 to Movants' Request for Judicial Notice.

E. The Motion should be granted without leave to amend because the City has

not and cannot show how its Second Cause of Action can be amended to state

a valid claim.

A plaintiff seeking leave to amend must demonstrate to the court how its pleading can be

amended to state a legally sufficient claim. (Moore v. Centrelake Med. Group, Inc. (2022) 83

Cal.App.5th 5I5,537.) The onus is on the plaintiff to show specific ways in which the

complaint can be amended. (Shaeffer v. Califia Farms, LLC (2020) aa CAl.App.5th 1 125,1145.)

A denial of leave to amend will be affirmed on appeal where the plaintiff "proffered no specific

amendments to the trial court".(Id.)

In its Opposition, the Plaintiff City asks the Court to grant it leave to amend but fails to

provide any facts or law demonstrate how its receivership claim can be amended to state a valid

claim under the State Housing Law, Health & Safety Code $ I79I0 et seq. Plaintiff City,

therefore, fails to sustain its burden, and therefore leave to amend should be denied. The City's

-9-
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Second Cause of Action cannot be amended because, as discussed above, the State Housing Law

does not and has never been intended to apply to commercial structures which are not being used

for housing.

F. The Chans, as prevailing parties, are entitled to attorneys' fees pursuant to

H&S Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

The prevailing party in an action pursuant to H&S Code $ 17980.1 is entitled to

reasonable attorney's fees and court costs as may be fixed by the court. (H&S Code $ 17980.7

(c)(11)). The Plaintiff City has sued for a receivership which would divest the Chans of control

over their property under a statute which is plainly inapplicable. Rather than acknowledge its

elror, the City instead attempted to "win" by presenting non-existent authorities to the Court and

ignoring the detailed legislative history contained in Movants' papers which plainly defeats

Plaintiff s contentions.

"Recognizing that a city attorney is a public official," the Supreme Court has explained,

"the rigorous ethical duties imposed on a criminal prosecutor also apply to government lawyers

generally." (County of Santa Clara v. Superior Court (2010) 50 Cal.4th 35, 49 citing Clancy v.

Superior Court (1985) 39 Cal.3d 740,748.) lnCounty of Santa Clarav. Superior Court,the

Supreme Court explained:

"These principles of heightened neutrality remain valid and necessary in the
context of the situation presented by the case before us. A fair prosecution and
outcome in a proceeding brought in the name of the public is a matter of vital
concern both for defendants and for the public, whose interests are represented by
the government and to whom a duty is owed to ensure that the judicial process
remains fair and untainted by an improper motivation on the part of attorneys
representing the government. Accordingly, to ensure that an attorney representing
the government acts evenhandedly and does not abuse the unique power entrusted
in him or her in that capacity-and that public confidence in the integrity of the
judicial system is not thereby undermined-a heightened standard of neutrality is
required for attorneys prosecuting public-nuisance cases on behalf of the
government." (County of Santa Clarav. Superior Court (2010) 50 Cal.4th 35,
s7.)

Further:

A civil attorney acting on behalf of a public entity, in prosecuting a civil case
such as a public-nuisance-abatement action, is entrusted with the unique power of
the govemment and therefore must refrain from abusing that power by failing to
act in an evenhanded manner." (County of Santa Clara v. Superior Court (201 0)
50 Cal. 4th35,57 andthe cases cited therein.) A "government lawyer in a civil
action .. . should not use his position or the economic power of the govemment to

-10-
REPLY RE MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON PLEADINGS AND AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES



1

aL

3

4

5

6

1

a

9

r-0

11

L2

13

I4

15

L6

I1

18

1,9

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

2B

C:\Users\owneAOneDrive\
Documenls\Chan-Monlere
y Park lI-MJOP
REPLY.FINAL-05-16-25
(BB Rev).wpd

harass parties or to bring about unjust settlements or results " (1d., citing City of
Los Angeles v. Decker (1971) 18 Cal.3d 860, 871.) "Indeed, it is a bedrock
principle that a government attorney prosecuting a public action on behalf of the
government must not be motivated solely by a desire to win a case, but instead
owes a duty to the public to ensure that justice will be done." (1d., citing People
v. Superior Court (Greer) (1977),19 Cal.3d 255,267.)

Plaintiff s receivership claim contains serious allegations of misconduct, all of which

the Defendants must take seriously and address thoroughly. Public entities are immune from

suits for malicious prosecution. (Leon v. County of Riverside (2023) 14 Cal.Sth 910,925, Silva v.

Langford (2022) 79 Cal.App.sth 7I0, 717 .) Therefore, the only recourse for Movants to recoup

their losses is the attorney's fee provision contained in the statute that Plaintiffs sued upon.

Movants, as prevailing parties, therefore, should be awarded their reasonable attomeys' fees and

costs expended here in defending against Plaintiffs' meritless receivership claim.

Movants therefore request that their Motion be granted and that the Court deem them

prevailing parties for purposes of H&S Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

V. CONCLUSION

Plaintiff City seeks appointment of a receiver and an injunction, pursuant to a statute

which is plainly inapplicable. Because there is no reasonable possibility that Plaintiffs' Second

Cause of Action can be amended to state a viable claim under the State Housing Law, Movants'

Motion should be granted and Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action should be dismissed,with

prejudice.

As prevailing parties, Movants should be awarded their reasonable attomeys' fees and

costs pursuant to H&S Code $ 17980.7(c)(11), the amount to be determined by separate motion.

DATED: May 16, 2025

LAW OFFICE OF AI\DREW O. KRASTINS

a (

By:
ANDREW O. KRASTINS,
Attorney for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-
Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

- 11-
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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, CA 90731
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attomeys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family
Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
PatriciaYu Chan

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

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Electrcnica lly 
.F 

lL-E_D hy
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
51201202511:49 AM
David W, Slayton,
Executive Offlcer/Clerk of Coutt,
By A. Oliva, Deputy Cler*

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL
DECLARATION OF EDWARD M. CHAN
RE STATUS OF 795 W. GARVEY
PROPERTY; EXHIBITS

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS AIIGELES

Case No. 24NNCV00087

v

Defendants.

Date:
Time:
Dept.:
Judge

Action Filed
Trial Date

: March 1,2024
: None Set

May 23,2025
8:30 a.m.
E
The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
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I, Edward Chan, declare as follows:

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

I could and would testiff to the following facts from my own personal knowledge. I make this Second

Supplemental Declaration dated May 20,2025 to update the Court on progress toward completion of

our cofitmercial development at 795 W. Garvey Ave. in Monterey Park ("Subject Property"). I also

make this declaration to rebut the City's apparent April 16, 2025 "Resolution" that an 'oemergency"

exists at795 W. Garvey Avenie entitling the City to demolish the existing nearly complete building or

take over construction.

2. In February 2025,I asked Santa Fe Water Systems ("Santa Fe") to provide a quote for

the LID underground tank, the design, approval, ordering and installation of which have been the main

obstacles to completing the Project. On May 8 and 9, 2025, we received the complete quote and plans

for the LID underground tank from Santa Fe.

3. I promptly forwarded these to Cal Land Engineering to make sure they comport fully

with the plans approved by the City. On May 15,2025,I received an email from Cal Land Project

Manager Ramoncito Ronquillo confirming that the Santa Fe submission comported with the Cify-

approved plans. [A true and correct copy of my email exchange with Mr. Ronquillo is attached hereto

as Exhibit A.l

4. I have submitted all paperwork to Santa Fe that Santa Fe requested to order the LID

tank. On May 19, 2025, Santa Fe notified me that Santa Fe had entered our order into its accounting

system. [A true and correct copy of the relevant email exchange between Santa Fe and myself is

attached hereto as Exhibit B.l

5 . I anticipate that on Wednesday afternoon, May 2l ,2025 , our general contractor Thomas

Vong and I will meet at City Hall with Building Official Dennis Tarango and other City staff members

to come to an understanding regarding the status ofthe Project. I understand that there is a court hearing

scheduled for May 23,2025 in which the City will ask the Court to grant a preliminary injunction.

6. On May 19,2025,I accessed the City of Monterey Park website to see if the City

planned to take any action at its May 21,2025 City Council meeting regarding our property that my

family and I should know about. Because the Council meeting would start a few hours after my

2
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expected meeting atcity Hall with CiE staff, it would be convenient to attend.

1. I found nothing relevant on the agenda for the May 2I,2025 meeting. However, by

typing *795 W. Garvey" into the City's search engine, I discovered that on April 16,2025, the City

held a "special meeting" in which they considered a o'draft resolution" declaring 795 W. Garvey to be

an 'oemergency" and allowing the City to either demolish our nearly complete building or hire a

contractor take over all construction. I had no idea that there had been an April 16, 2025 "special

meeting" about the Property, nor that the City's law firm proposed that drastic measures be taken

against the Property. The material relating to the Property was on the agenda as item 1-A. [A true

and correct copy ofthe April 16, 2025 agenda and attached staffreport and draft resolution are attached

hereto as Exhibit C.l

8. At page 2-3 of the staff report supporting adoption of the Resolution, one of the Crty's

lawyers says that on May 23,2025, "the City Attomey's Office will seek a hearing before the trial

Court to be heard alongside the preliminary injunction motion on May 23,2025, for an abatement

warrant to either (1) demolish the existing structure and bring the Property into compliance with the

Crty's vacant lot ordinances, or (2) complete the minimum construction on the Property to render it

ready for tenant improvements, as determined by the Building Official." [Exhibit C].

9. On page 3 of the staff report is a section titled "FISCAL IMPACT" which states:

'A preliminary engineering estimate puts the cost of completing construction as high as $1 million,

depending on various factors such as the cost of materials and supplies. The demolition cost of the

structure and bringing the Property into compliance with the vacant lot requirements ofMPMC section

$ 4.30.060 is estimated to be not more than $400,000. All of the abatement-related costs are recoverable

from the Property Owners, and if not paid, through a nuisance abatement lien placed on the Property

to be collected by special tax assessment and foreclosure, if necessary. Accordingly, there will be zero

net cost to the City for this abatement." [Exhibit C].

10 Section 1.A. of the Resolution says "the City Council may, upon a four-fifths vote,

declare that public interest and necessity demand the immediate expenditure of public money to

a
J
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safeguard life, healthy, or property because of an emergency." fExhibit C]. However, there is not and

has never been any sort of emergency at the Property.

11. The rest of the Resolution's first page states that there is some sort of "emergency."

Section 1.B. states "the City Council may take any directly related and immediate action required by

that emergency, and procure the necessary equipment, services, and supplies for those purposes,

without giving notice for bids to let contracts." Section 1.E. states: "fJnder such conditions, the City

Council finds that the delay resulting from public bidding would imperil essential public services

needed to protect public health and safety and it is in the public's interest to complete procurement of

a new contractor in the most expedient fashion." fExhibit C]. The staff report and the resolution

contain no facts explaining what "essential public services" would be "imperiled". To my knowledge,

there are no essential public services that would be imperiled.

12. Section 3.A. of the Resolution states: "Based upon the entirety of the administrative

record including, without limitation, the staff report and presentation accompanying this

Resolution, the City Council finds that an emergency exists as to abating the Property which

constitutes an imminent threat to public health and safety that requires immediate action.'o

fExhibit C]. To my knowledge, there is not, nor has there ever been, any condition at the Property

that could reasonably be considered "an imminent threat to public health and safety that requires

immediate action."

13. I was shocked and alarmed by this April 16, 2025 "special meeting" agenda and its

accompanying papers. I immediately tried to find out what happened. I tried to find a recording of

the meeting, but there was none on the City website. I accessed the minutes of the April16,2025

special meeting and found that the City Council had deferred acting on the item until the April 16,

2025 regglar meeting beginning at 6:30 P.M. that evening. [A true and correct copy of the

summary minutes for the April 16, 2025 Special Meeting are attached hereto as Exhibit D.]

4
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14. I then located the minutes for the regular 6:30 p.m. April 16, 2025 City Council

meeting. I looked carefully but I could not f,rnd any mention of 795 W. Garvey or of the

Resolution the Council apparently considered an hour earlier. [A true and correct copy of the

summary minutes of the April 16,2025 Regular Meeting is attached hereto as Exhibit E.l

15. I also looked very carefully through the regular meeting minutes trying to find any

mention of the "emergency" resolution. I didn't find anything. I then noticed the following

language at the top of page 2:

.OCITY MANAGER ALVAREZ REQUESTED TO MOVE ITEM NOS. 1A AND 35 TO BE
HEARD BEFORE PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS, CITY ATTORNEY BERGER
REPORTED AN ADDITION OF ITEM NO. 1A FROM TIJE 411612025 5230 P.M. SPECIAL
MEETING TO CONSENT CALENDAR AS ITEM NO. 3T'

[Exhibit C].

16. I looked through the agenda attachments for the regular meeting for an item lA

from the Special Meeting or an item 3T and could find neither. [The agenda and accompanying

documents for the April 16, 2025 Regular City Council meeting can be viewed through the City's

website at https://montere)'parkca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/1388/files/agenda/15 10 ].

17. I listened carefully to the portion of the meeting where the City Attorney discusses

additions to the agenda. At the 23:10 point of the meeting video, the City Clerk asks that that item

1-A be decided before the public comment portion of the agenda. Item 1-A is the Resolution

authorizing the City to replace our contractor and either demolish or take over construction and

bill my family and me, carried over from the Special Meeting. The meeting video is available

from the City of Monterey Park website at monterey-

park. granicus. com/IVlediaPlayer.php?view_id:2&clip_id: 1 1 26.

18. Right after the City Clerk spoke, the City Attorney had item 1-A placed on the

"Consent Calendar". The agenda for the April 16, 2025 regular meeting states: "All items [on] the

Consent Calendar are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by one

motion. items may be removed from the Consent Calendar at the request of any member of the

5
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City Council for separate consideration." (See link provided above).

19. From the video and from the summary minutes of the April 16, 2025 regular

meeting, I conclude that the City Council adopted a Resolution allowing the City to take over our

Property without any public discussion and without any express acknowledgment that the

Resolution was even being considered.

20. An'oemergency" which supposedly constitutes "an imminent threat to public health

and safety that requires immediate action" cannot at the same time be deemed a'oroutine" matter

not needing public discussion. Nor can authorizing "no bid'o construction contracts on an

"emergency" basis be considered a "routine" matter not needing public discussion. In my more

than twenty years working directly with city governments in connection with my family's

properties, I have never encountered such actions.

21. Because there was nothing regarding the Property in the agenda or staff reports for

the April 16,2025 Regular Meeting, I could not know that the Resolution was being considered.

Because the City Attomey did not identifr what Item 1-A was about, I could not know the

Resolution seeking to take complete control of the Properfy was being considered as part of the

consent calendar.

22. Had I known of either ofthe April 16, 2025 City Council meetings, I would have

attended, given testimony and provided accurate, factual information that directly contradicts the

material in the staff report.

23. I am concerned that the City's law firm will file some last-minute papers asking the

Court to allow the City to take over the Properfy, fire our contractors, hire its own contractors and

then bill us $1 million or more, without enough time for my family and me to provide a proper

response. In his staff report to the City Council, that is what the City Attorney stated he would do.

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

6
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SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF EDWARD M. CHAN

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on Nn.t L0 ,2}25at South Pasadena, California

Ed Chan

7
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AOL Mail- Re:795 LID EquiPment https:l/mail.aol.com/d/lblders/ I /messages/AJm Yzrg I YplKauz5r...

Re: 795 LID Equipment

From: Ray Ronquillo (ray@callandeng'com)

To: edchan930@gmail.com;tom@solidwayconstruction.com;akrastinslaw@aol.com; lee@callandeng.com;

patrickchiu 1 @aol.com

Date: Thursday, May 15, 2025 at 01:46 PM PDT

Hi Eddie,

Good afternoon

Yes, they are Per the aPProved Plans

Thank you

= = == = = = == = = = = = == === = = ==

Ramoncito (Ray) Ronquillo, PE

Project Manager
Cal Land Engineering & Associates, lnc'

574E. Lambert Road,

Brea, CA 92827
Tel: (714) 671-1050 ext t22
Email: ray@callandeng'com
Website: www.callandeng.com

W
CAL LAND

ItN(;lNUXHl-\G ( ISS()[1.\',I'lis. lrr'

, From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>

Sent: WednesdaY, MaY 1'4, 2025 3:00 PM

. fo: Ray Ronquillo <ray@callandeng.com>; Thomas Vong <tom@solidwayconstruction.com>; Andrew O

, Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>; Jack Lee <lee@callandeng'com>; Patrick Chiu

<patrickch iu 1@aol.com>

Subject: Re: 795 LID EquiPment

oops forgot attachment

on wed, May ,14, 2025 al2:59 PM Eddie chan <edchan930@gn'rgl=ggg> wrote

Hi Ray,
Enclosed is bid from santa Fe Water system, Please verify that these tanks, pumps and other parts would

I of7
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, be the correct items needed as per the stamped approved plans. I would like to confirm an order by this

: w€ek. Please let me know if any changes are required or if these items are fine.

, Thank You
, Edward Chan

*****CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF CLE. BE CAUTIOUS WHEN OPENING ANY LINKS OR

DOCUMENTS.**T**

2 of2
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RE: 795 Garvey LID

From: Robert Sendis (rsendis@sfwsystems.com)

To: edchan930@gmail.com

Cc: jmskarseth@sfwsystems.com; clindsey@sfwsystems.com; srios@sfwsystems.com;jmartell@sfwsystems'com;

timothy.nguyen@Tleavescafe.com; akrastinslaw@aol.com; extmfrasco@sfwsystems.com;

tom @solidwaYconstruction.com

Date: Monday, May 19, 2025 al 12:42 PM PDT

Hey Eddie,

Acknowledged, our accounting dept. is in the process of getting you set up to our system.

I will keep you posted, please advise.

Thank you

Roberl Sendis
Data Entry Specialist

.(9,anta Fe
Er\Water SYstems

10244 Freeman Ave
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
(562)777-9724 Office
(s62) 670-6104 Cell
rsend is@sfwsyslgms. com
www.SFWSvstems.com
SF\AAIV Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, MaY 19, 202511:10 AM

To: Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsystems.com>

Cc: Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsystems.com>; Chris Lindsey

<CLindsey@sfwsystems.com>; Steven Ribs <SRios@sfwsystems.com>; Jes-us Rodriguez-Martell

<JMartel@stwsystems.com>; Timothy Nguyen <timothy.nguyen@Tleavescafe'com>; Andrew O'

Krastins, Erq .6Lpsstinslaw@aol.com>; ext Michael Frasco <extMFrasco@sfwsystems.com>;

Thomas Vong <tom@solidwayconstruction.com>

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

Hi Robert

Have accounting set up an account in which we can start an order for the tanks first.

Thanks

Eddie

loi12
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On Fri, May 16, 2Q25,12:12 PM Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfw!;y5!9rns&9m> wrote:

Noted,

I will get this sent over to accounting

Thank you.

Bets regards,

Robert Sendis

Data Entry Specialist

(9anta Fe
E\wate, SYstems

10244 Freeman Ave

ganta Fe Sp-qilgg, Ql90670

(562)777-9724 Office

(562) 670-6104 Cell

rs e n d i s @ sfrrvsysl€ m s. com

www.SFWSvstems.com

SFWTV Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@ggg!'com>

Sent: Friday, May 16, 202511:13 AM
To: Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsy5lems. com>

cc: Jeremy skarseth .JMSkarsettr@sfwsystems.com>; chris Lindsey

.CLindsey-@sfwsysl"t...o*t, Stt;en ni-os .SniotO.n"syggms.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell

.Jgrrt"ll69f*rG1e*r.."*rt Timothy Nguyen <linothy.nggysii@Zleavesqafg.cog>; Andrew O'

frrcti*, grq;rXm.ti.rt"*OA >; ext Michael Frasco <eTtMFrasco@sfwsysl9rng.>;

Thomas Von g .!om @sol idwayc-on sglJction. com >

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiRobert

Attached is the forms that you requested. Please let me know on how we shall proceed to get the tanks

ordered first.

Thank You

Eddie

'2 of 12
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On Fri, May 16, 2025 al9:55 AM Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsyslenC.Agm> wrote:

Howard and Eddie,

can you please complete the attached and return as soon as possible'

We need this information to get you entered to our system

Please advise, Thank You

Robert Sendis

Data Entry SPecialist

.(Santa Fe
B\Water Systems

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sprrngg, CA 90670

(562) 777-9724 Office

(562) 670-6104 Cell

rse n d i s @sfws YSte m g-co m

www.SFWSyslslls.goln

SF\ AtV Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@g!nad.com>

Sent: Friday, MaY 9, 2025 3:A2PM
To : Jeremy S karseth <J M S ka rseth@sfwsy3le ms' co m>

Cc: Chris Lindsey .Ct-inOr"y@SiUSytt"lnt,.ot>; Steven Rios <S-Rios@gfwsy5lems'con>;

Jesus Rod ri g uez-M a rtell .J M a rtel!-@fu y5lems. com > ; Robert Sendis

<RSendis@sfirvsy5lqs-@t; Tirnotny Ngry* :timothl.nggyen@Zleavescafe@?; Andrew

O. frastins,Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>; ext Michael Frasco

<extM F ra sco @sfirugyslg![8. c9![>
Subiect: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiJeremy

Received Thanks

3of12
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Eddie

on Fri, May 9, 2025,2:59 PM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsy5lems-.com> wrote:

Howard,

Attached is the annual maintenance quote for this project

I also want to confirm that you received the submittals we sent over yesterday

Please advise.

Jeremy Skarsefft

lnside Sa/es

(9'anta Fe
%vJ:rte' Systlrns

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe Sp4lngs, CA 90670

Office: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: QA9) 203-0319

Em ail : j m ska rseth @sfwsySte n s' com

v,rww. S F W SyS!9 rn s. c o m

SFI//S Dioital Brochures

From: Jeremy Skarseth
Sent: Thursday, MaY 8, 2A251:50 PM

To:'Eddie Chan' <edchan930@gryLail. com>

Cc: Chris Lindsey.Cl-inOsey_@Efwsystems.co!0>; Steven Rios <SBjos@sfwsyslgIllgcom>;

Jesus Rod rig uez-M a rtel I <J M a rtel I @stwsygems-com.> ; Ro bert Sendi s

<RSendis@ifwsy5lgrn€ com>; 'Timothy Nguyen' <!!mothy.nguygn@ZlgsJescglg'qom>;

'Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.' <akrastinslaw@aol'com>

aof12 5120/2025,6:52 AIr
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Subject: RE: 795 GarveY LID

Howard,

per our conversation this morning, please see submittals for this project in the link below

rk tbh ivSSl=hifxxdid&dl=0

Please confirm receipt of submittals.

Jeremy Skarseth

lnside Sa/es

(Santa Fe
E:I\!tatr', SYsterrts

1A244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sonnos. 90670

Affice: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

Em a i I : j m s k a rseth @sfw sY stP m s c o m

www SFWSvsfems.com

SFWS Digital Brochures

F rom : Jeremy S karseth < J M Ska rseth @sfwsyge-m s. com,>

Sent: ThursdaY, APril 3, 2025 3:54 PM

To: Eddie Chan <gdghan930@g@>
Cc: Chris Lindsey.g.f-indsgy-@sfwSy3lems.com>; Steven Rios <SBjes@sfwsystems'com>;

Jesus Rodriguez-Martel I <J Martel l@sfwsy5lems. com>; Robert Sendis

<RSendis@ilwsvstems.com>; Timothy Nguyen <timothy.nggyenl@Tleavescafe.com>;

5 of 12
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>
Subject: RE: 795 Garvey LID

Eddie,

Attached are the submittals for this project.

Once approved submittals are sent back to us, we can get this project released into

production.

Please confirm receipt of submittals.

Jeremy Skarseth

lnside Sa/es

LSanta Fe
E:\iVllnt Svstottt::

10244 FreemaryAve

Sanfa Fe SAngS, CA 90674

affice: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cett: (909) 203-0319

E m a i I : j [t s k a rs e'!h @.fuystemS.Sg43

vwvw.SFWSvstems.com

, SFWS Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 20,202511:41 AM
To : Jeremy S ka rseth < J M S ka rselh@sfwsys!9mg-' co m >

Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@sfwsyStems.com>; Steven Rios <9fitos@sfwsyste,ms'com>;

Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <J Martel l@sfwsystems. com>; Robert Sendis
<RSendis@strygystems.cgl!>; Timothy Nguyen <timothy.ngUyen@Zlesyescafe.com>;

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol'corn>

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

5of12 5120/2025,6:52 AM



AOL Mail- RE: 795 Garvey LID hftps://mail.aol.com/d/tolclers/ I /messages/AUo-v4AY rJ woaLu{..

HiJeremy

Here is my signature on the proposal. Let's start the process of ordering the system. Currently our

contractoi seems to have left the job. I am working with our prospective tenant and our architect to find

someone new to do the job. This may hamper when we should deliver the parts of the system based on

the contractor's readineis to do the work. I will keep you updated so we have a better idea when to have

the system delivered. Hope you are doing well.

Sincerely

Ed Chan

On Mon, Mar 10, 2025 al ll:53AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@stugyslelns.c9m> wrote

Eddie,

The longest lead time for this project would be roughly 10-12 weeks after receipt of

approved submittals

Jeremy Skarsefft

lnside Sa/es

.(Santa Fe
$V,r;ttct SYste;--ts

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe $pnngs, CA 90670

Qffice : (562.) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 2a3-0319

Em a il : j m ska rseth @sfusv ste mSsPn

www.SFWSvstems.com

SFtl/S Dioital Brochures

From : Eddie Chan <edchan9Sg@gmail'com>

Sent: WednesdaY, March 5,2025 2:54 PM

To : Jere my S karseth <J M S ka rseth @sfwsystems-. com >

tof12 5120/2025,6:52 AIv
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10244 Ave

Santa Fe SpringS.,-CA 9P67Q.

Office: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cett: (909) 203-0319

Emai I : jrn ska rseth@stw sySlem s. com.

www SFWSvsfenls.com

SFWS Digital Brochures

https://marl.aol.com/d/tolders/ I /messages/AUo-v4AY rJ woa\-u{...

Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@gfwsystems.com>; Steven Rios
<SRios@sfwsyste >; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMartell@sirygystems.com>; Robert

Sendis <RSendis@sfwsys'lems. com>
Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiJeremy

Would you know what is the lead time on this?

Thanks

Eddie

On Tue, Mar 4,2025,8:43AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkar:geth@sfwsygclnE-aom> wrote:

Eddie,

Apologies for the delay. We just received the remainder of the pricing we were waiting on

this morning

Attached is the quote for this project.

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

.(Santa Fe
e::;\Ydater Syttcms

8of12
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F rom : Jeremy S ka rseth .J|lSkarseth @gfu sy5lgms. co m >

Sent: Monday, February 24,2025 8:09 PM

To: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.corn>

Subject: Re: 795 Garvey LID

Eddie,

I am working on finalizing the quote for this project. We are jusi waiting on the pricing to come back

on the Modular Wetland SYstem.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmqjl.com>

Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 7 :27 :32 PM

To : Chris Li ndsey <C Li nd sey-@sifwsygems. co m >

Cc: Joven Lactaoen <jovensinc@gmail.com>; Janelle Simmons
<jovenssales@gmail. com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol. com>; Jeremy

Skarseth <J MSkarseth@s&ystems,. com>

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiJeremy

I was wondering if you have more information about ordering the equipment for the project we have

atTgS Garvey. Flease let me know the lead time and price for the equipment needed. Thanks .

Sincerely

Edward Chan

On Fri, Feb21,2025,9:35AM Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@g[ggyslCrns'99m> wrote:

, Hi Eddie-

Let's just keep this in mind when planning electrical supply. Often times 230v is not

provided and we are left with only 120v and 208v, neither of which are going to work

with the pump system. I just want to get this out now so that we don't run into

problems later.

Thanks!

Chris Lindsey, PE
Lead Design Engineer

9of12 5120/2025,6:52 AM
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.(Santa Fe
%Y"nit!r Syst{:ms

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sprinqs. CA 90670

(310) 569-4644 Cell

{562)777-9724 Otfice

0 Li ndsey-@$EWSyste m s. com

www.SFWSySlems.com

SFWS Dioital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 21 ,2025 7:44 AM

To: C hri s Li ndsey <C Li ndsey-@s'@ystems. cofn >

Cc: Joven Lactaoen .jmSuc@grnail.com>; Janelle Simmons
<jovenssales@gmail.con>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aQl=cQm>;

Je remy Skarseth <J M S ka rseth @sfirusy5le ms. com>

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiChris

Since this is a new construclion I would figure this can be arranged as the electrical is not already

installed yet.

Thanks

Eddie

on wed' Feb 19' 2025' 1:40 PM chris Lindsey <ctindsey-@-g"irysyslems'com> wrote:

Hi Eddie-

One quick note about the pumps. I want to make sure that there will be 230v single
phase powef available at the project site. This is the minimum we can use for the

discharge/overflow pumps. We cannot use 208v power'

We could also use 3-phase power (230v) but I figured it's less likely that this will be

provided at the site.

Please confirm that this will not be an issue.

Thanks!

\ri*,1 nryprrrfile orr tin}edf,

l0 of l2
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Chris Lindsey, PE
Lead Design Engineer

.(Santa Fe
€q!9ate; SYsionts

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sorinos. CA 90670

(310) s694644 Cell

(s62)777-9724 Otlice

CLindsey_@ffysle@m

www.SFWSygelng.con

SFWS Dioital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <gdchan930@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 18,2025 12:57 PM

To : Ch ris Li nd sey <C Lindsey-@gfwsystem s. co m >

Cc: Joven Lactaoen <jovensinc@glg@>; Janelle Simmons
<jovenssales@gmail.com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrgstinslaw@aol.com>;

Jeremy Ska rseth .J M S ka rseth@gfwsystqms. com >

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

Hi Jeremy,

Please provide an estimate and lead time for the necessary equipment when you can' Look

forward to working with You

Sincerely

Edward Chan

on Tue, Feb 18, 2025 all2:42PM chris Lindsey <cLindsey@s:Fwsystcns@!0> wrote:

Hi Eddie-

That's great news!

To order equipment, please contact Jeremy Skarseth in our office. I have cc'd him

here or you can call our office number in my signature below.

Let me know if you have any questions as we proceed'

Thanks!

Vie$'nyFrt:file Dn

l1 of 12
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Chris Lindsey, PE
Lead Design Engineer

.(Santa Fe'%Water SYstents

10244 Freeman Ave

https://mail.aol.com/d/fbldersl I /messages/A0o_v4AY 13 woaCuJJ.'.

Santa Fe Spgngs.,-B9067.Q

(310) 569-4644 Cell

{562)777-9724 Olfice

CLindsev@S FWSvstems. com

www.$FWSystemsr;om

SFWS Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edcha&930@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 18,202511:57 AM
To : C hris Li ndsey <cl i ndsey-@gfwsy5lem s. com>
Cc: Joven Lactaoen <jovensinc@gmail.com>; Janelle Simmons
<jovenssales@gmail.com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>

Subject: 795 Garvey LID

HiChris

It looks like the new plans we discussed will be approved. Attached is the LID folder for

your reference. Please let me know the process of ordering the necessary equipment

needed for this project. I have included Joven and Janell from Jovensalesinc our contractor

in this email as you may want to consult with them about this project'

httpcl rywuldJaplpxesldsglfa/nngmd3tymZgggop-[rj96x/AELPril ek42fu]-166TBBlT-K?

rlkey=t-QgxwvhZ135lqldrmh25 p&S!:lp_!g3zmg&dl=0

Look forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Edward Chan

View rnTptuhle rti
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CITY COUNCIL OF MONTEREY PARK

THE CIW COUNCIL ACTING ON BEHALF OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE

FORMER REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, THE HOUSING AUTHORITY (H4)rI!'l^E-.^
MoNTEREy pARK irnnrucNc AUTHoRTw AND THE MoNTEREY PARK GEoLoGlc

HAZARD ABATEMENT DISTRICT AGENDA

SPECIAL MEETING
Monterey Park CitY Hall, Room 266 

-
320 W. Newmark-Avenue' Monterey Park, CA 91754

WednesdaY
APril 16,2025

5:30 P.m.

MISSION STATEMENT
ThemissionoftheCityofru@deexcellentservice'foster
&*th ;.d opportunity, and creaie a joyous ind collaborative environment'

LAND ACKNoIwLEDGFUENr
Wewouldliketoacknowb@ittodaywaSonceknownas
Tovangaar, the home of the 6abrieleflo-Tongva people. We show our respect to the

Gabrieleffo-Tongva p"opfu, ,i wellas all lndiientius peopla past, present' and.future'

and honor their hoJia! origin"r caretalrers-of this iand. we commit to uplifting the

Gabrielefio-Tongva feopte, iivite voulo,iiJi:"r1':oge the history' and join us in caring

GENERAL INFORMATION

Documents related to an Age nda item are available to the public in the City Clerk's Office located

at 320 West Newmark Avenu e, Monterey Park, CA 91754, during normal business hours and the

.ca ncil-17.Ci$'s website at

per the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this

meeting, ptease call biit Hrri"t (626) 307-15sg tor reasonable accommodation at least 4 hours

n.ioi. 
-. 

meeting. coun'cit Cham6ers are wheelchair accessible-

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

You may speak up to s minutes on Agenda item. You may combine up to 2 minutes of time with

another person'S speaking. No person may speak.more. than a total of 10 minutes' The Mayor

and City Council may change the amount o? time allowed for speakers. Written communication

wilt be accepted lip-io i-nouo before the meeting by'completing an online form at

www. monterevpark. ca. qov/writtencom m'

pursuant to Government code section 54954.3(a), the pubric may address.the city council only

on matters listed on this Agenda. No other public comment will be accepted'

The city councilwirr recess to crosed Session foilowing pubric comment and the open session

iiemsif any. public participation is not allowed during Closed Session'
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CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

Mayor

Henry Lo, Vinh Ngo, Jose Sanchez, Thomas Wong, Elizabeth Yang

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

[1.] oPEN SESSION

1-A. RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO CONTRACT WITHOUT THE

NEED FOR BIDDING PURSUANT TO PUBLIC CONTRACTS CODE S 22050 TO

ABATE PUBLIC NUISANCES AT 795 WEST GARVEY

It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Adopting a Resolution declaring an emergency and auth_orizing contracting without

formal OiOOing pursuant to Public Contracts Code $ 22050;

(2) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a standard public ryols contract, in a form

approved ilritn tne bity nttorney, in accordance with the draft Resolution and select

a contractor to abate public nuisance conditions at real property located at 795

West Garvey Avenue (the "Property");

(3) Authorizing the City Attorney to take all legal actions required to ensure payment

of all costiassociaied with the City's abatement by the Propefi owner pursuant to

MpMC Chapter 4.30 or as may otherwise be ordered by the Court; and

(4) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act):

The Oty Council's actions are exempt from additional CEQA review as they are being

made to protect public and private property and necessary to lainla1n services essential

to the public, nedttn and welfare gde Ca/Bbach Advocates v. City of Solana Beach (2002)

10a C'al.npp.4th 529: CEQA findings regarding an anticipated imminent emergency are

valid).

1.8. APPOINTMENT OF REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS

It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Appointing the City Manager, Assistant City Manager, Director.of Finance, and City

Aitorney is the re'at property negotiators for Closed Session ltem No- 2-B.

(2t Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

l2.l cLosED sEsSlON

2-A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION . GOVERNMENT

coDE s 54e56.e(dx1)

City of Monterey Park v. Edward Chan, et al., {flled Marcn 7, 2024) LASC Case No.

24NNCV00087
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2-F'. CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERW NEGOTIATORS . GOVERNMENT CODE S

54956.8: 1 item (HA)

Property: 580 Monterey Pass Rd, APN 5261-001-052

582 Monterey Pass Rd, APN 5261-001-053

City Negotiators: lnez Alvarez, City Manager
Karl H. Berger, Ci$ AttorneY
Diana Garcia, Assistant City Manager

Martha Garcia, Director of Finance

Negotiating 3M Property lnvestment Co.

Parties:

Under Lease terms, purchase price, and terms of payment

Negotiation:

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS, PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA

GOVERNMENT CODE S 54957.6

city city Attorney, city Manager, Deputy city Attorney zachary A. Lopes

Negotiators: and Director Christine Tomikawa .

Employee Confidential Employees' Association, Firefighters' Assocjation' Mid-

Org'Jnizations: Management Ass6ciation, Police Captains' Association, Police- 
Officeis' Association, Police Officers' Mid-Management Association,
professional Chief Officers' Association, and Service Employees

lnternational Union, Local 7 21

2-C

Upon conclusion of Closed Session, the Mayor and/or City Attorney will announce any reportable

aitions in accordance with the Brown Act'

ADJOURNED



Gity Council Staff RePort

DATE: April 16,2025

AGENDA ITEM NO: 1.A

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

lnez Alvarez, City Manager

Karl H. Berger, CitY AttorneY

Resolution authorizing the City Manager to contract without the need

for bidding pursuant to PuUlic Contracts Code S 22050 to abate public

nuisances at 795 West GarveY

RECOMMENDATION:
It is reCommended that the City Council consider:

1. Adopting a Resolution declaring an emergency and authorizing contracting without

formal niooing pursuant to Public contracts code $ 22050;

Z, Authorizing the City Manager to execute a standard public works_contract, in a

form appr&ed with the City Attorney, in accordance with the draft Resolution and

select a contractor to abate public nuisance conditions at real property located at

795 West Garuey Avenue (the "Property");

3. Authorizing the City Aftorney to take all legal actions required to ensure payment

of all costs associaied with the City's abatement by the Property owner pursuant to

MPMC Chapter 4.30 or as may othenruise be ordered by the Court; and

4. Take such additional, related action that may be desirable.

GEQA (Galifornia Environmental Qual'ltv Act); 
..,.T empt frorn additional CEQA review as they are being

made to protect public and private property and necessary to mainta.in services essential

to the public, health and welfare'(see ia/Beach Advocates v. City of Solana Beach

(2OO2l 103 Cal.App.4th 52g: CEQA findings regarding an anticipated imminent

emergency are valid).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
@constructionpermittobuildacommercialretailstructureand
related irprou"ments for the Property. Construction is estimated to be approximately
g0o/o complete, but has stagnated since at least 2021 with no discernable progress.since.

This left the properly in a ri"t" of unfinished construction and blight; the City issued more

than $20,000 in'unjaid administrative fines primarily for illicit stormwater runoff from the

property resulting from the property's state of unfinished construction. Despite the City's

efforts to obtain voluntary compliance, construction activity still has not commenced.

Adopting the draft Resolution willfacilitate the City's ability to abate the property'
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BAGKGROUND:
Th15 

'r " 
public.uisance matter involving unfinished construction on the northeast corner

of the intersection of the W. Garvey Ave. and S. Atlantic Blvd. The longtime gas station at

this location was demolished in 2018, at which time the Property Owners began building

a stand-alone retail structure suitable for a coffee shop or similar use. The exterior of the

structure and basic framing of the interior were completed three years 39o, but

construction has effectively sialled ever since. There is no landscaping, a chain link fence

with an opaque tarp still surrounds the parcel, and the parking lot remains an unfinished

dirt pad that pools water during heavy rains that as caused water to enter the structure.

The City engaged in active code enforcement at the Property since February 2022 to

correct-various violations of the Monterey Park Municipal Code ("MPMC') including

flooding, unlawful water runoff into storm drains, graffiti, broken windows, accumulation of

trash a-nd O"bris, and other issues. There are over $20,000 in unpaid administrative

citation fines, mosily due to illicit stormwater runoff with sediment from the Property

direcly related to the unfinished construction. Federal and State laws identify illicit

wastewater discharges entering public storm drain systems as an imminent threat to

fublic health and sifety. publii entities are required to take all reasonable actions to

prevent such illegal disc-harges. The Federal Clean Water Act and California Water Code,

in particular, exposes publii entities to potential fines of more than $60,000 per day for

allowing such discharge.

Building permits expired due to inactivity three times over the last five years, the most

recent of which expired in July 2a24. The City approved extending that expired permit in

January of this year at the Property Owners' request, but construction activity still has not

commenced, The property Owners are now claiming their general contractor is non-

responsive and they aie having difficulty and delays retaining another general contractor

and cannot provide an expected completion date.

Meanwhile, the property remains in a state of unfinished construction and blight in

violation of, without limitation, MPMC S 4.30.040(c), amounting a continuing public

nuisance subject to abatement. While sandbags have been placed along the perimeter of

the property to mitigate against stormwater runoff, rainy season has been

uncharacteristically Ory fnis yeaiand there has not been sufficient rain to fully evaluate its

efficacy. Completibn of construction, which includes an on-site storm water capture

system, will help ensure there is no further illicit water discharge from the Property.

on March 7 , 2024, the City Attorney filed a civil nuisance abatement action against the

property Owners on behalf of the People of the State of California and the City of

Monterey park as plaintiffs )Los Angeles County Superior Court case no. 24NNCV00087)

seeking injunctive relief and/or receivership to complete construction. The City filed a

motiorifor preliminary injunction to prohibit the Property Owners from acting as their own

general contractor 
"no 

to mandate finishing construction as expeditiously as possible and

6nsuring all resourc,es or provided to do so. A hearing on that motion is currently

scheduled for May 23,2024. With adoption of this Resolution, the City Attorney's office

will seek a hearing beiore the trial Court to be heard alongside the preliminary injunction
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motion on May 23,2A24, for an abatement warrant to either (1) demolish the existing

structure and bring the Property into compliance with the City's vacant lot ordinances, or

(2) complete the hinimrm construction on the Property to render it ready for tenant

improvements, as determined by the Building Official.

FISGAL IMPACT:
A.Freiffiin"ry *gineering estimate puts the cost of completing construction as high as $1

million, depending on virious factors such as the cost of materials and supplies. The

demolition'cost oflhe structure and bringing the Property into compliance with the vacant

lot requirements of MPMC S 4.30.0601s estimated to be not more than $400,000. All

abatement-related costs are recoverable from the Property Owners, and if not paid,

through a nuisance abatement lien placed on the Property to be collected by special tax

"ss"rlrment 
and foreclosure, if necessary. Accordingly, there will be a net zero cost to

the City for this abatement.

Respectfully submitted bY:

Timothy mpen, Assistant CitY AttorneY

ATTACH ENT{S}:

1. Photos of ProPertY
2. Draft Resolution
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Photos of Property



Attachment 1

Photos of 795 W. GarveY
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Draft Resolution



SECTI

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ADOPTED PURSUANT TO PUBLIC CONTRACTS
coDE s 20163 FINDING THAT AN EMERGENCY EXISTS WITHIN THE
CITY AND AUTHORIZING CONTRACTING WITHOUT THE NEED FOR
BIDDING PURSUANT TO S 22050 AND MONTEREY PARK MUNICIPAL
coDE ("MPMC") CHAPTER 2.52.

The City Council does resolve as follows:

A.

The City Council finds and declares as follows:

Pursuant to Public Contracts Code ("PCC") S 20168, the City Council may,

upon a four-fifths vote, declare that public interest and necessity demand

the immediate expenditure of public money to safeguard life, health, or
property because of an emergency.

ln accordance with PCC SS 20168 and 22050, the City Council may take

any directly related and immediate action required by that emergency, and

procure the necessary equipment, services, and supplies for those
purposes, without giving notice for bids to let contracts.

Real property located at 795 Garvey Avenue (the "Property") constitutes a

public nuisance as its improvements are only partially constructed and have

remained so for years in violation of Monterey Park Municipal Code
('MpMC") S 4.30.040(c). Such public nuisance is directly resulting in illicit

storm water discharge from the Property onto the public right-of-way in

violation of MPMC S 6.30.030(a).

It is in the public interest for the City Council to direct the City Attorney to

seek an abatement warrant from a court of competent jurisdiction to either

(1) demolish the existing improvement; or (2) complete the minimum

construction required under the approved plans to render the improvements
upon the Property ready for occupancy as determined by the Building

Official. ln either event, abatement of this public nuisance constitutes an

emergency as contemplated by Public Contracts Code S 20168.

Under such conditions, the City Council finds that the delay resulting from

public bidding would imperil essential public services needed to protect

public health and safety and it is in the public's interest to complete
procurement of a new contractor in the most expedient fashion.

Resolution No._
eag;1 oI a

B

c

D

E

SECTION 2: EnvironmentalAssessment. The City Council's actions are exempt from

aOOiti"n"at e;fQA review as they are being made to protect public and private property

and necessary to maintain services essential to the public, health and welfare (see



Ca/Beach Advocates v. City of Solana Beach (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 529: CEQA

findings regarding an anticipated imminent emergency are valid).

SECTION 3: Declaration of Emergency; Authorization. ln adopting this Resolution, the

City Council takes the following actions:

A. Based upon the entirety of the administrative record including, without

limitation, the staff report and presentation accompanying this Resolution,

the City Council finds that an emergency exists as to abating the Propedy

which constitutes an imminent threat to public health and safety that

req u ires immediate action.

B. lf, based upon the sole discretion of the City Manager, the Property's

owners fail to commence substantive progress toward completing the
project within a reasonable time, then the City Council authorizes the City

Manager to directly negotiate with a qualified contractor; executive an

"gr""i.r"nt 
with suih contractor in a form approved by the City Attorney;

and expeditiously abate the public nuisance'

C. The City Council finds that abating the public nuisance in accordance with

" rorrt otder (i.e., the abatement warrant) is not subject to Labor Code $

1720 since *oif is (1) accomplished pursuant to a court order; (2) on private

property; (3) without any public improvement; and (4) without any public

monies'being expended. As to the latter, all public monies utilized to abate

the nuisancJ wili be recovered from the private property owner by liening

the Property (or otherwise) in accordance with California law.

D. The City Manager and City Attorney are authorized to undertake all actions

required to rec6ver the Ciiy's costs related to the Project as authorized by

aPPlicable law'

SECT|ON 4: Electronic Signafures. This Resolution may be executed with electronic

,ign"tur"s in accordance witn Government Code S16.5. Such electronic signatures will

bj treated in all respects as having the same effect as an original signature.

SECTION 5: lf any part of this Resolution or its application is deemed invalid by a court

of compet"nt lurisiiction, the City Council intends that such invalidity will not affect the

effectiveness of the remaining piovisions or applications and, to this end, the provisions

of this Resolution are severable.

oN 6: This Resolution will become effective immediately upon adoption and

rseded by a subsequent resolution.

Resolution No.-
eage2 of a

remain effective unless suPe



PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of April, 2025

Vinh Ngo, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Karl H. Berger, City Attorney

Resolution No.-
Page 3 of  



CERTIFICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

l, Maychelle Yee, City Clerk of the City of Monterey Park, California, DO HEREBY

CERTIFY that the whole number of members of the City Council of the said City is five;

that the foregoing resolution, being RESOLUTION NO. ---- was duly pas,sed and

adopted by t[e siiO City Council, -pproved and signed by the Mayor of said City, and

attested Uy ttre City Clerk of said City, all at a regular meeting of the said Council held on

the _ day of April, 2025, and the same was so passed and adopted by the following

vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTION:
NOT PARTICIPATING:

WITNESS MY HAND THE OFFICIAL SEAL OF SAID CIry this 

- 

dAY Of

2025

Maychelle Yee, CitY Clerk
Of the City of MontereY Park,
California
(sEAL)

Resolution No.-
Page a of?
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SUMMARY AC]]0NS
NOT OFFICIAL MINUTES

CITY COUNCIL OF MONTEREY PARK
THE CITY COUNCIL ACTING ON BEHALF OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE

FORMER REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, THE HOUSING AUTHORITY (HA), THE

MONTEREY PARK FINANCING AUTHORITY AND THE MONTEREY PARK GEOLOGIC
HAZARD ABATEMENT DISTRICT AGENDA

SPECIAL MEETING
Monterey Park CitY Hall, Room 266

320 W. Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 91754

Wednesday
April 16,2025

5:30 p.m.

MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the City of Monterey Park is to provide excellent service, foster

growth and opportunity, and create a joyous and collaborative environment.

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMFNT
We would like to acknowledge that the land we inhabit today was once known as

Tovangaar, the home of the Gabrielefro-Tongva people. We show our respect to the

Gabrieleflo-Tongva people, as wellas all lndigenous people, past, present, and.future,

and honor their labor as original caretakers of this land. We commit to uplifting the

Gabrielefro-Tongva people, invite you to acknowledge the history, and join us in caring
for this land.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Documents related to an Agenda item are available to the public in the City Clerk's Office located

at 320 West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 91754, during normal business hours and the

City's website at w\nn/il.monterevpark.ca.oov/AoendaCenteriOitv-Council-17'

per the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this

meeting, please call City Hall at (626) 307-1359 for reasonable accommodation at least 4 hours

before - meeting. Council Chambers are wheelchair accessible.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
you may speak up to 5 minutes on Agenda item. You may combine up to 2 minutes of time with

another'person's speaking. No person may speak more than a total of 10 minutes. The Mayor

and City Council may chairge the amount of time allowed for speakers. Written Communication

will be accepted up to 2 hours before the meeting by completing an online form at

www. monterevpark. ca. qov/writtencomm.

pursuant to Government Code Section 5a954.3(a), the public may address the City Council only

on matters listed on this Agenda. No other public comment will be accepted'

The City Council will recess to Closed Session following public comment and the Open Session

items if any. Public participation is not allowed during Closed Session.
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CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

Mavor at 5:34 p.m.

Henrv Lo arrivect at 5:37 p.m.. Vinh Nqo. Jose Sanchez. Thomas

Wonq. Elizabeth Yanq

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

ctry ATToRNEY BERGER ANNogrygF,q,4 FE9SUUF:NDAT|9! I9 AUENq T,,,!1E -
).TO ADD AN ITEM (ITEM NO. 2D)

ffirH covenxuenr gooe q scgs+.2

MOTION BY: WONG

SECONDED BY: SANCHEZ

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
YANG x
NGO x

APPROVED

[1.] OPEN SESSION

1-A. RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE GITY MANAGER TO CONTRACT WITHOUT THE

NEED FOR BIDDING PURSUANT TO PUBLIC CONTRACTS CODE S 22050 TO

ABATE PUBLIC NUISANCES AT 795 WEST GARVEY

It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Adopting a Resolution declaring an emergency and auth_orizing contracting without

formal oiooing pursuant to Public contracts code $ 22050;

(2) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a. standard public ryolks contract, in a form

approved iritn tn" bity ntt6rney, in accordance with the draft Resolution and select

a contractor to abate public nuisance conditions at real property located a|795
West Garvey Avenue (the "Property");

(3) Authorizing the city Attorney to take all legal actions required to ensure payment

of all costjassociaied with the City's abatement by the Property owner pursuant to

MpMC Chapter 4.30 or as may otherwise be ordered by the Court; and

(4) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable'

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):

ff," City Council's actions are exempt from additional CEQA review as they are being

made to protect public and private property and necessary to maintain services essential

to the public, health and weifare (see Ca/Beach Advocates v. City of Solana Beach (2002)

103 Cal.App.4th 529: CEQA findings regarding an anticipated imminent emergency are

valid)
ITYD THE

COUN CIL ME AT6 P.M
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SUMMARY ACTIONS
NOT OFFICIAL MINUTES

CITY COUNCIL OF MONTEREY PARK
THE CITY COUNCIL ACTING ON BEHALF OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE FORMER

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, THE HOUSING AUTHORITY, THE MONTEREY PARK FINANCING
AUTHORITY AND THE MONTEREY PARK GEOLOGIC HAZARD ABATEMENT DISTRICT

AGENDA

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MONTEREY PARK CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

320 W. NEWMARK AVENUE, MONTEREY PARK, CA 91754

Wednesday
April 16,2025

6:30 p.m.

MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the City of Monterey Park is to provide excellent service, foster g

and opportunity, and create a joyous and collaborative environment.

LAND ACKNOWLEDGMENT
We would like to acknowledge that the land we inhabit today was once known as
Tovangaar, the home of the Gabrieleflo-Tongva people. We show our respect to the
Gabrielefio-Tongva people, as well as all lndigenous people, past, present, and future,
and honor their labor as original caretakers of this land. We commit to uplifting the
Gabrielefro-Tongva people, invite you to acknowledge the history, and join us in caring

for this land.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Documents related to an Agenda item are available to the public in the City Clerk's Office located at 320
West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 91754, during normal business hours and the City's website
at www.montere voark.ca. end a Ce nte r/C itv-Co u n cil I 7

The public may watch the meeting live on the city's cable channel MPKTV (AT&T U-verse, channel 99
or Charter Communications, channel 182) or by visiting the city's website at
www.monterevpark.ca.qov/133/Citv-Council-Meetinq-Videos. Per the Americans with Disabilities Act, if
you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please call City Hall at (626) 307-1359 for
reasonable accommodation at least 24 hours before a meeting. Council Chambers are wheelchair
accessible.

PUBLIG PARTICIPATION
You may speak up to 5 minutes on an/each Agenda item. You may combine up to 2 minutes of time with
another person's speaking. No person may speak more than a total of 10 minutes. The Mayor and City
Council may change the amount of time allowed for speakers. Written Communication will be accepted
up to 24 hours before the meeting by completing an online form at
www.monterevoark oov/writtencomm-

While all comments are welcome, the Brown Act does not allow the City Council to take action on any
item not on the agenda. The Council may briefly respond to comments after Public Communications is
closed. Persons may, in addition to any other matter within the City Council's subject-matter jurisdiction,
comment on Agenda ltems at this time. lf you provide public comment on a specific Agenda item at this
time, however, you cannot later provide comments at the time the Agenda ltem is considered.



CALL TO ORDER
FLAG SALUTE
ROLL CALL

Monterey Park City Council Agenda, April 16, 2025 - Page 2

Mayor at 6:49 p.m.

Civic Superstar
Henry Lo, Vinh Ngo, Jose Sanchez, Thomas Wong, Elizabeth Yang

AGENDA ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, CHANGES AND ADOPTIONS
CITY MANAGER ALVAREZ REQUESTED TO MOVE ITEM NOS. 1A AND 35 TO BE HEARD
BEFORE PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS. CITY ATTORNEY BERGER REPORTED AN ADDITION OF
ITEM NO. 1A FROM THE 4/16/2025 5:30 P.M. SPEGIAL MEETING TO CONSENT CALENDAR AS
ITEM NO. 3T

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

STAFF COMMUNIGATIONS:
o Library
. Police
o Recreation and Parks

11.l PRESENTATTON - TH|S |TEM WAS HEARD BEFORE PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

1.A. EDISON SCHOLAR MATTHEW WONG

12.1 OLD BUSTNESS

2.A. APPROVE THE ARTWORK SUBMITTED BY ARTIST VICTOR VING FOR THE GREETINGS
TOUR MURAL PROJECT TO BE PLACED ON THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 153 E.
GARVEY AVENUE
It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Approving the artwork submitted by Artist Victor Ving for the Greetings Tour Mural Project;
and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the proposed Ordinance pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code SS 21000, et seq. "CEQA") and
the regulations promulgated thereunder (14Cal. Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines"). CEQA Guidelines $$ 15060(c)(2), 15061(bX3), and 15378 exempt activities that
will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment,
activities where there is possibility that it may have a significant effect on the environment, and
activities that do not constitute a "project" as defined, respectively. This activity contemplates
administrative actions including entering into an agreement and appropriating budget funds.
Accordingly, this is exempt from further review

MOTION BY: WONG

SECONDED BY: SANCHEZ

Aye No Abstain Absent RecusalCOUNCIL MEMBERS

WONG x
xSANCHEZ

LO x
YANG x
NGO x

APPROVED RECOMMENDATION



Monterey Park City GouncilAgenda, April 16, 2025 - Page 3

t3.l CoNSENT CALENDAR rrEM NOS. 3A-3S 3T

All items the Consent Calendar are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be
enacted by one motion. items may be removed from the Consent Calendar at the request of
any member of the City Council for separate consideration.

MOTION BY: WONG

SECONDED BY: SANCHEZ

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
YANG x 3E, 3P &

3Q

NGO x 3P

APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENI
CALENDAR ITEM NOS.3A.3T, EXCEPT FOR
ITEM NO. 3N WHICH WAS PULLED. ITEM NO
3K APPROVED AS AMENDED TO CORRECT
A TYPO. COUNCIL MAYOR NGO REPORTED
A POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST ON
ITEM NO. 3P AND MAYOR PRO TEM YANG
REPORTED A POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF
INTEREST ON ITEM NOS.3E.3P. & 3Q

3.A. MINUTES

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Approving the minutes from the regular meetings of February 5, 2025, and February 19,

2025, and March 5,2025, and the special meetings of February 19, 2025, February 22,
2025, and March 12,2025; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3-8. MONTHLY INVESTMENT REPORT - MARCH 2025

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Receiving and filing the monthly investment report; and
(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

RECEIVED AND FILED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3.C. NOMINATION OF COUNCILMEMBER JOSE SANCHEZ TO THE METRO SAN GABRIEL
VALLEY SERVICE COUNCIL
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Approving the nomination of Councilmember Jose Sanchez to the Metro San Gabriel

Valley Service Council for the term beginning July 1,2025, and ending June 30, 2028;
(2) Authorizing the Mayor to sign a letter submitting this nomination to Metro; and
(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR
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3.D. ADOPTING A RESOLUTION UPDATING THE CITY'S REIMBURSEMENT POLICIES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH A81234, TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL PRE-APPROVED
CONFERENCES FOR ELECTED OFFICIALS
It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Adopting a Resolution updating the City's reimbursement policies in accordance with
A81234, to include additional pre-approved conferences for Elected Officials; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R23

3-E. WATVE FURTHER READTNG AND ADOPT ZONTNG CODE AMENDMENT (ZCA-25-01) AND
zoNE CHANGE (Z -25-011, AN ORDTNANCE TMPLEMENTING THE MONTEREY PARK
GENERAL PLAN BY AMENDING TITLE 21 OF THE MONTEREY PARK MUNICIPAL CODE
(,,MPMC") GOVERNTNG ACCESSORY DWELLTNG UNtTS, REPLACEMENT HOUSING,
AND ADMINISTRATIVE USE PERMITS, AND AMENDING THE ZONING MAP BY
ESTABLISHING THE RESIDENTIAL INCENTIVE ZONE.

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Waiving the second reading and adopting the proposed Ordinance; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
TEM YANG REPORTED A POTENTIAL

TE APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR O

3-F ACCEPTANCE OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2537-2543 LEE AVE., S. EL MONTE,
CA, AS PARTIAL SATISFACTION OF DEBT OWED TO CITY, AND PAYMENT OF RELATED
FEES
It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Authorizing the City Manager to accept, on behalf of the City, fee simple title to real
property commonly known as 2537-2543 Lee Ave., S. El Monte, CA 91733 (APN
5281012011, 5281012012), as partial satisfaction of debt owed by Center lnt'l
lnvestments, LLC ('Cll"), related to the City's abatement of Cll's property located at 1688
W. Garvey Ave.;

(2) Adopting a Resolution authorizing payment of $83,231.78 in trustee sales agent fees to
take title of real property located at2537-2543 Lee Ave., S. El Monte, CA 91733; and

(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the proposed Ordinance pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code SS 21000, et seq. "CEQA") and
the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 CaL Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines"). This activity is exempt from the CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines S 15601(bX3)
as it contemplates only administrative actions related to the acquisition of real property and it
can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that it may have a significant effect on the
environment.
APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R24

PROFESSIONAL MUNICIPAL CLERKS WEEK RESOLUTION

It is recommended that the City Council consider:

(1) Adopting a Resolution declaring the week of May 4 - May 10, 2025 as Professional
Municipal Clerks Week in Monterey Park; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R25

3-G.
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NATIONAL CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS WEEK RESOLUTION

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a Resolution Declaring the week of May 4-10,2025, to be National Correctional

Officers Week in the City of Monterey Park, and;

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025-R26

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS' RIGHTS WEEK RESOLUTION

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a Resolution declaring the week of April 6th - 12th, 2025 as National Crime

Victims' Rights Week in the City of Monterey Park; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R27

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA, DECLARING WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30, 2025, TO BE "DENIM DAY
MONTEREY PARK''
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a resolution declaring Wednesday, April 30,2025, as "Denim Day Monterey

Park"; and
(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R28

RECEIVE AND FILE A SUMMARY OF THE WINDSTORM AND FIRESTORM LOCAL
EMERGENCY
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Receiving and Filing this staff report summarizing the status of windstorm and firestorm

local emergency;
(2) Adopting a Resolution to add projects to the Fiscal Year 2024-25 Capital lmprovement

Program; and

(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the extension under the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code $$ 21000, et seq. "CEQA") and the
regulations promulgated thereunder (14 Cal. Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines'). CEQA Guidelines $$ 15060(cX2), 15061(bX3), and 15378 exempt activities that
will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment,
activities where there is possibility that it may have a significant effect on the environment, and
activities that do not constitute a "project" as defined, respectively. This activity reflects
administrative changes and policy making. Accordingly, this activity is exempt from further
review.
APPROVED/ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R29
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31. BRUGGEMEYER LIBRARY GENERATOR INSTALLATION - AWARD OF CONTRACT

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a public works contract, in a form approved by

the City Attorney, with Pacific Power Engineering Technology, lnc., in the amount of
$281,300 for the Bruggemeyer Library Generator lnstallation Project;

(2) Authorizing the Director of Public Works to approve change orders and contingency up
to $28,1 30 (10%) of the contract amount, for a total project cost of $309,430; and

(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the proposed Ordinance pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code SS 21000, et seq. "CEQA") and
the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 CaL Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines"). The proposed activity contemplates maintenance, repair, and operation of
Bruggemeyer Library by replacing mechanical equipment which involves no expansion of the
existing use APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3-M. APPROVAL OF FIFTH AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT WITH WEST COAST ARBORISTS,
tNc.
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a Fifth Amendment to Agreement 1284-4 with

West Coast Arborists, lnc., in a form approved by the City Attorney, to increase the
contract's annual amount to $670,000; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The proposed project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulations $ 15301 as a
Class 1 categorical exemption (Existing Facilities). The Project results in minor alterations to
existing public facilities involving no significant expansion of the existing use. The Project is not
anticipated to have any significant impacts regarding noise, air quality, or water quality.

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3.N. CITYWIDE SOLAR PANELS, BATTERY STORAGE AND EV CHARGING STATIONS
STRATEGY
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Approving the proposed strategy for the development of citywide solar panel installation,

battery storage systems and electric vehicles (EV) charging stations at various facilities;
(2) Authorizing the Director of Public Works ("Director") to negotiate a Project Development

Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with a consultant; and
(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the proposed action pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code $$ 21000, et seq. "CEQA') and the
regulations promulgated thereunder (14 Cal. Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines"). The proposed activity contemplates installation, maintenance, repair, and operation
of solar panels, battery storage systems and EV charging stations at various facilities. The
recommended action is not a project and therefore does not require environmental review at this
time. CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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SECONDEDBY: SANCHEZ

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
YANG x
NGO x
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APPROVED RECOMMENDATIONS

3-O AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT NO. 2466.AA WITH NICHOLS CONSULTING
ENGINEERS, CHTD. DBA NCE FOR SIDEWALK ASSESSMENT SERVICES AND AWARD
OF CONTRACT TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PRECISION CONCRETE, INC. DBA
PRECISION CONCRETE CUTTING FOR PROFESSIONAL CONCRETE CUTTING
SERVICES
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute an Amendment to Agreement No. 2466-A4 with

Nichols Consulting Engineers, CHTD. dba NCE, in a form approved by the City Attorney,
for sidewalk assessment services for $53,900;

(2) Authorizing the City Manager to execute an Agreement with Southern California Precision
Concrete, lnc. dba Precision Concrete Cutting, in a form approved by the City Attorney,
for professional concrete cutting services for a term of one year with the option to renew
for two additional years with an annual amount not to exceed $150,000; and

(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA (California Environmental Qualitv Act):
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the proposed Ordinance pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code SS 21000, et seq. "CEQA") and
the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 CaL Code of Regs. SS 15000, et seq., the "CEQA
Guidelines"). The proposed action contemplates entering into agreements for assessment of
the public right of way, and minor alterations to existing improvements. Accordingly, this activity
is exempt from further review.

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3.P. AWARD OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT TO MARK THOMAS FOR THE
PREPARAT|ON OF PLANS, SpECtFtCATtONS AND ENGTNEER',S ESTIMATES ("PS&E")
FOR GARVEY CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a Professional Services agreement with Mark

Thomas, for the preparation of Plans, Specifications and Engineer's estimates (PS&E)
for Garvey Capacity lmprovements Project in an amount not to exceed $1,348,896; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

MAYOR NGO AND MAYOR PRO TEM YANG RE A POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST
AND DID NOT PARTICIPATE. APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR
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3.Q. AWARD OF CONTRACT TO CCS FACILITY SERVICES - LOS ANGELES, INC. FOR
CITYWIDE JANITORIAL SERVICES
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute an agreement with CCS Facility Services - Los

Angeles, lnc., in a form approved by the City Attorney, for janitorial services and supplies
at various City facilities in an amount not to exceed $482,401.56 per year. The proposed
agreement would be from June 1 ,2025 through June 30, 2028, with a renewal option of
up to two, one-year terms;

(2) Approving an additional appropriation of $28,200 from the Building Maintenance Fund
(506) for janitorial services and supplies through June 30, 2025; and

(3) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
MAYOR PRO TEM YANG REPORTED A POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND DID NOT

PARTICIPATE. APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3.R. SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENTS WITH EUROFINS, WECK AND CLINICAL LAB
FOR LAB ANALYSES
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to execute the Second Amendment, in a form approved by

the City Attorney, to the Agreements with Eurofins Eaton Analytica, LLC (2399-AC), Weck
Analytical Environmental Services, lnc. (2273-AA), and Clinical Lab of San Bernardino,
lnc. (2300-AD) to increase the not to exceed combined total from $500,000 to $600,000
for FY2024-25 costs for laboratory analysis services for the Water Division.

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR

3.S. TREE MEMORIAL PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION FOR THERESA AMADOR

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Authorizing the City Manager to take actions to honor Theresa Amador with a memorial

tree and plaque; and

Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
THIS ITEM WAS HEARD AFTER ITEM NO. 1A

APPROVED RECOMMENDATON

3.T. RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO CONTRACT WITHOUT THE NEED
FOR B|DD|NG PURSUANT TO PUBLTC CONTRACTS CODE S 22050 TO ABATE PUBLTC
NUISANCES AT 795 WEST GARVEY
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a Resolution declaring an emergency and authorizing contracting without formal

bidding pursuant to Public Contracts Code $ 22050;
(2) Authorizing the City Manager to execute a standard public works contract, in a form

approved with the City Attorney, in accordance with the draft Resolution and select a
contractor to abate public nuisance conditions at real property located at 795 West Garvey
Avenue (the "Property"); CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

MOTION BY: YANG

SECONDED BY: SANCHEZ

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x

xYANG

NGO x
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ITEM NO.3T
(3) Authorizing the City Attorney to take all legal actions required to ensure payment of all

costs associated with the City's abatement by the Property owner pursuant to MPMC
Chapter 4.30 or as may otherwise be ordered by the Court; and

(4) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
CEOA (California mental CJrralitv Act):
The City Council's actions are exempt from additional CEQA review as they are being made to
protect public and private property and necessary to maintain services essential to the public,
health and welfare (see Ca/Beach Advocates v. Ctty of Solana Beach (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th
529: CEQA findings regarding an anticipated imminent emergency are valid).

THIS ITEM WAS CARRIED OVER FROM THE 411612025 5:30 P.M. SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL
MEETING. APPROVED/ADOPTED ON GONSENT CALENDAR RESOLUTION NO. 2025.R30

l4.l PUBLIC HEARING - None

ts,l NEW BUSINESS - None.

t6.l crTY coMMUNrcATroNS (C|TY COUNCIL)

6-4. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA, DECLARING MAY 6, 2025, THE DAY OF TNCLUSION OF THE 143RD

ANNIVERSARY OF THE PASSAGE OF THE CHINESE EXCLUSION ACT
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a resolution declaring May 6, 2025, the Day of lnclusion of the 143'd anniversary

of the passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act; and
(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

MOTION BY: WONG

SECONDEDBY: LO

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
rANG x
NGO x

APPROVED RECOMMENDATION
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-R31

6.8. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA, DECLARING AND RECOGNIZING THE MONTH OF APRIL 2025 AS
NATIONAL ARAB AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH (AS REQUESTED BY MAYOR PRO
TEM YANG)
It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a resolution declaring and recognizing the month of April 2025 as National Arab

American Heritage Month; and
(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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ITEM NO.68
MOTION BY: SANCHEZ

SECONDED BY: YANG

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
rANG x
NGO x

6-C

IIIOTION BY: SANCHEZ

SECONDED BY: YANG

COUNCIL MEMBERS Aye No Abstain Absent Recusal

WONG x
SANCHEZ x
LO x
YANG x
NGO x

APPROVED RECOMMENDATION
RESOLUTTON NO. 2025-R32

APPROVED RECOMMENDATION
RESOLUTTON NO. 2025-R33

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA, DECLARING AND RECOGNIZING THE MONTH OF APRIL 2025 AS
NATTONAL PTCKLEBALL MONTH (AS REQUESTED BY COUNCIL MEMBER SANCHEZ)

It is recommended that the City Council consider:
(1) Adopting a resolution declaring and recognizing the month of April 2025 as National

Pickleball Month; and

(2) Taking such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

t7.l FUTURE AGENDA IrEMS

t'.l CLOSED SESSION (lF REQUIRED; CITY ATTQRNEY To ANNQUNSE)

ADJOURNED - 9:32 P.M.
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COALITION
Court Reporlers



SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORN]A

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT GLENDALE E HON. ASHFAQ CHOWDHURY, JUDGE

-o00-

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CAL]FORNIA, BY AND THROUGH THE
CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK; AND CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK, A MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION,

PLAINT]FFS,
VS CASE NO. 24NNCV00087

ROBERT CHAN,
ET AL.,

AN INDIV]DUAL;

DEFENDANTS.

REPORTERIS TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

FRIDAY, MAY 23, 2025

APPEARANCES OF COUNSEL:

FOR PLAINTIFFS THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK:

TIMOTHY E. CAMPEN, ESQ.
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN,
444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET
SUITE 24OO
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017-2953
9sl--748-0100
TCAMPEN@BWSLAW. COM

LLP

(APPEARANCES CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)

REPORTED BY:
MARY RICKEY,
OFFICIAL PRO

CSR
TEM

]-r252
COURT REPORTER

CERTIFIED COPY



APPEARANCES (CONTINUED)

ATTORNEYS FOR CROSS-COMPLA]NANTS RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHAN AND
CINDY CHUNG CHAN, TRUSTEES OF THE CHAN FAMILY TRUST' RAYMOND
MAN-SHU CHAN, TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY LIVING TRUST:

ALLAN S. COHEN, ESQ.
COHEN ,JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
L23O ROSECRANS AVENUE
SUITE 4OO
M,i\NHJ\TTAI{ BEACH, CA 90266
3 10 - s86-2400
ACOHEN@C'JBLLP. COM

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS, EDWARD M. CHAN
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY LIV]NG TRUST,
CHAN GOLD AND PATRICIA YU CHAN:

EDWARD M. CHAN AS
HOWARD CHAN, IVIAN-FEI

ANDREW O. KRASTINS, ESQ.
BEVERLY .J. BICKEL, ESQ.
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. S]XTH STREET
SUITE 2]-3
SAN PEDRO, CA 90731
562-357 -9789
AKRASTINSLAW@AOL. COM
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CASE NUMBER:

CASE NA}IE:

GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT E

APPEARANCES:

REPORTER:

TIME:

24NNCVo0087

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CA

v. ROBERT CHAN, ET AL.

FRIDAY, MAY 23, 2025

HON. ASHFAQ CHOWDHURY, JUDGE

(AS HERETOFORE NOTED)

MARY RICKEY, CSR 1.1.252

A.M. SESSION

(AT 9234 A.M., THE FOLLOWING PROCEEDINGS

WERE HELD IN OPEN COURT: )

THE COURT: PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BY AND THROUGH THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF MONTEREY

PARK VERSUS ROBERT CHAN, NUMBER 2, 24NNCVOOO87.

WE HAVE A COURT REPORTER HERE. LETIS START

W]TH THE COURT REPORTER.

COULD THE COURT REPORTER STATE YOUR NAME AND

LICENSE NUMBER.

THE COURT REPORTER: YOUR HONOR, MARY RTCKEY,

CSR NUMBER T1,252.

THE COURT: THANK YOU.

EVERYBODY PLEASE KEEP IN MIND WE HAVE A COURT

REPORTER. SO IF YOU'RE GOING TO READ A}trYTHING, GO SLOWLY.

WHO IS HERE FOR THE PLAINTIFF?

MR. CAMPEN: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.

TIM CAMPEN ON BEHALF OF THE PEOPLE OF THE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA A}TD THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK.



THE COURT: TIIANK YOU.

DEFENSE.

MR. KRASTINS: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.

ANDREW KRASTINS ON BEHALF OF EDWARD M. CHAN,

EDWARD M. CHAN AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAM]LY LIVING TRUST,

HOWARD CHAN, MAN-FEI CHAN GOLD, AItrD PATR]CIA CHAN.

THE COURT: OI(AY.

MS. BICKEL: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.

BEVERLY BICKEL FOR DEFENDANTS EDWARD M. CHAN,

EDWARD M. CHAN AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY LIVING TRUST,

HOWARD CHAN, MAN-FEI CHAN GOLD, AItrD PATRICIA YU CHAN.

THE COURT : OI{AY.

MR. COHEN: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.

ALLA}] COHEN, COHEN 'JOHNSON & BARTLETT, ON

BEHALF OF DEFENDANTS AND CROSS-COMPLAINANT RAYMOND CHAN

AND CINDY CHAN AS TRUSTEES OF THE CHAN FAMILY TRUST AND

RAYMOND CHAN AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY LIVING TRUST.

THE COURT: OI(AY. THANK YOU. YOU CAN ALL

HAVE A SEAT IF YOU WANT.

COULD I ASK COUNSEL FOR PLAINT]FF, WHAT'S

HAPPEN]NG WITH SOUTHERN CAL]FORNIA EDISON AND EQUILON?

WHAT ' S HAPPENING WITH THOSE TWO?

MR. CAMPEN: YOUR HONOR, THEY WERE DISMISSED

FROM THE CASE. THEY HAD EASEMENTS.

THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE THEM D]SMISSED? I
DON ' T HAVE THEM AS DISMISSED.

(COURT CONFERS WITH CLERK OFF RECORD.)

THE COURT: I'LL TELL YOU WHO I S BEEN



DISMISSED.

ROBERT CHAN, ELAINE YU CHAN, IRENE CHAN

ACCORD]NG TO THE SYSTEM I I M LOOKING AT. SOUTHERN

CALIFORNIA EDISON IS STILL NAMED, NOT SERVED. EQUILON

ENTERPRISES, LLC, NAMED, NOT SERVED.

SO WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO DISMISS THEM? I CAN

DO THAT NOW.

MR. CAMPEN: I WOULD, YOUR HONOR. THANK YOU.

THE COURT: SO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

COMPANY AND EQUILON ARE DISMISSED WITHOUT OBJECT]ON.

ONE SECOND. I GET A GOLD STAR EVERY TIME A

PARTY GETS DISMISSED. OIGY.

(COURT CONFERS WITH CLERK OFF RECORD. )

THE CLERK: WITHOUT PREJUDICE, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: MR. CAMPEN?

MR. CAMPEN: THANK YOU.

THE COURT: NO ONE IS OBJECTING. RIGHT?

MR. COHEN: NO OBJECTION.

MR. CAMPEN: NO OB,IECTION.

THE COURT: I DON I T SEE ANYBODY SHAKING THEIR

F]ST AT ME. THAT I S FINE.

BEFORE WE DIVE INTO THE TENTATIVES, I I M

ASSI]MING YOU BOTH HAVE SEEN THE TENTAT]VE? OIGY.

I KNOW THIS HAS BEEN KIND OF AN ONGOING SAGA

FOR A WHILE.

LET ME HEAR FROM THE PLAINTIFF ' S POINT OF

VI EW, WHAT ' S THE CURRENT STATUS ? I ' M 'JUST WONDERING .

MR . CAI4PEN : YOUR HONOR, THE PARTIES YOU



MAY RECALL THAT WE HAD INDICATED WE WERE GOING TO TRY TO

MEET, TRY TO SORT THINGS OUT AS BEST WE COULD PRIOR TO

THIS MEETING.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR. CAMPEN: AND MR. KRASTINS CAN CORRECT ME

IF ] I M WRONG ABOUT SOME OF THE FACTS.

BUT HIS CLIENTS RETAINED A GENERAL CONTRACTOR,

A NEW GENERAL CONTRACTOR, JUST A FEW WEEKS AGO.

THREE, FOUR WEEKS AGO?

MR. KRASTINS: I HAVE TO LOOK IN MY NOTES.

THE COURT: RECENTLY.

MR . CAMPEN : RECENTLY . A}]D WE HAD THI S

MEETING SCHEDULED, BUT WE HAD TO POSTPONE IT BECAUSE IT

REALLY DIDN ' T MAKE SENSE UNLESS WE HAD THE PROPERTY I S

GENERAL CONTRACTOR ONLINE. THAT WAS KIND OF THE POINT.

SO ONCE WE DID THAT AND WERE ABLE TO GET IT

SCHEDULED, WE WERE FINALLY ABLE TO HAVE THAT MEETING TWO

DAYS AGO, ON WEDNESDAY. AND FROM THE CITYIS PERSPECTIVE,

IT WAS A VERY ENCOURAGING MEETING.

THE COURT: OI{AY.

MR. CAMPEN: THE NEW GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS

KNOWN TO THE CITY. HE IS VERY COMPETENT. HE KNOWS WHAT

HE I S DO]NG. HE SHOWED UP PREPARED AND WAS WELL ACQUAINTED

WITH THE PROJECT AND THE PLANS.

HE INDICATED HE COULD EXPECTS TO HAVE CREWS

OUT THERE IN ABOUT THE NEXT TWO WEEKS, MOBILIZED AND

WORKING, AND AS WELL AS HE INDICATED THAT COMPLETION OF

EVERYTHING SHOULD TAKE AND I QUOTE I' 18 O DAYS AT THE



MOST. I'

THE COURT: AND THE CURRENT PLAN I
FORGET WAS IT A BOBA TEA KIND OF PLACE? WHAT ARE THEY

BUILDING?

MR. CAMPEN: IT I S A STAITDALONE RETAIL

ESTABLISHMENT, TWO UNITS, ON A FAIRLY BUSY COMMERCIAL

CORNER INTERSECT]ON. ONE THERE IS A TENA}]T, A

PROSPECTIVE TENANT THAT I S BEEN HANGING IN THERE AND HAS

DONE SOME T. I . WHICH IS A TEA, A BOBA TEA KIND OF PLACE.

I ' M NOT AWARE OF A}TY PROSPECTIVE TENANTS FOR

THE REMAINDER OF THE SPACE, THE SECOND UN]T.

THE COURT: BUT f T I S ,JUST GOING TO BE BUILT

OUT AS RETAIL SPOTS?

MR. CAMPEN: RIGHT, RIGHT.

THE GOAL FOR THE CITY, AT TH]S PO]NT, IS TO

GET TO THE POINT WHERE THE TENANTS CAN DO THEIR T. I . , THE

TENANT IMPROVEMENTS, fN THIS SPACE, HOWEVER THEY ARE GOING

TO ARRANGE IT BETWEEN THEM.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR . CAMPEN : YEI\H, THAT AS FAR AS I ' M

AWARE, 7 LEAVES IS STILL VERY MUCH IN PLAY AI{D LOOKING TO

OCCUPY THE DESIGNATED SPACE ONCE THE SPACE IS AVAILABLE.

THE COURT: DO YOU WANT TO SAY AIIYTHING ABOUT

THAT?

MR. KRASTINS : YES, YOUR HONOR.

AT THE FEBRUARY 14TH HEARING, YOU CONTINUED

THE MOTION SO THAT EDWARD CHAN, AS TRUSTEE, COULD FILE AN

OPPOSITION. AND WE FILED THAT OPPOSITION ON MAY 1,2TH. IN



HIS DECLARATION, HE VERY THOROUGHLY GOES ON TO EXPLAIN

WITH ALL THE THINGS THAT HAVE HAPPENED.

THE REASON FOR THE DELAY WAS THEIR GENERAL

CONTRACTOR PRETTY MUCH ABAIIDONED THE PROJECT WHILE THE

OFFICE INFORMED H]M THAT HE WAS JUST UP NORTH. AND THEN,

YOU KNOW, MANY, MANY EMAILS TRYING TO GET A HOLD OF HIM,

ATTD ]T TURNED OUT THAT HE WOULDN I T RETURN THEM.

SO THEY HIRED MR. VONG, AND THEY HAVE BEEN

WORKING VERY, VERY D]RECTLY WITH THEIR SUBCONTRACTORS AND

WITH THE CITY.

THE COURT: OI(AY.

MR. KRASTINS: THE MEET]NG THAT WE HAD, THAT

IS CORRECT. MR. VONG, PRIOR TO THAT MEETING, ALREADY WENT

OUT TO MEET WITH DENNIS TARANGO, THE BUILD]NG OFFICIAL, AT

THE SITE TO PO]NT OUT SOME PROBLEMS WITH THE ELEVAT]ON,

THE ORIGINAL PLANS, OR MAYBE THE SURVEY THAT NEEDS TO BE

TALKED ABOUT.

MR. TARANGO SAID THESE COULD BE WORKED ON

LATER, AND MR. VONG AND DEFENDA}TTS ARE ABSOLUTELY READY TO

GO.

THE COURT: GREAT.

MR. KRASTINS: IIM SORRY?

THE COURT: NO, GO AHEAD.

MR. KRASTINS: WE, ALSO, IN OUR MAY t2

OPPOSITIONS TRIED TO GO AS THOROUGHLY AND CAREFULLY AS WE

COULD TO ALL OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN THE COURTIS

FEBRUARY T4 TENTATIVE.

THE COURT: OI(AY. SO FROM THE CITY I S



PERSPECTIVE, AS TO THE PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION ISSUES, AItrY

OF THE NEW DEVELOPMENTS HAVE ANY BEAR]NG ON THAT, OR DOES

IT AFFECT YOUR VIEW?

MR. CAMPEN: YOUR HONOR, GIVEN THE MEETING DAY

BEFORE YESTERDAY, I THINK THINGS I]AVE CHANGED , AND THE

CITY IS VERY ENCOURAGED BY THIS.

IF THINGS FOLLOW THROUGH THE WAY MR. VONG, THE

NEW GENERAL CONTRACTOR, REPRESENTED WHICH IS VERY MUCH

CONSISTENT WITH WHAT THE BUILDING OFFICIAL AND THE CITY

ENGINEER HAVE ADVISED I THINK IT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE

TO, YOU KNOW, SORT OF STAY OR TABLE THIS MATTER AT THIS

TIME BECAUSE

THE COURT: THE PRELIMINARY INJI]NCTION?

MR . CAMPEN: 'JUST THE PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION .

I WOULDN ' T BE ASKING FOR IT AT THIS MOMENT

BASED ON THIS MEETING WE HAD AIID THE REPRESENTAT]ONS MADE.

THE COURT: YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT THE

CONTRACTING AND THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SEEM TO BE, FOR THE

MOMENT, DEALT WITH OR ADDRESSED.

MR. CAMPEN: YES, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: SO THAT I S FINE WITH ME.

WHAT WOULD YOU PROPOSE? 'JUST CONTINUE THIS

P.I. HEARING TO THE NEXT STATUS CONFERENCE?

MR . CAMPEN : WE CAI{ DO THAT, YOUR HONOR, OR I F

THE COURT ]S INCLINED, WE COULD SIMPLY TAKE IT OFF

CALENDAR, AND I COULD RESURRECT IT AS MAY SEEM

APPROPRIATE.

THE COURT: SURE. IT CAN BE ]N A STATE OF



LIMBO. THATIS FINE.

YES?

MR. KRASTINS: YOUR HONOR, THAT WAS EXACTLY

WHAT I WAS GOING TO SUGGEST. THEY CAN E]THER WITHDRAW THE

MOTION WITHOUT PRE.]UDICE, REVIEW THEIR AUTHORITIES THEY

CITE AND THE FACTS, THEN BRING IT BACK WHENEVER

APPROPRIATE.

THE COURT : I ' LL TAKE OFF CALENDAR. IT ' S NO

PRE.JUDICE, A}TD CAN BE REVIVED AT ANY TIME. IS THAT OKAY

WITH EVERYONE?

MR. CAMPEN: YES . THANK YOU.

MR. COHEN: YES, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. I GET ANOTHER GOLD

STAR FOR THAT.

EVERYONE ' S TAKEN A LOOK AT THE TENTATIVE ON

THE MOT]ON FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS. RIGHT?

MR. COHEN: YES .

MR. KRAST]NS : YES .

MR. CAMPEN: YES, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: T}IAT'S THE ONE THAT GETS INTO ALL

THE STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION AND ALL THAT.

SO LET ME HEAR FROM THE PEOPLE.

AS YOU SEE IN THE TENTATIVE, ]T GOES THROUGH

TO TALK ABOUT THE WE TALK ABOUT THE LEG]SLATIVE HISTORY

OF S81465, ET CETERA, AND THE TITLE OF THE DIVISION 13.

]T FALLS UNDER HOUSING, ET CETERA, ET CETERA.

SO THE TENTATIVE IS TO GRANT, BUT LET ME HEAR

FROM THE CITY.



MR. CAMPEN: TIIANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.

WITHOUT GOING BACK OVER THE SAME POINTS THAT I
HAVE ALREADY MADE AND THE COURT ALREADY CONSIDERED, I
WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS A FEW SPECIFIC ISSUES, AND ONE OF

WH]CH IS SPECIFIC LANGUAGE THAT I DID NOT SEE IN THE

COURT ' S TENTATIVE THAT I WOULD L]KE TO FOCUS ON.

THE COURT: OKAY.

MR. CAMPEN: FIRST OF ALL, WITHIN THE CONTEXT

OF MY ARGTIMENT, ] 'M MORE OR LESS REITERAT]NG HERE THE

]NCLUS]ON OF ]NCLUDING. THIS IS NEW LA}TGUAGE.

THE COURT: SO NONEXCLUSIVE.

MR. CAMPEN: IT' S NOT ONLY NONEXCLUSTVE, IT I S

EXPANDING. IT I S ACTUALLY WIDENING THE SCOPE OF WHAT THE

INTENT OF THE STATUTE IS TO COVER.

SO, IN OTHER WORDS, WE WOULD EXPECT THE

LEGISLATURE, IF THEY WANTED TO BE EXCLUSIVELY FOR

STRUCTURES IN WHICH PEOPLE ARE RESIDING REGARDLESS OF

ZONING. YOU KNOW, IT COULD BE A WAREHOUSE. IT WOULD BE

WHEREVER. IT ' S MEA}TT TO THEY ARE WANTING TO ADDRESS

POTENTIAL MISI]NDERSTANDINGS AND LACK OF APPLICABILITY.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR. CAIVPEN: IN DOING SO, THEY THREW IN

LANGUAGE THAT EXPANDED IT SUCH AS IIffTIY BUILDING INCLUDING'I

AI\JD THE LANGUAGE THAT I THINK IS REALLY INTERESTING IS

IT MANIPULATES A LITTLE BIT, BUT IT SAYS

AND THIS IS FOUND IN HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE

SECTION T7920.3 WHERE IT TALKS ABOUT ANY BU]LDING OR

PORTION THEREOF YOU KNOW, NEW LA}IGUAGE ABOUT REGARDLESS



OF ZONING DESIGNATION OF APPROVED USE OF THE BUILDING.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR . CAMPEN : BUT THEN IT MAKES ]T CLEAR, A\TD

IT REEMPHASIZED ABOUT THE HEALTH, PROPERTY, SAFETY, OR

WELFARE OF OCCUPANTS OF THE BU]LDING IT COULD HAVE

STOPPED THERE BUT THEN IT SAYS, ''NEARBY RESIDENTS. I'

THOSE AREN I T PEOPLE OCCUPY]NG THE BUILD]NG.

THE COURT: WELL, OKAY, FAIR ENOUGH. BUT

NEARBY RES]DENTS TO A BUILDING THAT I S BEING USED FOR

HABITATION. RIGHT?

MR. CAMPEN: IT COULD BE, BUT I MEAN, TF THIS

IS MEANT TO PROTECT NEARBY

THIS IS IN THE 'IOR.I' IT'S IN THE DISJI]NCTIVE.

SO IF WE'RE TALKING ABOUT NEARBY RESIDENTS, IT

COULD BE ANY BUILDING THAT IS JEOPARD]ZING THE WELFARE,

HEALTH, AND SAFETY OF NEARBY RESIDENTS.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR. CAMPEN: IT DOESN I T SPEAK TO BUT ONLY

IF THAT SUBSTANDARD BUILDING IS BEING USED FOR RESIDENTIAL

PURPOSES . YOU KNOW WHAT I MEAN? IT DOESN I T SAY THAT.

AND THEN rr GOES ON TO SAY, "OR THE PUBLTC, ',

AND THAT ' S EVEN BROADER . I MEAN, WHY WOULD YOU PUT 'I THE

PUBLICI' IN THERE IF YOU'VE ALREADY GOT PEOPLE RESIDING IN

THE BUILDING? YOUIVE GOT THE PUBL]C.

THE COURT: I GUESS WELL, I THINK TELL

ME WHY I'M WRONG.

IT SOUNDS L]KE ONE READING OF THIS WOULD BE

BUILD]NG. WHEN WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE BUTLDING, THE



BUILDING IS STILL DEFINED OR FALLS WITHIN USE FOR HI]MAN

HABITATION.

DO YOU DISAGREE WITH THAT?

MR. CAMPEN: TIIAT IS STILL INCLUDED AS A TYPE

OF BUILDING.

THE COURT: RIGHT, RIGHT.

BUT THE LANGUAGE ABOUT NEARBY RESIDENTS OR THE

PUBLIC, THAT DOESNIT REALLY, TO ME, SEEM TO EXPAND THAT

ONE WAY OR THE OTHER.

IT'S SAYING, YOU KNOW, IF YOU HAVE A BUILDING,

IT ' S USED FOR HI]MAN HABITATION, AND THERE ARE PROBLEMS

THERE, YOU KNOW, THE CONDITION, YOU TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THAT

MAYBE IT AFFECTS NEARBY RESIDENTS OR THE PUBLIC, BUT IILL
LET YOU RESPOND TO THAT.

MR. CAMPEN: WELL, I THINK THE QUESTION IS:

IS THIS MEANT TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC FROM SUBSTANDARD

BUILDINGS ONLY IF THAT BUITDING HAS SOMEONE LIVING IN IT
OR IS INTENDED FOR HABITATION?

THE COURT: WELL, DONIT WE GET TO THAT, TO

SOME DEGREE, IN THE STATUTORY CONSTRUCT]ON SECTION THAT

FOLLOWS IN TRYING TO FIGURE OUT WHETHER SUBSTANDARD

BUILDING IS MEANT TO INCLUDE ANY BUILDING OR JUST

BUILDINGS USED FOR HUMAN HABITATION?

THEN FOR THE REASONS THAT ARE DISCUSSED IN THE

TENTATIVE, IT STRONGLY SUGGESTS AT LEAST FROM OUR ]NITIAL

TAKE OF THE TENTATIVE, THAT GIVEN WHERE IT I S LOCATED IN

THE CODE, GIVEN THE T]TLES WHICH ARE ALL APPROPRIATE TO

BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNTATTT, ET CETERA, FOR CONSTRUCTION,



GIVEN THAT THE AUTHORITIES WE CITE A}ID THE LEGISLATIVE

HISTORY WE C]TE, IT SOI]NDS AS IF

I UNDERSTAND WHERE YOU ARE HEADED WITH THE

INCLUDING, BUT IT SOI]NDS AS IF, ULTIMATELY, WHEN WE I RE

TALKING ABOUT THE BUILDING, THE BUILDING THAT WEIRE

TALKING ABOUT IS STILL IT APPEARS, AT LEAST AS THE

TENTATIVE COMES OUT, THAT IT'S A BUILDING USED FOR HI]MAN

HABITATION.

SO MAYBE I 'M JUMPING A}IEAD. GO AHEAD.

MR. CAMPEN: WELL, YOUR HONOR, I DO NOT

DISPUTE THAT THIS IS OVERWHELMINGLY AND PRIMARILY FOCUSED

ON BUILDINGS INTENDED OR BEING USED FOR HUMAN OCCUPATION.

THE COURT: AND TO SOME DEGREE, ISNIT THERE A

COMPLETELY DIFFERENT SET OF CODES AND REGULATIONS FOR

COMMERCTAL ESTABLISHMENTS LIKE MCDONALD I S OR A DRY CLEA}TER

OR VONS I'M ASSUMING AND SEPARATE, DIFFERENT

STANDARDS AND DIFFERENT CODES AND SECTIONS I DON'T KNOW

THAT WE REALLY NEED TO GET INTO THAT BUT FOR

NON-RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL ESTABLISHMENTS?

MR. CAMPEN: WELL, BUILDING CODES ARE BUILDING

CODES, A\TD THEY APPLY TO RESIDENCES AND COMMERCIAL

STRUCTURES AS WELL.

THEN THERE ARE SPECIFIC THERE'S A SPECIFIC

RESIDENTIAL CODE THAT HAS ADDITIONAL REGULAT]ONS THAT ARE

VERY SPECIFIC TO HABITATION, BUT GENERAL BUILD]NG CODES

APPLY TO ANY KIND OF STRUCTURE BEING BUILT.

THE COURT: OI(AY.

MR. CAMPEN: AND AS FAR AS I CAN RECALL,



THE THIS LINE OF STATUTES IN THE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE

REFER TO THE BUILDING CODE, NOT .JUST THE RESIDENT

RESIDENCE CODE.

THE COURT: HOLD THAT THOUGHT.

AND LET ME HEAR FROM DEFENSE IF YOU WANT TO

ADD A}IYTHING TO TH]S .

MR. KRASTINS : WELL, YES . NEARBY BUILDINGS

IS APPLIES TO NEARBY BUILDINGS IS ENTIRELY CONSISTENT

WITH OUR READING OF THE STATUTE BECAUSE A SUBSTANDARD SHED

THAT'S PACKED WITH A LOT OF PEOPLE IN IT, THATIS A FIRE

HAZARD.

THE COURT: THE CLASS]CAL RU]N AND NOW

THEY'RE YEAH, OF COURSE ITIS GOING TO APPLY. ] THINK

THAT THE STATUTORY HISTORY, THE LEGISLATIVE H]STORY IS

QU]TE CLEAR.

WHAT ABOUT THE INCLUDING? H]S FOCUS IS THE

INCLUDING LANGUAGE.

MR. KRASTINS : WELL, THE ]NCLUDING LANGUAGE

MUST BE READ IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ENTIRE STATUTORY

SCHEME.

THE COURT: DO YOU THINK IT I S ,IUST SORT OF

SLOPPY DRAFTING POTENTIALLY?

MR. KRASTINS: WELL, NOT EVEN NECESSARILY

SLOPPY DRAFTING, I THINK THAT

THE COURT: NO DISPARAGEMENT INTENDED TO THE

DRAFTERS. GO AHEAD.

I DON ' T WANT SOMEONE TO COME AFTER ME.

MR. KRASTINS: NO, NO, I DONIT THINK ITIS EVEN



NECESSARILY SLOPPY DRAFTING. IT I S JUST A MATTER OF WHEN

YOU HAVE A LARGE STATUTORY SCHEME, YOU CAN ' T IT WOULD

EXPAI{D THE STATUTE AND BE EXTREMELY REPETITIVE.

SO THAT '' INCLUDINGII LANGUAGE SIMPLY MEA}ilS THAT

IT INCLUDES STRUCTURES THAT WERE NOT ]NTENDED TO BE USED

FOR HUMAN HABITATION, BUT ARE SO BEING USED.

AND THAT THAT ' S THE PURPOSE OF THE STATUTE,

AND THAT'S CONSISTENT W]TH ALL OF THE SENATOR ARCHULETAIS

OWN TEST]MONY, ALL THE LEGISLATIVE DIGESTS THAT WEIVE

PRESENTED.

THE COURT: WTIAT ABOUT THE QUESTION I RAISED?

] ASSUryIE ]IM NO EXPERT IN THE AREA. I
ASSUME THEREIS A SECTION OF THE CODES, SECTION OF

REGULAT]ONS, HOUSING. THEN A SEPARATE SECTION FOR IF

YOU WANT TO RUN A IIBURGER KING, II THEREIS A SEPARATE

REGULATIONS AND CODES, ET CETERA.

MR. KRASTINS: YES, INDEED. ] BELIEVE THERE'S

A BUILDING CODE. THERE ARE ALL SORTS OF GENERAL FAR

MORE GENERALIZED CODES THAT WOULD APPLY TO ALL STRUCTURES

WHETHER THEY' RE COMMERCIAL OR NON-COMMERCIAL.

SO THIS LITTLE AMENDMENT, HAD ]T BEEN INTENDED

FOR THAT, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN THERE PLACED, RATHER THAN IN

A CODE THAT EXPRESSLY DEALS WITH HUMAN HABITATION AND A}]

AMENDMENT WHICH EXPRESSLY ACCORDING TO THE DRAFTERS AATD

THE LEGISLATIVE H]STORY ADDRESSED A VERY, VERY SPECIFIC

PROBLEM THAT ENDED IN TRAGEDY.

THE COURT: ANYTHING ELSE YOU WANT TO POINT

OUT ON THIS MOTION BEFORE I GIVE THE CITY THE FINAL WORD?



MR. KRAST]NS: NO, UNLESS THE COURT HAS ATIY

MORE QUESTTONS.

THE COURT: NO. DO EITHER OF YOU HAVE

ANYTHING MORE YOU WA}IT TO ADD?

MS. BICKEL: NO, YOUR HONOR.

MR. KRASTINS : EXCUSE ME, YOUR HONOR.

THERE IS ONE TH]NG, I DO WANT TO ADDRESS THE

ATTORNEYS' FEES ISSUE AFTER.

THE COURT: LETiS HOLD OFF ON THAT.

MR. KRASTINS : OF COURSE

THE COURT: SO, WELL. WHY DON'T WE JUST TALK

ABOUT THAT.

SO YOU'RE SEEKING ATTORNEYS' FEES ON THIS

STILL?

MR. I(RASTINS : YES, BECAUSE THE STATUTE

MANDATORILY PROVIDES FOR THEM.

ONE MORE THING ABOUT THE STATUTORY

CONSTRUCTION, IT WOULD LEAD TO VERY, VERY RATHER ABSURD

RESULTS IF YOU APPLIED REQUIREMENTS FOR INDOOR TOILETS AND

S]NKS TO A TOOL SHED OR SOMETHING. THAT'S WHY IT DOES NOT

MAKE SENSE.

THE COURT : ALL RIGHT . THANK YOU. AI{YTHING

ELSE?

MR. KRASTINS: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: I ' LL GIVE YOU THE FINAL WORD.

MR. KRASTINS: WELL, FEES AND COST.

THE COURT: WEILL TALK ABOUT THAT.

MS . BICKEL: OI{AY.



MR. CAMPEN: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.

I THINK WE NEED TO PRESUME THE LEGISLATURE

WASN ' T SLOPPY WHEN THEY DRAFTED TH]S .

THE COURT: I ALWAYS DO.

MR. CAMPEN: AND I KNOW THAT, YOUR HONOR. IT

WOULD HAVE BEEN TRIVIALLY EASY FOR THE LEGISLATURE, AT ANY

POINT OF THESE LINE OF STATUTES WHICH HAVE BEEN AMENDED

FROM TIME TO TIME, INCLUDING JUST RECENTLY TO SAY,

'ITHIS APPLIES EXCLUSIVELY TO STRUCTURES IN WHICH PEOPLE

ARE RESIDING, II BUT IT DIDNIT.

AND IT EXPANDED IT BY SAYING II INCLUDING

THOSE. '' IT EXPANDED IT BY SAY]NG ''NEARBY RESIDENTS I' AS

PART AI\TD ALSO THE PUBLIC WAS ALREADY THERE.

BUT IT REARRANGED IT A L]TTLE BIT TO EXPA\TD IT

TO PEOPLE AND PLACES OUTSIDE THE STRUCTURE ITSELF.

AND AS FAR AS THERE BEING OTHER CODE SECTIONS

THAT DEAL WITH COMMERCIAL-TYPE ESTABL]SHMENTS OR

NONHABITATION ESTABLISHMENTS, THERE ARE ALWAYS GOING TO BE

REGULAT]ONS THAT DEAL W]TH DIFFERENT KINDS OF BUSINESSES

AND USES.

I AM NOT AWARE OF A COROLLARY TO THIS THAT

PROVIDES CITIES W]TH A REMEDY THAT, WHEN YOU HAVE A

SUBSTANDARD STRUCTURE THAT ]S PLACING THE PUBLIC IN HARM ' S

WAY AND POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS TO THE PUBLIC, HOW DO YOU

DEAL W]TH THAT

THE COURT: SO THERE ' S NOTHING

MR. CAMPEN: -- WITH A RECEIVERSHIP.

THE COURT: THERE'S NO EQUIVALENT FOR



COMMERCIAL, NONRESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS

I ASSUME, LIKE SAY THE STARBUCKS, FALLS INTO

DISREPAIR AND BECOMES A RUIN. THEREIS NO WAY TO DEAL W]TH

THAT WITH A RECEIVERSHIP-TYPE SITUATION?

MR. CAMPEN: WELL, THEREIS ALWAYS WAYS TO DEAL

WITH IT, JUST LIKE THEREIS OTHER WAYS THE CITY COULD DEAL

W]TH THIS PROPERTY THAN RECEIVERSHIP. THERE'S NO QUEST]ON

OTHER OPPORTUN]TIES AND OPTIONS ARE AVAILABLE.

THE COURT: SO, f MEAN RIGHT.

TO SOME DEGREE, fT SOUNDS LIKE MAYBE WEIRE

.JUST TALKING ABOUT PERHAPS THE WRONG STATUTE FOR THE

SITUATION. I DONIT KNOW, BUT THAT SEEMS TO BE THE

DEFENSE'S POINT.

MR . CAMPEN : WELL, AItrD I I M NOT, AGAIN, NOT

DISAGREEING THAT TH]S IS OVERWHELMINGLY FOCUSED ON

srRUcruRES FOR HUptAN HABTTATTON. THERE I S NO QUESTTON.

IT'S WHERE IT'S LOCATED, EVERYTHING ABOUT IT.

THE COURT: YEAH.

MR. CAMPEN: BUT IF IT WERE

THE COURT: THE AMENDMENT.

MR. CAMPEN: -- THE LEGISLATIVE INTENT TO MAKE

IT EXCLUSIVELY, fT SEEMS LIKE IT WOULD HAVE SA]D SO VERY

CLEARLY. THERE WOULD BE CASE LAW THAT SAYS SO VERY

CLEARLY, AItrD THEY WOULDN ' T HAVE THINGS THAT SAY 'I INCLUD]NG

HI]MAN HABITATION. II

THE COURT: WHEN WAS THE AMENDMENT MADE? IT

WAS MADE IN

MR. KRASTINS: IT WENT INTO EFFECT



JANUARY 1ST.

MR. CAMPEN: IT WAS DONE IN NOVEMBER, I THINK.

THE COURT: WE I RE NOT GOING TO HAVE THE

BENEFIT OF A LOT OF CASE LAW JUST BECAUSE OF HOW RECENT IT

WAS, I THINK.

WHAT ABOUT THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY THAT WE

TALKED ABOUT ON PAGE ]? ''THE PURPOSE OF EXPANDING THE

DEFINITION WAS TO ADDRESS PROBLEMS WITH CALIFORNIA HOUSING

SHORTAGES , '' ET CETERA.

MR. CAMPEN: WELL, THAT I S I APOLOGTZE,

YOUR HONOR.

I DON I T HAVE PAGE NI]MBERS FOR THE TENTATIVE .

IF YOU COULD

THE CLERK: DO YOU WANT ANOTHER COPY?

MR. CAMPEN: MY COPY JUST DIDN I T HAVE PAGE

NUryIBERS .

THE COURT: ITIS THE THIRD-TO-THE-LAST PAGE.

THE TOP LINE IS ''THE STATE HOUSING LAW, SECTION I79O.X

THEN IF YOU GO TO THE FOURTH PARAGRAPH WHERE

WE TALK ABOUT THE LEG]SLATIVE HISTORY, IITHE PURPOSE OF

EXPANDING THE DEFINITION.

MR . CAMPEN : WELL, OI(AY . SO, AGAIN, I DON ' T

DISAGREE THAT IT'S ADDRESSING THE ISSUE LIKE THE

IN THE BAY AREA, THEY HAD THAT COMMERCIAL

BUILDING THAT COLLAPSED BECAUSE THEY HAD TOO MANY PEOPLE

IN IT. IF ] RECALL, IT WAS L]KE A RAVE OR SOMETHING, BUT

THERE WERE ALSO PEOPLE L]VING THERE.

THE COURT: YEAH.



MR. CAMPEN: IT WAS KIND OF A SQUATTERS KIND

OF SITUATION, AND THEY WANTED TO MAKE SURE THEY WERE

CAPTUR]NG THAT AS WELL.

THEY'RE SAY]NG, HEY, WAIT A MINUTE.

EVERYONE'S TREATING THIS TOO NARROWLY. WE NEED TO EXPAND

IT AND MAKE ]T CLEAR THAT WE I RE NOT JUST TALKING ABOUT

HOUSES OR MOTELS OR HOTELS, AND THAT ' S THE EXCLUSIVE.

IT'S LIKE PEOPLE COULD BE LIVING ANYWHERE SO

THEY WANTED TO MAKE SURE THEY OPENED IT UP.

BUT NOWHERE THAT I SAW IN THE LEGISLAT]VE

HISTORY DID ANYONE SAY, WE ' RE NOT GOING TO ALLOW THIS TO

APPLY TO A}TYTHING OTHER THAN THIS.

THE COURT: BUT I GUESS THE POINT BEING THAT

IT WAS MEANT TO AT LEAST FROM THE LEGISLATIVE

HISTORY IT SOI]NDS LIKE IT WAS MEANT TO APPLY TO SORT OF

INFORMAL HOUSING KIND OF SITUATION, WHICH IS NOT I
DON ' T THINK ANYONE ' S ARGUING IS WHAT HAPPENED HERE.

NO ONE THINKS PEOPLE ARE HAVING A RAVE OR

CAMPING OUT OR OTHERWISE SQUATTING IN THIS PROPERTY.

THIS IS SORT OF WHAT YOU WOULD SAY. RIGHT?

MR. KRASTINS : YES .

THE COURT: SO THAT'S 'JUST I'M JUST

WONDERING WHAT THE PEOPLE ' S TAKE IS ON THAT IN TERMS OF

I MEAN, THERE COULD BE A TAKE ON THAT

LEG]SLATIVE HISTORY SOME PEOPLE SAY YOU DONIT GO

LEAPING TO THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY IMMEDIATELY IF THE

LANGUAGE IS NOT AMBIGUOUS AND THERE ARE VARIOUS TAKES ON

THAT, ET CETERA. YOU JUST LOOK AT THE PLAIN TEXT OF THE



STATUTE, WHICH I THINK IS WHAT YOUIRE RELYING ON, RIGHT.

BUT IN TERMS OF THE CONSTRUCTION, THE PLAIN

TEXT AS WE'VE DONE I THINK ]TIS ALSO APPROPRIATE

UNDER THE CANONS OF CONSTRUCTION TO TAKE A LOOK AT WHERE

IT FALLS, THE SURROUNDING CONTEXT IN THE STATUTORY SCENE,

THE TITLES OF THE VARIOUS STATUTES OF DEC]SIONS,

ET CETERA.

SO THAT'S KIND OF WHERE I AM AT, BUT I'LL GIVE

YOU THE FINAL WORD.

MR. CAMPEN: I BELIEVE ] REVIEWED ALL THE

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY THAT WENT THROUGH A LOT OF I ' M NOT

A THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS AT SACRAMENTO IS NOT MY

EXPERTISE.

THE COURT: MINE NEITHER.

MR. CAMPEN: AND SO I WAS QUITE SURPRISED TO

SEE THE DIFFERENT COMMITTEES THIS WENT THROUGH AND

DIFFERENT THINGS THAT I'M NOT EVEN SURE HOW IT'S

RELEVANT, BUT IT WENT THROUGH THEM.

THE ONE THING I NOTICE IS THEY SEEMED EVERY

SINGLE PLACE IT WENT SEEMED TO COPY THE EXACT SAME

LANGUAGE VERBATIM FROM THE VERY BEGINN]NG.

ARCHULETAIS STAFF WROTE, BASICALLY, WHAT THEY

WANT TO DO HERE. IT DIDN ' T LOOK LIKE IT WAS GOING TO GET

A LOT OF OBJECTIONS. NOBODY REALLY SEEMED TO OBJECT TO ]T

FROM EITHER SIDE OF THE A]SLE, AND IT.JUST SORT OF MOVED

THROUGH.

AND EVERYONE JUST KIND OF COPIED THE EXACT

SAME VERBATIM LA}TGUAGE THAT ARCHULETA ' S STAFF STARTED OFF



WITH

THE COURT: SURE.

MR. CAMPEN: -- WITH VERY, VERY MINOR

DIFFERENCES AND NON-CONSEQUENTIAL DIFFERENCES, I WOULD

SAY.

SO I THINK RELYING ON WHAT ESSENTIALLY BECAME

BOILERPLATE FOR EVERY SINGLE COMMITTEE IT WENT THROUGH AS

BEING DISPOSITIVE OF THE SCOPE OF THE STATUTE ] WOULD,

AGAIN, NOT RELY ON IT IN THAT WAY, BUT RATHER UNDERSTAND,

FIRST OF ALL, THE FACT THAT WE HAD TO LOOK INTO THE

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY TELLS US, AT A MINIMI]M, THEREIS

AMB]GUITY AS TO THE APPLICABIL]TY OF THIS.

THE COURT: NIAYBE. TO SOME DEGREE. I SEE IT

IN THIS SORT OF BOLSTERING THE CONCLUSION THAT ONE DRAWS

FROM LOOKING AT THE CONTEXT AND WHERE IT FITS ]N THE

STATUTORY SCHEME, ET CETERA. OI(AY . FAIR ENOUGH .

ANYTH]NG ELSE FROM THE PEOPLE?

MR. CAMPEN: NO, YOUR HONOR, NOT ON THIS.

THE COURT: TIIANK YOU. IrLL JUST I'M NOT

HID]NG ANYTHING. I'M INCLINED TO STICK WITH THE

TENTATIVE, BUT G]VEN THAT IT RAISES ALL THESE INTERESTING

]SSUES OF STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION WEIVE DISCUSSED, I WILL

GIVE IT ANOTHER LOOK. IILL TAKE A LOOK AT IT.

IIM INCLINED TO AT THIS MOMENT, SITTING

HERE, I'M INCLINED TO ST]CK WITH IT, BUT I WILL GO THROUGH

IT AGAIN. SO LET I S .JUST TALK ABOUT WHERE WE ARE .

MR. COHEN: YOUR HONOR, ALLAN COHEN FOR

DEFENDANTS RAYMOND CHAN AND CINDY CHAN. I ' M A RELATIVELY



MINOR PLAYER. MY CLIENT IS ABOUT A 9 PERCENT OWNER.

THE COURT: YOU CAN HAVE 9 PERCENT OF HIS

TIME . NO, I 'M ,JUST KIDDING.

(LAUGHTER IN COURTROOM. )

MR. COHEN: I ,JUST WANT TO MAKE IT CLEAR .

JUST TO MAKE ]T CLEAR THAT WE FILED A 'JOINDER

ON MARCH 17TH IN THE PRIMARY DEFENDANTS' MOTION. SO ANY

RULING THAT THIS COURT ISSUES, I 'M ASKING TO ENSURE THAT

WE ARE INCLUDED I ' LL USE THE WORD GET THE BENEF]T OF

THE RULING AS WELL.

THE COURT : OI(AY.

MR . COHEN : TFIANK YOU.

THE COURT: YOUR CLIENT, AGAIN, IS WHO?

MR. COHEN: SEVERAL, RAYMOND AND CINDY CHAN IN

THEIR CAPACITY AS TRUSTEES OF THE CHAN FAMILY TRUST A}TD

RAYMOND CHAN IN HIS CAPACITY AS A TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN

FAMILY LIVING TRUST.

THE COURT: I'LL FIND IT. THANK YOU. I
APPRECIATE IT.

ANYONE ELSE HAVE ANY HOUSEKEEP]NG MATTERS?

ANYTHING ELSE?

I'M TAKING IT UNDER SUBMISS]ON.

WE HAVE A CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE TODAY.

MR. KRASTINS: YOUR HONOR, I'M SORRY TO

INTERRUPT, BUT THERE WAS THE ISSUE OF ATTORNEYSI FEES A}trD

COSTS. IF YOUR HONOR WOULD LIKE SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEFING ON

THAT, I I LL BE HAPPY TO PROVIDE .

THE COURT: NO. I ' M TAKING IT IINDER



SUBMISSION.

IF ANYONE WANTS TO SAY ANYTHING FURTHER DO

YOU HAVE ANYTHING YOU WANT TO SAY ON THE FEES OR COSTS?

MR. CAMPEN: IID LIKE TO BE HEARD.

THE COURT: LET ME JUST SAY THIS.

SO I'M NOT INCLINED ] THINK IT'S A

closE-rsH QUESTTON. r DON'T FAULT THE CrTY AT ALL FOR

OPPOSING ]T.

I DON ' T NECESSARILY THINK IT' S SLAM DI]NK THAT

THEIR CLAIM FOR RECEIVERSHIP WAS MERITLESS. ] DON'T THINK

I ' D SAY THAT BECAUSE I TH]NK YOU TELL ME I 'M
ASSUMING YOUID SAY THE SAME THING, THAT WEIRE TALKING

ABOUT THESE KIND OF AMB]GUITIES OR POTENTIAL AT4BIGU]TIES

AND PERHAPS LACK OF CLARITY OF THE SCOPE.

THAT'S THE WHOLE POINT, AND THEREIS

POTENTIALLY PLAINTIFF JOINS. SO ITIS NOT AN

APPROPRIATE SITUATION FOR SANCTIONS.

WOULD YOU SAY SOMETHING ALONG THOSE L]NES?

MR. CAMPEN: I WOULD, YOUR HONOR.

AND IILL SAY, BECAUSE WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE

SA}ICTIONS NOW, WHAT THE THINKING PROCESS WAS WHEN WE LED

UP TO FILING, A}TD IS APPROPRIATE TO DISCUSS AT THIS POINT.

THE COURT: SURE.

MR. CAMPEN: IIVE DONE SEVERAL NUISANCE

ABATEMENT RECEIVERSHIPS, A}TD THOSE WERE RESIDENCES AT THE

TIME.

BEFORE FILING TH]S CASE, I TALKED TO MY

RECEIVER THAT I ' VE BEEN WORKING WITH. HE' S BEEN DOING



THIS FOR YEARS. HE'S ALSO A LAWYER. AA]D I ASKED HIM

POINT BLA}TK. ]'M LIKE, CA}] YOU DO THIS ON COMMERCIAL

PROPERTIES? BECAUSE I TH]NK YOU CAN, BUT YOU KNOW MORE

ABOUT THIS THAN ] DO.

AND HE ' S LIKE, TT ' S VERY, VERY I]NUSUAL, BUT NO

ONE SAID YOU CATT ' T IS THE LANGUAGE I GOT. I CHECKED

WITH SOMEONE ELSE. THEY SA]D THE EXACT SAME THING.

I FOUND A CASE IN STOCKTON ]N 2016 WHERE A

COURT ORDERED RECE]VERSHIP UNDER THESE CODE SECT]ONS FOR A

LTQUOR STORE.

I ' VE GOT THE PLEADINGS. ] CAN GIVE THEM OUT

TO EVERYBODY IF YOU WANT TO SEE THEM. I CAN GIVE YOU THE

CASE NUMBER IF YOU WANT TO LOOK AT IT.

IT'S HARD TO GET THE STUFF FROM STOCKTON 10

YEARS AGO.

THE COURT: IT ' S WRITTEN ON THE BACK OF BIRCH

BARK OR SOMETHING.

MR. CAMPEN: I HAD TO I WAS ABLE TO GET

SOME OF THE DOCUMENTS FROM THE STOCKTON CITY ATTORNEY ' S

OFFICE WHO BROUGHT THE SUIT, BUT THIS WAS A LIQUOR STORE

OVERRUN BY GANGS AND DRUG DEALING AND THINGS LIKE THAT.

NOBODY WAS LIVING THERE, EVER, NO ALLEGATIONS

OF LIVING THERE. AND THE COURT, UNDER THE SAME CODE

SECTIONS, ISSUED A RECEIVERSHIP. THEY TOOK IT OVER. THEY

COMPLETELY REDID THE PROPERTY WITH THE RECEIVER, HAD IT

THE COURT: THERE WAS NO APPEAL ON THAT?

MR. CAMPEN: I COULD NOT FOI]ND ANY APPEAL ON

THIS CASE. IT WAS APPEALED INTERNALLY IN THE TRIAL COURT,



AND I COULD FIND A NEWS STORY ABOUT HOW THE JUDGE DENIED

IT.

THE COURT: FAIR ENOUGH. THE BAS]C POINT

BE]NG, THIS IS NOT A SITUATION YOU WOUTD ARGUE WHERE IT ' S

A MERITLESS TYPE OF

MR. CAMPEN: NO, NOT ONLY DID I CONSULT

RECE]VERS ABOUT IT, BUT I FOUND AN EXAMPLE WHERE IT'S
ACTUALLY HAPPENED.

MR. KRASTINS: YOUR HONOR

THE COURT: HOLD ON.

ARE YOU DONE?

MR. CAMPEN: I'M DONE. THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: OI(AY. GO AHEAD. BUT JUST AGAIN,

I DON I T WA\IT TO REPEAT MYSELF.

WE HAD A LONG DISCUSSION HERE TODAY GOING

THROUGH THE, YOU KNOW, STATUTE AND STATUTE OF CONSTRUCTION

AND LEGISLATURE H]STORY.

IT DOESN'T STRIKE ME AS THIS IS SO OBVIOUS,

THE CITY OBVIOUSLY SHOULDNIT HAVE BROUGHT IT, BUT GO

AHEAD.

MR. KRASTINS: WELL, ACTUALLY, THE TENTATIVE

REFERS TO SANCTIONS, AND I DON I T THINK THAT I S ACTUALLY

QUITE ACCURATE.

THE COURT: FEES OR SANCTIONS.

MR. KRASTINS: WELL, YEAH, FEES IS DIFFERENT.

SANCTIONS, LIKE DISCOVERY SANCT]ONS, ALTHOUGH

THE STATUTE SAYS I'SHALL, II ALL OF THE DISCOVERY SANCTIONS

PROVISIONS LIKE 2033, WHATEVER IT IS, HAVE A CAVEAT IN



THEM THAT SAYS I]NLESS

THE COURT: YOU t RE YOU ' RE REFERRING TO

ttgHALLil IN I798.

MR . KRASTINS : CORRECT, CORRECT . AND 'r SHALL 'r

IS MANDATORY IN FEE-SHIFTING STATUTES.

AND THESE OCCUR IN MANY, MANY CONTEXTS. CIVIL

CODE, YOU KNOW, THE A}TTI-SLAPP PROVISION. THEN THEREIS

THE FAMILY CODE 2030.

THE COURT: THE LESS SA]D ABOUT ANTI-SLAPP

THIS MORNING, THE BETTER. JUST GENERALLY.

MR. KRASTINS: YES, WHATEVER, ALL OF THESE,

THEY'RE MANDATORY. A}T EXCELLENT DISCUSSION OF

MANDATORY

THE COURT: I UNDERSTAIID THE POINT. rr SHALL, "

YOU ' RE SAYTNG, MEANS " SHALL . l'

MR. KRASTINS: IN THE CONTEXT OF FEE-SHIFTING

STATUTES, THEY ARE INDEED MANDATORY.

THE COURT: IS YOUR V]EW THE COURT HAS NO

DISCRETION EVEN WITH SHALL?

BECAUSE, LOOK, THERE ARE SITUATIONS, ]
BELIEVE, IN THE DISCOVERY SANCTIONS, ET CETERA, WHERE

SOMETIMES ]T SAYS I'ST{ALL.'' SOMETIMES IT DOESN'T, AND ]
THINK CASE LAW ESTABLISHES THE COURT STILL HAS D]SCRETION.

MR. KRASTINS: WELL, IF YOU LIKE, SHALL I READ

INTO THE RECORD SOME AUTHORITIES? OR WOULD YOU RATHER THAT

WE DO A SUPPLEMENTAL BR]EF OR SOMETHING?

THE COURT: I WOULD HATE TO INCREASE THE

AMOUNT OF POTENTIAL FEES AND COSTS HERE BY DOING THAT. I



W]LL LOOK AT IT.

YOUR POINT IS WELL TAKEN, ITIS FINE. I WILL

LOOK AT IT. IT DOES SAY ''ST{ALL.''

MR. KRASTINS : MAY I ADD ONE MORE TH]NG?

THERE IS SOME DISCRETION IN THE CASE WHERE YOU HAVE

MULTIPLE CLAIMS, SOME OF WHICH ONE OF WHICH MAY HAVE A

MANDATORY ATTORNEYS ' FEES PROVISION AND OTHERS WHERE THEY

DON'T. THE COURT CA}I, BUT DOES NOT HAVE TO APPORTION,

YEAH.

THE COURT: OI(AY.

MR. KRASTINS: I HAVE THE AUTHORITY. IF THE

COURT WOULD LIKE A SUBMISSION ON THAT, T WOULD BE HAPPY TO

PROVIDE ]T.
THE COURT: IT' S OI(AY. I WOULD LIKE TO SPARE

ANY FURTHER RESOURCES OR T]ME AND ENERGY AND FEES THAT MAY

BE NECESSARY. I ' LL LOOK IT UP. OIGY.

I'LL TAKE THIS UNDER SUBMISSION. I DONIT

TH]NK I KEEP THINGS I]NDER SUBMISSION TOO LONG. I'LL
PROBABLY ISSUE THE DECISION IN THE NEXT DAY OR TWO OR

THREE.

(COURT CONFERS WITH CLERK OFF RECORD.)

THE COURT: THE MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY

INJUNCT]ON WAS TAKEN OFF CALENDAR.

MR. KRASTINS: YOUR HONOR, MAY I ADD ONE MORE

POINT?

THE COURT: YES.

MR. KRASTINS : THE CITY ITSELF HAS NEVER

APPL]ED THE STATUTE TO A COMMERCIAL PROPERTY.



THE COURT: WELL, THE AMENDMENT IS NEW.

RIGHT?

MR. KRASTINS : THE AMENDMENT IS NEW. THAT I S

CORRECT.

THE COURT: SO NEW YEAR, NEW CLAIM MAYBE.

UNDERSTOOD.

MR. KRAST]NS : I WOULD ALSO REQUEST THAT

MR. CAMPEN TELL US THE AGE OF THE STOCKTON CASE.

THE COURT: HE SAID 2016 .

MR. CAMPEN: 2015.

MR. KRASTINS : OI(AY.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR APPEARANCES THIS MORNING AND WAIT]NG

THROUGH MY CALENDAR.

MR. CAMPEN: DO WE HAVE A FUTURE DATE,

YOUR HONOR?

MR. COHEN: THE CMC?

THE COURT: I ' M LOOK]NG RIGHT HERE. I HAVE A

CASE THAT I I M INCLINED TO CONTINUE.

(COUNT CONFERS WITH CLERK OFF RECORD.)

THE COURT: SO I ' M GOING TO CONTINUE THAT OUT.

I WAS GOING TO SAY 45 DAYS OR 50 DAYS.

DOES ANYONE HAVE A SUGGESTION?

MR. CAMPEN: SIXTY.

MR. KRASTINS : SIXTY.

THE COURT: SOUNDS LIKE, HOPEFULLY, TO GO BACK

TO THE HOPEFUL COMMENTS AT THE BEGINNING, THAT PROGRESS IS

BEING MADE.



(COUNT CONFERS WITH CLERK OFF RECORD.)

THE COURT: SO ,JULY 24TH. IS THAT A GOOD DAY

FOR EVERYONE? 9 A.M. ?

MR. COHEN: YES, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: VIRTUAL APPEARANCES ARE F]NE.

YOU'RE ALWAYS WELCOME TO COME IF YOUID L]KE.

BUT 'JULY 24TH, 9 A. M.

SINCE THERE ARE SOME WELL, I I LL JUST ASK

PLAINTIFF TO G]VE NOTICE.

PLAINTIFF TO GIVE NOTICE.

CONTINUED CMC 'JULY 24TH, 2025 .

WE DISMISSED, JUST TO RECAP, SO CAL ED]SON AND

EQUILON, TO THE EXTENT THEY HADNIT BEEN DISMISSED

PREVIOUSLY. WE TOOK THE PRELIMINARY IN.JI]NCTION MOTION OFF

CALENDAR WITHOUT PRE.JUDICE TO BRING IT AGAIN.

I I M TAK]NG THE CURRENT MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON

THE PLEADINGS UNDER SUBMISSION.

ANYTHING ELSE WE SHOULD NOTE FOR THE RECORD?

NO, OIGY. THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

(ef 10 : 11 A. M. , PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED. )

- -ooo- -
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

North Central District, Glendale Courthouse, Department E

24NNCV00087
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, BY AND
THROUGH THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK, et al. vs ROBERT CHAN, et al.

June 13,2025
3:47 PM

Judge: Honorable Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Judicial Assistant: A. Ataryan
Courtroom Assistant: None

CSR:None
ERM:None
Deputy Sheriff: None

APPEARANCES:

For Plaintiff(s): No Appearances

For Defendant(s): No Appearances

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: Ruling on Submitted Matter

The Court, having taken the matter under submission on0512312025 for Hearing on Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings {Res ID:_l311}, now rules as follows:

RULING _ MOTION FOR ruDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS

Moving Party: Defendants, Edward M. Chan; Howard Chan; Patricia Chan; and Man Fei Chan

Gold (Defendants or Movants)

Responding Party: Plaintiffs, The People of the State of California, by and through the City
Attorney for the City of Monterey Park; and City of Monterey Park, a Municipal Corporation

Moving Papers: Notice/Motion; Proposed Order; Request for Judicial Notice; Proof of Service

Opposition Papers : Opposition

Reply Papers: Reply; Proof of Service; Request for Judicial Notice

Joinder Papers: Filed on 3ll712025, "Defendants Raymond Man-Shu Chan, Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, and Raymond Man-Shu Chan and Cindy Chung Chan, Trustees of the Chan
Family Trust (collectively, "Defendants"), hereby join in Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard
Chan, Patricia Chan, and Man Fei Chan Gold's (collectively, o'Movants") Motion for Judgment
on the Pleadings and for Order Declaring Movants to be Prevailing Parties Entitled to Award of
Attorney's Fees (the "Motion'o), which was filed on or around March I1,2025. Defendants
hereby adopt the requests and the points and authorities contained in the Movants' Motion."
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

North Central District, Glendale Courthouse, Department E

24NNCV00087
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, BY ANI)
THROUGH THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK, et al. vs ROBERT CHAN, et al.

June 13,2025
3:47 PM

Judge: Honorable Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Judicial Assistant: A. Ataryan
Courtroom Assistant: None

CSR: None
ERM: None
Deputy Sheriff: None

Joinder Papers: Filed on 511612025, "Defendant Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family
Living Trust ("Trustee Chan") hereby joins in the pending Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings
and for Order Declaring Movants to Be Prevailing Parties Entitled to Award of Attorneys' Fees

brought by Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Patricia Yu Chan and Man Fei Chan
Gold which was filed on March 11,2025 and is currently scheduled to be heard onMay 23,
2025.In joining in the subject Motion, Trustee Chan also hereby adopts and incorporates by
reference all evidence, points and authorities, requests, and proposed orders contained in the
joined Motion and its concurrently-filed papers, as well as those in any other papers which may
be raised before or during the Motion hearing by Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan,
Patricia Yu Chan and Man Fei Chan Gold regarding the Motion."

RELIEF REQUESTED

"Defendants Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Patricia Chan and Man Fei Chan Gold
(collectively "Movants") will, and hereby do, move pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure $ 438
and under common law, on both statutory and non-statutory grounds, for entry ofjudgement on
the pleadings in favor of Movants and against Plaintiffs, People of the State of Califomia (by and
through the City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park) and the City of Monterey Park, as to
the Second Cause of Action in Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint for an Order Authorizing
Appointment of a Receiver and Requiring Reimbursement. Movants also seek an order deeming
Movants to be prevailing parties as to the Second Cause of Action and entitled to an award of
attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to Health & Safety Code $ 17980.7(c)(11).

This Motion will be made on the grounds that Health & Safety Code $$ 17920.3,17960,17980,
17980.6, 17980.7, 11981,17982 and 17983, which are contained in Division 13, Part 1.5 of the
State Housing Law, Health & Safety Code $ I79I0 et seq. apply solely to buildings used for
human habitation and not to non-residential commercial properties.

This Motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the attached Memorandum of Points
and Authorities and Declaration of Andrew O. Krastins, the concurrently filed Request for
Judicial Notice, the records and files in this action and such argument and evidence as may be
presented at the hearing on this Motion."
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIF'ORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division

North Central District, Glendale Courthouse, Department E

24NNCV00087
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, BY AND
THROUGH THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK, et al. vs ROBERT CHAN, et al.

June 13,2025
3:47 PM

Judge: Honorable Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Judicial Assistant: A. Ataryan
Courtroom Assistant: None

CSR:None
ERM: None
Deputy Sheriff: None

(Def. Mot. p.2.)

PROCEDURAL
Meet and Confer
Before filing a motion for judgment on the pleadings pursuant to this chapter, the moving party
shall meet and confer in person or by telephone with the party who filed the pleading that is
subject to the motion for judgment on the pleadings for the purpose of determining if an
agreement can be reached that resolves the claims to be raised in the motion for judgment on the
pleadings. (Code Civ. Proc. $ a39(a).)
o'A determination by the court that the meet and confer process was insufficient shall not be
grounds to grant or deny the motion for judgment on the pleadings." (CCP $a39(a)(a).)
Here, Defendants' counsel alleges thatameet and confer occurred. (Krastins Decl. fl 3.)
The Court heard argument on this matter on 5123125 and took the matter under submission. The
Court now issues its ruling GRANTING the Defendants' motion.
LEGAL STANDARD _ MOTION FOR ruDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS
If moving party is a defendant, a motion for judgment on the pleadings may be made if either of
the following conditions exist: (l) The court has no jurisdiction of the subject of the cause of
action alleged in the complaint, or (2) The complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a

cause of action against the defendant. (CCP $ a38(c)(1)(B).)
o'The grounds for motion provided for in this section shall appear on the face of the challenged
pleading or from any matter of which the court is required to take judicial notice. Where the
motion is based on a matter of which the court may take judicial notice pursuant to Section 452
or 453 of the Evidence Code, the matter shall be specified in the notice of motion, or in the
supporting points and authorities, except as the court may otherwise permit." (CCP $ 438(d).)
"A motion for judgment on the pleadings may be made at any time either prior to the trial or at
the trial itself. [Citation.]" (Ion Equipment Corp. v. Nelson (1980) 110 Cal.App.3d 868, 877.)"4
motion for judgment on the pleadings performs the same function as a general demurrer, and
hence attacks only defects disclosed on the face of the pleadings or by matters that can be
judicially noticed. Presentation of extrinsic evidence is therefore not proper on a motion for
judgment on the pleadings." (Cloud v. Northrop Grumman Corp. (1998) 67 Cal.App.4th995,
999 (Cftarions Omitted).) The standard for ruling on a motion for judgment on the pleadings is
essentially the same as that applicable to a general demurrer, that is, under the state of the
pleadings, together with matters that may be judicially noticed, it appears that a party is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law. (Bezirdjian v. O'Reilly (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 316,321-322
(citing Schabarum v. California Legislature (1998) 60 Cal.App.4th 1205,1216).)
ANALYSIS
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Second Cause of Action

Plaintiffs' second cause of action in the FAC is titled "Petition for Order Authorizing
Appointment of a Receiver and Requiring Reimbursement."

In relevant part, Plaintiff alleges:

42.Health & Safety Code $$ 17960, 17980,17980.6,17980.1 and 17982 authorize the City to
enforce the State Building Codes and to institute this special proceeding as Petitioner. Health &
Safety Code $ 11983 authorizes this Court to make an order for which the City makes
application under the State Building Codes, and Health & Safety Code $ 17981authorizes this
Court to grant temporary relief pending final disposition of the City's petition.

43. Health & Safety Code $ 17980.6 provides that,"if any building is maintained in a manner
that violates any provision of this part, the building standards published in the State Building
Code Standards... any other rule or regulation adopted pursuant to the provisions of this part,
and the violations are so extensive and of such nature that the health and safety of residents or
the public is substantially endangered, the enforcement agency may issue an order or notice to
repair. . .."

44.Health & Safety Code $ I7980.l requires the City to serve all persons with an interest in the
Property with a three-day notice of the City's intention to appoint a receiver. The City has served
all parties with a recorded interest in the Property with a three-day notice. A true and correct
copy of said notice is attached as Exhibit A, and incorporated by reference.

(FAC n42-44.)

Defendants explain that the subject property in this action is a non-residential commercial
development.

Defendants point to Plaintiffs' CMC dated 111612024 wherein Plaintiffs agreed that the project at
issue is a non-residential commercial development. [The Court notes that Plaintiffs' Opposition
to this motion does not contest this.l

Defendants now move for judgment on the pleadings as to the second cause of action on the
basis that Health & Safety Code $$ 11920.3,11960,17980,17980.6,17980.7,17981,17982 and
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17983, which are contained in Division 13, Part 1.5 of the State Housing Law, Health & Safety
Code $ 11910 et seq. apply solely to buildings used for human habitation and not to non-
residential commercial properties.

Here, the Court finds Defendants' arguments availing.

Plaintiffs' second cause of action petitioning for receivership is based on Heath & Safety Code $

17980.7.

In relevant part of Health & Safety Code $ 17980.7:

The enforcement agency, tenant, or tenant association or organrzation may seek and the court
may order, the appointment of a receiver for the substandard building pursuant to this
subdivision.

(Health & Saf. Code, $ 17980.7(c).)

Plaintiffs and Defendants here dispute whether or not the subject property is a "substandard
building."

Defendants argue that "substandard building" pertains to only buildings for human habitation,
and thus Defendants' property, since it is a non-residential commercial development, does not
fall within the scope of the receivership statute of 17980.7(c).

Plaintiffs on the other hand argue that 17980.7(c) applies to any building, because the 2024
amendment broadened the scope of "substandard building" to include any building, even if the
building is not for human habitation.

Substandard building is defined at 17920(n):

"Substandard building" means a building, or portion thereof, including any building used for
human habitation, that is declared substandard pursuant to Section 17920.3.

(Health & Saf. Code, $ 17920(n).)

Plaintiffs argue that the using the word "including" before "any building used for human
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habitation" enlarges, not restricts the statute, thus "including any building used for human
habitation" confirms that such buildings are one example within a larger class ofjust "a building,
or portion thereof." Therefore, Plaintiffs argue that human habitation is not required of all
substandard buildings.

Further, in relevant part of 17920.3:

Any building or portion thereof, regardless of zoning designation or approved uses of the
building, including any dwelling unit, guestroom or suite of rooms, or the premises on which the
same is located, in which there exists any of the following listed conditions to an extent that
endangers the life, limb, health, property, safety, or welfare of the occupants of the building,
nearby residents, or the public shall be deemed and hereby is declared to be a substandard
building:

(Health & Saf. Code, $ 17920.3.)

Plaintiffs also argue that SB 1465, which was enacted in2024, was intended to ensure that
receivership is available for non-residential buildings in non-residential zones where people
happen to be living, and to ensure receivership is available for any building presenting ahazard
to the general public in violation of building codes and local municipal codes.

Plaintiffs also argue that the State Legislature's own Legislative Digest declares the purpose of
the 2024 amendments is to clariff that the term 'osubstandard building" means a residential
building or any other building that is deemed to be substandard pursuant to intention of the
amendments.

Statutory Construction

As explained in Marzec:

o' 'IJnder well-established rules of statutory construction, we must ascertain the intent of the
drafters so as to effectuate the purpose of the law. (Preston v. State Bd. of Equalization (2001) 25

Cal.4th 197 ,213 [105 Cal.Rptr.2d 407 , 19 P.3d 1 148].) Because the statutory language is
generally the most reliable indicator of legislative intent, we first examine the words themselves,
giving them their usual and ordinary meaning and construing them in context. (People v.
Lawrence (2000) 24 Cal4thz|g,230 [99 Cal.Rptr.2d 570,6 P.3d 228].) When statutory
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language is clear and unambiguous, o' 'there is no need for construction and courts should not
indulge in it.' "

To interpret statutory language, we look not only to the particular provision at issue, but also to
"the statutory scheme of which the statute is a part. [Citation.] We look to the entire statutory
scheme in interpreting particular provisions 'so that the whole may be harmonized and retain
effectiveness.' [Citation.] 'In the end, we " 'must select the construction that comports most
closely with the apparent intent of the Legislature, with a view to promoting rather than defeating
the general purpose of the statute, and avoid an interpretation that would lead to absurd

consequences.' [Citation.]" ' [Citation.]" (People v. Plumlee (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th935,940
[83 Cal.Rptr.3d 172].)

(Marzec v. California Public Employees Retirement System (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 889, 903-
e06.)

Further, as explained in Make UC a Good Neighbor:

"Courts look to a statute's contemporary history and historical background as aids to
interpretation,o'to "illuminate the circumstances under which an act was passed, the mischief at
which it was aimed, and the statute's 'object' or 'purpose' "J, frtt. omitted; see, e.9., Delaney v.
Baker (1999) 20 Cal.4th 23 , 4l , 82 Cal.Rptr .2d 610, 97 | P .2d 986 [noting that the meaning of a
statutory phrase may depend upon the legislative history and underlying purpose of the statute in
which the phrase is usedl.

(Make UC a Good Neighbor v. Regents of University of Califomia(2024) 16 Cal.5th 43,60.)

Here, when looking at just the words alone in 17920(n), it is unclear if "substandard building" is
meant to include any building or just buildings used for human habitation.

'o"substandard building" means a building, or portion thereof, including any building used for
human habitation, that is declared substandard pursuant to Section 17920.3."(Health & Saf.

Code, $ 17920(n).)

However, when interpreting the definition of "substandard building" in the context of the entire
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stafutory scheme so that the whole may be harmonized and retain effectiveness, the definition of
"substandard building" does not appear to apply for buildings that are not for human habitation.

Sections ll9l0-11998.3 of the Health & Safety Code are located within Part 1.5 of Division 13.

Division 13 [7000-1999]l is titled "Housing."

Part 1.5, which contains sections I79I0-I7998.3, is titled "Regulation of Buildings Used for
Human Habitation."

To reiterate, the sections at issue in Plaintiffs' FAC are within Part 1.5 titled "Regulation of
Buildings Used for Human Habitation."

Further, the Court would like to point Plaintiffs to a few cases to provide Plaintiffs with context.

"The State Housing Law (Health & Saf. Code, $$ 17910-17998.3) provides for the enforcement
of health and safety standards for residential housing." (Kaura v. Stabilis Fund II, LLC (2018) 24
Cal.App.5th 420,428.)

"The State Housing Law [$ 17910 et seq.] provides statewide construction and occupancy
standards for buildings used for human habitation." (Temple of 1001 Buddhas v. City of Fremont
(2024) 1 00 Cal.App.Sth 456, 467 .)

" Sections 17980.6 and 17980.7 of the Health and Safety Code compose a statutory scheme
providing certain remedies to address substandard residential housing that is unsafe to occupy."
(City of Santa Monica v. Gonzalez (2008) 43 Ca1.4th905,912.)

While Plaintiffs are correct to note that SB 1465 was expanded to include buildings that are not
zoned for residential use, Plaintiffs ignore the legislative intent and history of SB 1465.

As Defendants point out in the legislative history of SB 1465 fiocated in Defendants' Exhibits 3-
9, RJN], the purpose of expanding the definition of "substandard building" was to address the
problems from the California housing shortage wherein individuals unable to find affordable
housing would reside in warehouses, factories, and buildings not in residential zones. Despite
being rented as housing, since these building were not in residential zones, they evaded safety
inspection and code enforcement. The Legislative History explained that Los Angeles County

Minute Order Page8ofll
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was estimated to have at least 200,000 informal housing units that were not approved for human
habitation.

Therefore, in light of the legislative history of SB 1465, and in light of the entire statutory
scheme wherein the definition of o'substandard building" is located in Part 1.5 titled "Regulation
of Buildings Used for Human Habitation," the Court finds Defendants argument availing that the
instant property does not qualifl' for receivership under Health & Safety Code $ 17980.1.
Defendants' subject property, as conceded by Plaintiffs, is a non-residential commercial
building. Defendants' subject property is not for human habitation; therefore, it does not fall
within the definition of "substandard building" in $ 17920(n).)

Health & Safety Code $ 11981

Defendants also point tol42 in the FAC which alleges:

Health & Safety Code $$ 17960,17980, 17980.6, 17980.7 and 17982 authorize the City to
enforce the State Building Codes and to institute this special proceeding as Petitioner. Health &
Safety Code $ 17983 authorizes this Court to make an order for which the City makes
application under the State Building Codes, and Health & Safety Code $ 17981authorizes this
Court to grant temporary relief pending final disposition of the City's petition.

(FAC n42.)

Defendants cite to the language of 17981 which states:

An enforcement agency which institutes any action or proceeding pursuant to this article may, by
verified complaint setting forth the facts, apply to the superior court for an order granting the
relief for which the action or proceeding is brought until the entry of a final judgment or order.

(Health & Saf. Code, $ 17981.)

Defendants point out how the instant FAC is not verified. Defendants thus argue that since the
FAC is not verified, 17981cannot provide a basis for temporary relief.

Here, the Court finds Defendants' argument availing because the FAC is not verified, and
Plaintiffs' Opposition did not address Defendants' argument.
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RULING

Defendants' motion for judgment on the pleadings is GRANTED with respect to dismissing the
second cause of action. The subject property is a non-residential commercial property that is not
used for human habitation. Plaintiffs' second cause of action for receivership is based on sections
of the Health & Safety Code pertaining to buildings used for human habitation.

Sanctions

"The prevailing party in an action pursuant to this section shall be entitled to reasonable
attorney's fees and court costs as may be hxed by the court." (Health & Saf. Code, $

17e80.7(c)(l l).)

Defendants argue that they are entitled to attomey's fees as the prevailing party under 17980.7
because Plaintiffs brought a meritless claim for receivership.

The Court DENIES attorney's fees and costs.

Leave to Amend

Plaintiffs argue that if this motion is granted, the Court must give Plaintiffs leave to amend his
complaint to incorporate Health & Safety Code $ 17980, et seq., as it currently appears.

As stated in Dalton v. East Bay Mun. Utility Dist. (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th1566,1570-71:
If the complaint, liberally construed, can state a cause of action, or if it is reasonably possible
that the plaintiffs can cure the complaint by amendment, the trial court should not sustain a

demurrer without leave to amend. (Heckendom v. City of San Marino (1986) 42 Cal.3d 481,486

[229 Cal.Frptr. 324,723 P.2d 6a].) The burden is on the plaintiffs to establish the reasonable
possibility that the defect is curable. (Blank v. Kirwan, supra, 39 Cal.3d atp.318.) A demurrer is
properly sustained without leave to amend if it appears that under applicable substantive law
there is no reasonable possibility that *1571an amendment could remedy the defects.
(Heckendorn v. City of San Marino, supra, 42 Cal.3d at p. 486.)

(Dalton v. East Bay Mun. Utiliry Dist. (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th1566,l570-lI.)
Minute Order Page 10 of 1 1
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Given the discussion above, the Court DENIES leave to amend.

Request for Judicial Notice

Defendants' requests for judicial notice are GRANTED.

Defendants to submit a proposed order in line with this ruling within 5 court days.

The NOTICE OF MOTION FOR ruDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS AND FOR ORDER
DECLARING MOVANTS TO BE PREVAILING PARTIES ENTITLED TO AWARD OF
ATTORNEYS' FEES; MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES;
DECLARATION OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS {Res ID:_13 1 1} filed by EDWARD M.
CHAN, Man Fei Chan, HOWARD M. CHAN, Patricia Yu Chan on 03/1112025 is Granted in
Part.

Clerk to give notice.

Certificate of Service is attached.

Minute Order Page 11 ofll



EVIDENCE ITEM 19

mx
=cr

(o

EVIDENCE ITEM 19

t-



1

2

3

4

5

6

1

o

9

10

1t_

I2

13

L4

15

1,6

t7

1B

I9

ZU

21,

22

23

24

25

zo

21

2B
ClUsers\owner\OneDrive\
Documents\Chan - 2nd
Supp Dec EC re
status-07-24-25 CMC.wpd

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

Attorneys for Defendants, Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan,
Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

RNIA, e/a/

Plaintiffs,
v

ERT CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants.

(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY)

Electronica lly FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
712312025 7104 PM
Davld W. Slayton,
Executive OfficerlClerk of Court,
By A. Oliva, Deputy Clerk

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL
DECLARATION OF DEFENDANT
EDWARD M. CHAN RE STATUS OF 795
w. GARVEY FOR JULY 24,2025 CASE
MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE

Date: July 24,2025
Time: 8:30 A.M.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq Chowdhury

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

Edward Chan, declare as follows:

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

I could and would testifu to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I make this Second Supplemental Declaration in order to further supplement the

I filed on July 18,2025 and to inform the Court of recent construction at the Subject

through the afternoon of July 23,2025.

3. At7:55 P.M., on July 3,2025, the City's attorney Timothy Campen sent an email

my attorney and the other parties' attorneys with the heading: "Emergency Action Required at

795W. GarveyAve." Theemailwasforwardedtomeatabout8:30P.M. onJuly3,2025. Inthe

-1-
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email, attorney Campen statesfalsely thatthere was an 'ouncontrolled sewer discharge" coming

from the Subject Property. I knew this could not be the case because no plumbing had yet been

installed at the Subject Property and because the Subject Property was not yet connected to any

water source. Nor could any discharge have come from a broken sprinkler, because there is no

water source, no sprinklers, and no landscaping. [A true and correct copy of Campen's email is

attached hereto as Exhibit A.l

4. Neither I nor my brother Howard received any information from City staff that

there was anything wrong, and no Notice or Citation was posted at the Subject Property. Mr.

Campen confirmed in an email to my attomey that the City had not contacted me or my brother

directly, even though Mr. Campen labeled the issue an "emergency." [A true and correct copy of

the email exchange between my attorney and Mr. Campen on July 3,2024 is attached hereto as

Exhibit B.l

5. Early on the Fourth of July, I went to inspect the Subject Property and noticed

there was a small puddle on the Subject Property. Earlier that week, workers for the City were

using high pressure blast cleaning of their sewer system. At2:45 P.M., I sent the City an email

advising that none of the water or debris left our property and that the puddle appeared to result

from the City's high-pressure blast cleaning, which forced some water and debris onto our

property through an abandoned City sewer lateral which had remained uncapped. I advised the

City that, in the morning, we tried to purchase a cap for the City sewer lateral, but the only vendor

open on the Fourth of July holiday did not have the proper size of cap. I advised that we would

try again the following day and order one online just to be safe. We received no response from

the City to this email. [A true and correct copy of my July 4,2025 email to the City is attached

hereto as Exhibit C.l

6. In the morning of July 5,2025, we obtained a proper-sized cap and installed it on

the City's abandoned sewer lateral. I sent a follow-up email to the City with a photograph of the

capped sewer lateral. We again received no response from the City to this email. [A true and

correct copy of my July 5, 2025 email to the City is attached hereto as Exhibit D.l

7. On July 6,2025,I sent another email to City staff advising that we had capped the

a
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bandoned sewer lateral and inviting City staff to contact us with any questions. We have

no response from the City to this email. [A true and correct copy of my July 5,2025

to the City is attached hereto as Exhibit E.l

8. Having received no response, on July 8,2025,I sent an email directly to Code

Officer LizbethRodriguez, who Mr. Campen had identified in one of his emails. I

that we capped the sewer lateral three days earlier. I also expressed my concern that

body from Code Enforcement, Planning, or Engineering notified us directly, which to me

any contention that there was any'oemergency". Finally, I explained that contacting

about supposed a code violation at the property through my lawyer rather than me directly

increased my family's attorney fees. The only response I received was an email

receipt, and nothing else. [A true and correct copy of my July 8, 2025 emailto

Rodriguez and her response are attached hereto as Exhibit F.]

9. Early on July 9,2025, our contractors began actual excavation and grading of the

in preparation for delivery of an LID system and related items. There was operating heavy

pment at the site. Code Compliance Officers Rey Lozano and Lizbeth Rodriguez arrived at

site, walked around, and exchanged pleasantries with my brother Howard. They gave no

that there had been any code violation or other problem at the site. They did not

the issues raised in Mr. Campen's July 3, 2025 "emergency" email.

10. Later that day (July 9,2025),I received an email from City Officer Rodriguez and

attached "Notice of Administrative Citation" also dated July 9, 2025. The Notice is not

to me or to my brother or to the Chan Family Living Trust. It is addressed to: "CHAN

AND CINDY TRUST ET AL CHAN FAMILY TRUST". The photographs

to the Notice are dated July 2 and July 3,2025. [A true and correct copy of the Notice of

is attached hereto as Exhibit G.l

11. The first alleged o'violation" listed on the Citation is for the project being

"permitted to remain in a state of partial construction." This Notice was issued after Offrcers

and Rodriguez visited the site in person, saw the construction activity going on, asked

about it, and were told that the site is being prepared for installation of the LID unit and

-J-
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developments.

12. The second alleged "violation'o listed on the Citation is for alleged illicit discharge

into the public sewer system. However, neither the text of the Notice nor the attached Jluly 2-3,

2025 photographs give any indication of how or whether any such discharge took place. To my

knowledge, having visited the Property at around that time period, there was no such

discharge.

13 Finally, the third o'violation" is for "inadequate plumbing." The City knows that

project is still under construction and that no plumbing can be installed there until the LID

system is in place.

14. Early this morning (July 23,2025), the LID tank was delivered to the site and our

contractors immediately began assembling the tank for installation. This is a complicated

involving many parts. Some components already have been set into the ground.. The

of this work can be seen in the attached photographs showing the size of the excavation. In

coming days, our contractors will be pouring gravel, assembling the units, and doing other

work. Provided that the work goes smoothly and there are no labor shortages, I

that installation of the LID unit will be complete within two weeks from now. That,

is contingent on the scheduling requirements of our contractors and the availability of

[True and correct photographs I took of the work throughout the day today are attached

as Exhibit H.l

15. Thomas Vong, my licensed general contractor, has been actively overseeing the

ect and has had numerous personal contacts with City staff. I understand that no City staff

from Planning, Engineering, or other relevant City departments reached out to Mr

ong regarding the status of the project. City staff are always free to contact Mr. Vong directly

apparently have not done so.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is, the best of my knowledge, true and corect.

Executed "{l!g3-, z025at South Pasadena,
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Emergency Action Required at 795 W. Garvey Ave

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com; bjbickelfh@aol.com;acohen@cjbllp.com;tstephen@cjbllp'com

Cc: mahensley@bwslaw.com

Date: Thursday, July 3,2A25 at 07:54 PM PDT

Dear All,

I am providing a coufiesy notice that uncontrolled sewer discharge coming from under a door on the

west side of the building at 7gS W. Garvey Ave. was discovered yesterday afternoon at about 3:30 p'm.

(See attached photos.f This is a violation of the Monterey Park Municipal Code, State law, and an

environmental hazard. City staff have yet to see any signs of construction crews or work on the
property, including yesterday or today, and there is still no indication that anyone associated with the

Property has responded to this issue.

Further analysis of the sewer plans that were approved by the City in October 2024 specifically calls out

the need to cap an existing abandoned sewer lateral on the Property and which was required to have

been done under plumbing Code S 722.1 when the old gas station was demolished in 2017 ' I have

confirmed with the City Engineer that the location of the discharge is in the same general area as the

abandoned lateral, miting it the likely source. (See attached plans.) lt is unknown the extent to which

this discharge has occurred in the past.

Needless to say, the cause of the sewer discharge needs to be confirmed and remedied immediately.

and without furtlrer delay, f you could please keep me apprised of your progress on this. Also note

below the requiiements of-MPMC S 14.04.027 in these types of situations. A formal response from the

City will be issued on MondaY.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Plumbing Code 722.1 (per MPMC 16.09.010)
722.1Building (House) Sewer. An abandoned building
(house) sewer, or part thereof, shall be plugged or capped in

an approved manner within 5 feet (1524 mm) of the property

line.

MPMC '14.04.027 (amending Los Angeles County Code Section 20.24.2001

Section 20.Z4.2OO of the county's sanitary sewers and industrial waste code is amended as follows:

20.24.200 Notification of Uncontrolled Discharges Required.
(A) ln the event of an uncontrolled discharge, the discharger or permittee shall immediately notify the

bounty Director of public Works and the City Engineer of the incident by telephone. The notification

shall include location of discharge, type of material, concentration and volume, and correction actions

taken.
(B) Within 10 days after the uncontrolled discharge, the discharger or permittee shall submit to the

bounty Director of puOtic Works and the City Engineer a detailed written report describing the cause of

the discharge, corrective action taken and measures to be taken to prevent future occurrences' Such

notification shall not relieve the discharger or permittee of liability or fines incurred as a result of the

uncontrolled discharge.
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Timothy E. Campen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite '1600, San Diego, CA 92101
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EXHIBIT B

EXHIBIT B



RE: Emergency Action Required at 795 W. Garvey Ave

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com

Cc: acohen@cjbllp.com;tstephen@cjbllp.com;bjbickelfh@aol.com;mahensley@bwslaw.com

Date: Thursday, July 3,2025 at 08:44 PM PDT

I am not aware that any owners of the Property have been contacted directly by City staff regarding this

issue. This is a late breaking development just before the July 4th holiday and it took a little time to
confirm what the discharge was (and its likely cause), hence this courtesy notice now and a formal
response on Monday.

I look forward to updates on this issue being addressed

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Campen I Partner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

ii619.814.5810 | r619.814.5800 | F619.814.6799 | rS619.861.7707

r..:'lnpgii'ii:!-.vviEiaw.corlr I vi-li,rr<: I lJio I l:v slatt'ctlt:r

IfL,,FKi. WIt t..IAMIi & SJOFENJ:iEN, Lt-P

The intormalion contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege andlor represents confidential altorney work product. Recipienls should nol file copies

of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it

to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying ol this

communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibiled. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US

IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. ThANK YOU.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2Q25 8:32 PM
To: Campen, Timothy E. <TCampen@bwslaw.com>
Subject: Re: Emergency Action Required at 795 W. Garvey Ave

IEXTERNAL]

Dear Mr. Campen: Thank you for your email. Has the City alerted the Chans directly? I have,

of course, fonryarded this information to my clients and I am sure the matter will be promptly

and fully resolved, Have a good Fourth of July holiday.

Very truly yours,
Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail message, including any attachments, are intended solely for
the use of the person or entity to which the e-mail u/as addressed. lt contains

of3 7123/2025,2:12 PM



information that may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, work-product
doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from disclosure by applicable state
and federat taw. lf you received this e-mail message in error, please e'mail
Akrastinstaw@@ hy repty e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the

original e-mail as well as any attachments.

On Thursday, July 3,2025 at 07:55:00 PM PDT, Campen, Timothy E. .tcampe-n@lwghweon> wrote

Dear All,

I am providing a courtesy notice that uncontrolled sewer discharge coming from under-a door on the west side

of the building at 7gS W Garvey Ave. was discovered yesterday afternoon at about 3:30 p.m. (See attache^d

photos.)This-is a violation of th-e Monterey Park MunicipalCode, State law, and an environmentalhazard. City

staff have yet to see any signs of construction crews or work on the Property, including yesterday or today, and

there is stiit no indication that anyone associated with the Property has responded to this issue

Further analysis of the sewer plans that were approved by the City in October 2024 specifically calls out the

need to c"p Ln existing abandoned sewer lateral on the Property and which was required to have been done

under plumbing Codei 722.i when the old gas station was demolished in 2017. I have confirmed with the City

Engineer that tfie location of the discharge iJin the same general area as the abandoned lateral, making it the

likeiy source. (See attached plans.) lt is unknown the extent to which this discharge has occurred in the past.

Needless to say, the cause of the sewer discharge needs to be qonfirmed and remedied immediat-ely and

witnouttu*nei@e[meapprisedofyourprogreSsonthi.s'Alsonotebelowthe
@9ln'o+'ozlinthesetypesofsituations.AformalresponSefromtheCitywillbe
issued on Monday,

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter

Plumbing Code 722.1 (per MPMC 16.09'010)

722.1Building (House) Sewer. An abandoned building

(house) sewer, or part thereof, shall be plugged or capped in

an approved manner within 5 feet (1524 mm) of the property

line.

lof 3
712312025,2:12 PM



MPMC 14.04.027 (amending Los Angeles County Code Section 20.24.2001

Section 2A.24.200 of the county's sanitary sewers and industrial waste code is amended as follows:

20.24.200 Notification of U ncontrol led D ischarges Req u ired

(A) ln the event of an uncontrolled discharge, the discharger or permittee shall immediately notify the County
Director of Public Works and the City Engineer of the incident by telephone. The notification shall include
location of discharge, type of material, concentration and volume, and correction actions taken.

(B) Within 10 days after the uncontrolled discharge, the discharger or permittee shall submit to the County
Director of Public Works and the City Engineer a detailed written report describing the cause of the discharge,
corrective action taken and measures to be taken to prevent future occurrences. Such notification shall not
relieve the discharger or permittee of liability or fines incurred as a result of the uncontrolled discharge.

Timothy E. Campen lPartner
Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D 619.814.5810 I 0 619.814.5800 | f-. 619.814.6799 | r'd 619.861.7707
ru:aripgr@bu;siaw.ccrn I vCard I Bio I bwslaw com

BURKE, WII-LIAM$ & $OFEN$EN, LLP

The information conlained in this e-mail message is intended only for lhe CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subiect to the atlorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work producl. Recipients should not file

copies of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designaied addressee named above or the authorized agenl responsible for

delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution

or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE

NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. ThanK you.

of3 7 /23/2025, 2:12 PM



EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C



On Fri, Jul 4, 2025 al 2:45 PM Eddie Chan <edchan930@gEa!.cal0> wrote:

Dear Engineering, Public Works and other staff:

Last night (July 3 at around 8:30 p.m.), I learned indirectly that the City found what they called an "uncontrolled

sewer disihaigei at our 7g5 W. Garvey property. Nobody from the City contacted either me or my brother Howard

directly about Inis. lt looks like there wis a baciflow of water out of the abandoned sewer lateral. None of this

could have come from our property because no plumbing has been installed yet and there is no flowing water.

Early this morning I went to our property and looked everything over. I saw some deposits of sand and debris

and a imall puddle in the hole we dug forihe pipes. Nothing was flowing and none of the water or deposits left our

properly. I attached some photos. This hasn't happened before. A couple of days ago, either Tuesday or

W"On"iC"y, Howard observed a hydro cleaning iiuck doing high pressure blast cleaning of the sewer system right

by Atlantic lnd Garvey. This looks iit<e it is relaild io the ongoing City plumbing proiect along Atlantic. I think the

puddle and debris came from that.

When we went to the site early this morning to cap the sewer lateral, we found that our cap was too small for

the pipe. I went to Home Depot where they told me ihey don't stock that size of pipe supplies in the store' Because

of the Fourth of July holiday ioOay, lhe other supply places are closed. We will try all of the supply places tomorrow

and cap the pipe as soon i" *e ian buy the cap. t"iust ordered a cap online as a precaution and expect to get it

on Sunday.
Sincerely
Edward Chan

3 ol3
712312025,2:31 PM
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Fonrvarded message
From: Eddie chan <edchan930@g!0el.cgF>
Date: Sat, Jul5,2A25 at 11:41AM

Subject: Re: 795 Garvey Emergency Action

To: Tran, Nam <ntran@mgnl@yp3tK,-@gov>, Shiau, Peter <PSH|Au@monterqypark-ea'gov>' Mazboudi' Ziad

<zmazboudi@monterey-F$. ca. gov>

Sincerely,
Ed Chan

l3'1,?no yesrerday we had difficurty obraining a cap to ptace on the pipe to prevent a backflow due to the July 4th

holiday. We have rouno 
" 

,tore-open this mirninJlrt"1 las tne size 91". "to 
that we can use to cover the pipe'

Attached is a picture of the pipe with the cap to pftvent the probrem that occurred from the hydro cleaning of the

pipls. f you should have any question please let me know'

7123/20?5,2:31 PM
I of3
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Forwarded message
From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gnrail.com>

Date: Sun, Jul6, 2025, 12:33 PM

Subject: 795 Garvey. hydro cleaning schedule
To: Shiau, peter <psHlAU@montereyps-tK.cagov>, Tran, Nam <ntran@monterey-pg1f,pa.gov>' Mazboudi, Ziad

< zm azbou d i @ m o nterey-pg1[. cag ov>

Hi Public Works
on July 3rd in the evening I was notified of what was called an "emergency sewage discharge" by my attorney' No

one from public works or engineering contact I or my brother via email or phone about this' As noted in a

previous email to public woixs we couldn't have discharge sewage as the building does not have running water or

sewage. we inspected the site on the 4th and noticed thlre may have been backflow from the lateral pipe into the

hole we dug to work on the plumbing. we did not notice any current flow out of the lateral. we remember earlier on

Tuesday or wednesday we seen hydro cleaning trucks doing pipe cleaning near our site' we suspect that some of

the water backflow may have come from tne n'rdn pressure iieaning. we have put a cap on the pipe as described in

an earlier email.
What we would like to know if we can get a schedule of the cleaning planned for this month so we can monitor the

lateral pipe if this problem occurs again-. please let us know or feel iree to contact me if you have questions

Sincerely
Eddie Chan

7/2312025,2:17 PM
lof I
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Hi Liz,,
I am fonruarding you these emails sent to public works officials over the weekend. As described in the email I was

not notified about this until close to gpM Thursday July 3rd. What I do find troubling about the notification is that it

was sent to my attorney from the city attorney. ln reading the city attorney letter I realized he states that there was

an uncontrolled sewage spill that wis deemeO an "emergency" on Wednesday July 2nd around 3:30pm ' Owning

various properties for many years whenever we had a problem with sewage spill, usually fire department or other

officials would reach out to the owners to get an emergency repair to prevent the environmental hazard that the city

attorney claims. ln addition I also visited the property on July 3rd in the afternoon to buy some food and did not

notice any water running down the sidewalk. 
'Also 

further thi city attorney sent blueprint plans and described that

there may be an aband6ned lateral pipe that is leaking. First, I would like you to know we never had this problem

before. ln addition we did witness hydro pressure sewer cleaning trucks in the area on Wednesday which is

probably the source of the water. These facts would indicate that this was an isolated issue caused by the pressure

cleaning and that no emergency environmental hazard exists. ln the pictures above there was no water flowing from

the pipjand that it couldn;t have been caused by our property as we currently don't have flowing water into the

building. Also if the city attorney sent blueprints he must have received it from public works and that would mean

that this was discussed with multiple departments. This fact would mean that this could have easily been notified

about this as many of the city officials have my email address and probably my phone number too' I know this as I

have received emails from these officials. I know for sure many officials have Howard's phone number too We

have taken steps to prevent another backflow if there was another pressure cleaning as shown in the emails sent to

public works. I find it troubling that a simple issue raised to the level that incurred legal cost to both the city and l'

Forwarded message
From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.conr>
Date: Tue, Jul 8,2025 at 9:37 AM
Subject: Fwd: 795 Garvey Emergency Action
To: < lrodriguea@mgglgeypa$.gagov>

Sincerely,
Ed Chan

Forwarded message
From: Eddie Chan <edcharr930@gmail com>

Date: Sat, Jul 5, 2025 at 1'1:41 AM

Subject: Re: 795 Garvey Emergency Action
To: Tran, Nam <ntran@monter6y-pa&-.ca.gov>, Shiau, Peter <PSHIAU@monterey-palklagov>' Mazboudi' Ziad

<zmazboud i@monterey-pe-1[.qa. gov>

Hello,
As noted yesterday we had difficulty obtaining a cap to place on the pipe to prevent a backflow due to the July 4th

holiday. we have iound a store opin this morning inat nas the size of a cap that we can use to cover the pipe'

Attached is a picture of the pipe with the cap to pLvent the problem that occurred from the hydro cleaning of the

pipes. lf you should have any question please let me know

Sincerely,
Ed Chan

7123/2025,2:31 PM
I of 3
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
320 WEST NEWMARK AVENUE' MONTEREY PARK California 917il-2896

wtrywJlgllelevElbg3.

CHAN RAYMOND AND CINDY TRUST ET AL CHAN
FAMILY TRUST
PO BOX 861056
LOS ANGELES, CA 90086

NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE CITATION

RE:
APN:
Gase No:
Gitation No:

795 W GARVEY AVE
5256-003-034
cE-23-0117
25-0075

Date: July 9, 2025

To CHAN RAYMOND AND CINDY TRUST ET AL CHAN FAMILY TRUST,

An inspection of the subject property was performed by a Code Enfo_rcement Officer and revealed
conditi6ns that are in violation of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (MPMC) On 0710212025.

Please note that the violation(s) must be corrected by 0712312025 and the fee should be paid no later than
August 9,2025

The violation(s) listed below have not been corrected or resolved.

First citation lxl $100.00 [ I $200.00 [ I $500.00

Violation #1: MPMC 4.30.050 Public Nuisances-Designated - lt is unlaMul and it is declared to
be a public nuisance for any person owning, leasing, occupying, or having charge or possession of
any rbsidential, agricultural, commercial, industrial, business park, office, educational, religious, ,
va6ant, or other plemises within the city, to maintain such premises in such a manner that any of
the following conditions are found to exist thereon:
(a) A violation of any regulations adopted by reference by the Monterey Park Municipal Code;
(4) Creates a danger or attractive nuisance to the public,
(5) Causes detriment to neighboring properties or property values

(c)Any building or structure which is partially destroyed, damaged, abandoned, boarded up, dilapidated, or
permitted to remain in a state of partial construction;

Corrective Action: Complete all construction work per building, engineering and planning approved
plans.

Citation for violation #1 [X] $100.00

Violation #2: MPMC 6.30.030 lllicit Discharges and Connections - The following activities are unlawful:
(a) To allow, contribute to, or otherwise assist in discharge of non-stormwater rungtf flgryprivate.or public
property to or through the MS4 unless such discharge complies with the municipal NPDES permit or is
authori2ed by a sep-arate NPDES permit or fully complies with a SWPPP. Examples include, without
limitation:
(13) Throwing, depositing, placing, leaving, maintaining, or permitting t9 be thrown, deposited, or placed,
dny refuse, rubbish, garbage, or any other discarded or abandoned objects, articles or accumulations, in

a W,
IFO



or upon any street, alley, sidewalk, storm drain, inlet, catch basin conduit or drainage structure, or upon
any public or private plot of land in the city, so that the same might become a pollutant, except in
containers, recycling bags, or other lawfully established waste disposal facilities.
(b)To spill, dump, dispose or place any material other than stormwater runoff into the MS4.
'c) To allow outdoor storage of unsealed containers of building materials such as dirt, wood and wood
products, mineral aggregates, liquids, and other building materials containing hazardous materials in
areas susceptible to runoff.
(d) To construct or use an illicit connection whether the connection is used intentionally or unintentionally.
ln addition to any other civil or criminal penalty, illicit connections must be removed at the expense of the
user.
(e)To place objects such as vehicle parts containing grease, oil or other hazardous substances, and
unsealed receptacles containing hazardous materials in areas susceptible to runoff. (Ord.2100 S 2, 2013)
Corrective Action: Discontinue any illicit discharges from occurring at the property.

Citation for violatio n #2 lxl $ 1 00.00

Violation #3: CA Health & Safety Code 17920.3(e) lnadequate Plumbing - All plumbing, except plumbing
that conformed with all applicable laws in effect at the time of installation and has be maintained in good
condition, or that may not have conformed with all applicable laws in effect at the time of installation but is
currently in good and safe condition and working property, and that is free of cross connections and
siphonage between fixtures.
Gorrective Action: Repair inadequate, damaged or unsafe plumbing. lf sewer lateral has been capped
contact the building inspector to verify that the cap that is being used for the lateral is in compliance with
the building code.

Citation for violation #3 [X] $100.00

Citation Total : $300

I acknowledge receipt of this Notice (Citation No: 25-0075) Dated: July 9,2025

X Signature: Printed Name:

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

Date: July 9,2025

Lizbeth Rodriguez

t,

Signature of lssuing Officer Printed Name of lssuing Officer
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IMPORTANT.READ CAREFULLY

Administrative Citation: The City of Monterey Park Code provides for the issuance of administrative
citations for City of Monterey Park.

Payment: Payment must be made in full within 30 calendar days gf the is.suance of the citation.Payment
mayTe madd online at www.CitationProcessingCenter.com or mailed to the addressbelow. Do not send
cash. Make checks payable to the City of Monterey Park. Please indicate the citation number on your
check and enclose a copy of the citation. Mail payment and citation to the following address:

City of Monterey Park
CiO Citation Processing Center
P.O.Box7275
Newport Beach, CA 92658-7 27 5

THERE WILL BE A $25.00 SERVICE CHARGE FOR ALL RETURNED CHECKS

Order to Abate Violations: The Responsible Party is hereby ordered to abate violation(s) listed above.
Violation(s) must be abated immediately unless a specific correction date has been provided.

tf payment is not received within 30
be added to the amount due.calendar days of the issuance n, an additional late fee will

Right of AppealA Responsible Party issued an administrative cg_tatlgn may appeal the citation-by filing an
appeet witFiir 15 calendardays of the issuance of the citation. To file an appeal, a Nolice otAppeal.and
fiili payment must be entered at www.CitationProcessingCenter.cqm or mailed to the address above
within i5 calendardays of the issuance of the citation. The Notice of Appeal must include the reasons for
'he appeal. Except ad provided beloq the failure to deposit the total amount of the_ citation penalty shall
renddr'the appeai incomplete. The Responsible Party shall then be responsible for the total amount of the
penalty. A notice of hearing date will be issued upon processing of a completed appeal request.

The failure of any
person to pay the penalty assessed tn the time specified on the citation
or on the invoice from or its
State Franchise Tax or any agency pursuing legal remedies

responsibility to correct

ng agent ult in notification of themay res
collectto the unpaid penalties.

the City
Board,

Payme
further

nt of the citation does not relieve the the violation(s) and shall not bar
enforcement action by the City.

lf you need further clarification about paying your fine, please call (626) 307-1340 for the Management
Services Department.
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WTHOUT ATTORNEY: STATE BAR NO: 1 79,699

NAME: AndrewO. Krastins, Esq. (SBN 179699); BeverlyJ. Bickel, Esq. (SBN 182600)
FIRM NAME: LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
STREET AoDRESS: 333 West 6th StTECt STE 213
crrv: SAN PEDRO STATE: Q[ ZIPCOOE: 9073.I
TELEeHoNE No.: (562) 357-9789 rax ruo. :

E-MAtL AooRESS: akrastinslaw@aol.com
ArroRNEy FoR (nane): Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold, and Patricia Yu

FOR COURr USE ONLV

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF Los Angeles
STREETADDRESS: 600 E. BrOadway
MATLTNGAoDRESS, 600 E. BrOadway

clry AND zrP coDe: Glendale, CA 91206
ERANCH NAME: Glendale COurthOuSe CASE NUMBER:

24NNCVo0087
PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, Et AI.

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: ROBERT CHAN, an individual, Et AI. JUDICIAL OFFICER:

Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE
OEPARTMENT:

E

1. I am at least 18 years old.

a. My residence or business address is (specify):
333 West 6th Street STE 213, San Pedro, CA 90731

b My electronic service address is (specify):
bjbickelfh@aol.com

2. I electronically served the following documents (exact titles)

x The documents served are listed in an attachmenl. (Form POS-050(D\EFS-050(D) may be used for this purpose.)

3. I electronically served the documents listed in 2 as follows:

a. Name of person served:

On behalf of (name or names of pafties represented, if person served is an attorney):

b.

U.

Electronic service address of person served

On (date): 712312025

x

Dale: 712312025

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoi

Beverly Bickel
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF DECLARANT)

The documents listed in item 2 were served electronicallv on the persons and in the manner described in an attachment.
(Form POS-?5)(PVEFS-050(P) may be used for this puipose.)

is true and

Page I of I

Cal. Rules of Court, rule 2.25'l
M.coutls.ca.gov

Form Approved ld Optional Use
Judicial Council of Califomia
POS-050/EFS-050 [Rev. February 1, 20171

PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE
(Proof of Service/Electronic Filing and Service)

TURE OF DECLARANT}



POS450(DyEFS-050(D)

CASE NAME:

People v. Chan

CASE NUMBER:

24NNCV00087

ATTACHMENT TO PROOF OF ELECTRONTC SERVTCE (DOCUMENTS SERVED)

(This attachment is for use with form POS-050/EFS-050.)

The documents that were served are as follows (describe each document specffically):

Second Supplemental Declaration of Defendant Edward M. Chan re Status of Subject Property 795 W
Garvey for July 24,2025 Case Management Conference.

Fom Approved for Optional Us€
Judicial Council of Califomia

POS-050(O)/EFS-050(O)
[New January 1,2010]

ATTACHMENT TO PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVTCE (DOCUMENTS SERVED)

(Proof of ServicelElectronic Filing and Service)
Page 2 u3



POS-050( P)rEFS-0s0( P)

SHORT TITLE:

People v. Chan
CASE NUMBER:

24NNCV00087

ATTACHMENT TO PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE (PERSONS SERVED)
(This attachment is for use with form POS-050/EFS-050.)

NAMES, ADDRESSES, AND OTHER APPLICABLE INFORMATION ABOUT PERSONS SERVED:

Name of Person Served
(lf the person served is an attorney,
the pafty or pafties represented should
also be sfafed.)

Electronic Service Address Date of Electronic Service

Karl H. Berger, Esq.:
Counsel for Plaintiffs

Timothy E. Campen, Esq.:
Counsel for Plaintiffs

Mary Hensley

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq,:
Counsel for Cross-Complnts

Allan Cohen, Esq.: Counsel
for Cross-Compla inants

kberger@bwslaw.com

tcampen@bwslaw.com

mahensley@bwslaw.com

tstephen@cjbllp.com

acohen@cjbllp.com

Date: July 23,2025

Date: July 23,2025

Date: July 23,2025

Date: July 23,2025

Date: July 23,2025

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date

Date

Date:

Date:

Form Approvsd tor Optional Uso
Judicial Council of Calitomia
POS-050{P)EFS-050(P)

lRev. February 1. 20'l7l

ATTACHMENT TO PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE (PERSONS SERVED)
(Proof of Service/Electronic Filing and Service)

3of3Page
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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,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan,
Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

Plaintiffs,
v

CHAN, an individual, et al,

(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY)

El ect rc nica I lV .f t l-:-O hy
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
7lLBl2025 5:1.6 PM
David W. Slayton,
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court,
By A, Oliva, Deputy Clerk

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF
DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN RE
STATUS OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 795
w. GARVEY FOR JULY 24,2025 CASE
MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE

Date: July 24,2025
Time: 8:30 A.M.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

RNIA, e/ a/

Defendants Dept.:
Judge:

E
The Hon. Ashfaq Chowdhury

Action Filed
Trial Date

March 7,2024
None Set

I, Edward Chan, declare as follows:

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

, I could and would testif,'to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

2. I am the son of Robert Chan and Elaine Chan and Elaine Chan. Defendant

Yu Chan is my wife; Defendant Man-Fei Chan Gold is my sister. Defendants Howard

and Raymond Man -Shu Chan are my brothers.

3. My family owns the lot at795 W. Garvey Ave., in Monterey Park, California,

RELATED CROSS-COMPLAINTS

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF EDWARD CHAN RE
STATUS OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 795 W. GARVEY
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at the northeast corner of Atlantic Blvd. and Garvey. That commercial property

"795 W. Garvey") is the subject of this litigation

4. I make this Declaration in order to inform the Court of the current status, recent

5.

and completion of construction at795 W. Garvey.

The largest obstacle to completing the project at795 W. Garvey has been the LID

tank required by state and local environmental regulations. Because of the specific

of the Subject Properfy and other technical factors, the design, approval and permitting

the LID tank took up more than a year, moving through the approval process of the relevant

ity departments and the City's off-site contractors such as Transtech.

6. The LID tank had to be special-ordered through our contractor, Santa Fe Water

ystems (o'Santa Fe") at a cost of some S130,000. Because it is a custom one-of-a-kind piece, it

not be ordered until the final design was fully approved by the City.

7. We received final approval of the LID tank from the City in March 2025.

8. Submission and acceptance of our order by Santa Fe Water Systems ("Santa Fe"),

manufacture of the unit, took more than five months because of Santa Fe's own internal

[True and correct copies of the relevant emails between Santa Fe, the LID tank

, and me are attached hereto as Exhibit A. They are in reverse chronological order. A

and correct copy of the check memorializing our May 28,2025 $27,000 partial payment to

Santa Fe (account number redacted) is attached hereto as Exhibit B.]

9. On June 23,2025, Santa Fe notified me that the LID tank and related materials

be ready for delivery between July 2l and July 25,2025. [A true and correct copy of the

une 23,2025 email from Santa Fe's Jeremy Skarseth to me is attached hereto as Exhibit C.]

10. On July 2,2025,I advised Santa Fe that we wanted the MWSiLID unit to be

to 795 W. Garvey as soon as possible. [A true and correct copy of my July 2,2025

to Santa Fe's Jeremy Skarseth is attached hereto as Exhibit D.] Skarseth replied that the

date would be between July 2I and July 25 and suggested we coordinate delivery. [A true

and correct copy of Jeremy Skarseth's July 2,2025 reply email to me is attached hereto as

a

E.l

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF EDWARD CHAN RE
STATUS OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 795 W. GARVEY
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1 1. Approximately two weeks ago, at our request, a representative of Southern

alifomia Edison came to the Subject Property 795 W. Garvey and guided our contractors in

down the conduit from the street to the transformer area.

I2 By July 10,2025 we had already begun construction work to prepare the site for

of the LID tank and related equipment. Photographs depict heavy construction

performing the preparatory excavation and grading work on the 795 W. Garvey site.

[True and correct copies of these two photographs are attached hereto as Exhibit F.]

13 Our general contractor Thomas Vong has obtained all permits needed for

of the plumbing system. As of the date of this Declaration, there has been no

at195 W. Garvey and no active water source to 795 W. Garvey. Installation of

must be coordinated with installation of the LID unit and sewer tank. As part of the LID

a small tank will be installed at the southeast corner. Mr. Vong advised thatit is most

to install the multiple tanks and related equipment in the same job rather than piecemeal.

14. I already paid Win Supply, the firm which will perform the actual tank

The sewer pump, which we purchased from Win Supply, has already been delivered.

of payment to Win Supply was the full quoted amount of $5,357.71. The sewer pump

be installed by the same contractor who is installing the LID tanks and related equipment.

15. Approximately three weeks ago, our concrete contractor went to City Hall two or

times seeking direction for the traffic control plan necessary for the sidewalk work. City

Staff told our concrete contractor that the City did not have our Street Improvement Plan.

we had already submitted the Street Improvement Plan at the same time as we

the Sewer Plan. Both were stamped and approved by the City in October 2024. I sent

City-approved plans to the City again by email.

16. On July 3,2025,I paid California Barricade for traffic control services which will

necessary for the work on the public sidewalk, which the project requires along the western

southern perimeters of 795 W. Garvey. On July 17,2025,I received notice from California

arricade that they must adjust the traffic control plan as per the recommendations of their

-3-
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF EDWARD CHAN RE

STATUS OF'SUBJECT PROPERTY 795 W. GARVEY



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

10

11

1-2

13

L4

1-5

L6

17

18

19

20

27

22

23

24

25

26

27

2B
C:\t se'3\wFrtoreDriE\
Dmrrenbtchan -
Haralim EC e statc
tor 072.{2025 CMC (Bg
Rev).npd

iewing engineer. We are awaiting these corrections. [A true and correct copy of my family's

to Califomia Baricade (account number redacted) is attached hereto as Exhibit G.]

17. On July 17,2025, Santa Fe delivered a portion of the LID system, including large

components and other items. However, our forklift was not large enough to handle

18.

of these items. We are rescheduling delivery for the July 2l-25, 2025 workweek.

According to our general contractor Thomas Vong, the first item to be set in the

must be the pump basin because the height of all the other tanks depends on the height of

pump basin. Then the proper tank heights can be determined and the other components can be

led

19. We are coordinating actual installation work to begin as close to the actual

ivery of the LID system as possible. We intend to complete the project as quickly and

as is consistent with Mr. Vong's professionaljudgment.

I declare under penalty of per1ury under the laws of the State of California that the

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on t/tr 2025 at South Pasadena, California.

-4-
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF EDWARD CHAN RE

STATUS OF SU&IECT PROPERTY 795 W. GARVEY
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From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 17, 2A25,11:10AM
Subject: Re: 795 Garvey LID
To : J e remy S ka rseth < J M S ka rseth @ sfwsyslgng.ggl0 >

Cc : Th oma s Von g <lqt@Sg.IdUayle ng!ru c!9!.9S_U>

HiJeremy
We tried to have the chambers delivered and the people we talked to when we scheduled the delivery said to
have a fork lift available. However when it came we tried to drop off some items and the fork lift got stuck in the
dirt driveway. The delivery driver said we needed one of those bigger fork lift that is more like a tractor. Bottom
line we need to reschedule.

Sincerely
Eddie

On Wed, Jul 16, 2025,12:35 PM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsygemg-Sgm> wrote

Eddie,

Per our conversation we are expecting to have the Triplex Pump Station ready for delivery around
7123 -2125 nexl week.

Jeremy Skarsefh

Project Manager

.(Santa Fe
*Water Systems

of 14 7118/2025,2:34 PM



10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe Sprngs,_eA 99920

Office: (39J 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m a i I : jmsta rselh @.s@ySte mseom

www.SFWSvstems.com

SFWS DigitalBrochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 1 0,2025 9:04 AM
To: Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@s'lryEyslems.com>; Thomas Vong

<tom@solidwavconstruction. com>
Subject: Re: 795 GarveY Llt)

HiJeremy,

Our goal is to get this delivered closed to the dates you said near the completion date. We are in the process of

exca-vation and grading. I expect to be ready for the chambers by the beginning of next week. Thomas our

contractor needJ evaluate the site for the wetlands. I will get better information by next week. I would have

Thomas or Hcward call you to coordinate the actual dates as we need to make sure we are prepared to place it

in when delivered.

Thanks

Eddie

On Thu, Jul 10, 2025,8:34AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsyslem5.99m> wrote

Eddie,

Do you have a desired delivery date to schedule delivery of the Modular Wetland System?

Please advise so I can coordinate with the plant.

Jeremy' Skarsefh

Project Manager

7. of 14
7/1812025,2:34 PM



(Santa l=ie
%wator systcrns

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanla Fe Spnngs, CA 90670

Office: (894 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m a i I : jnSkUSe! h @StwSyStem s.ppm

www.SFWSystems.com

SFWS DigitalBrochures

F rom : Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@s@y3lems. com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 2,2025 1:09 PM
To: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmal.colll>
Subject: RE: 795 Garvey LID

Eddie,

Pick a date between the 21st and 25th of July so we can get this coordinated.

Jeremy Skarsefh

Project Manager

(Santa Fe
hwater $ystems

10244 Freeman Aue

Sanfa Fe SprlngS, CA 90670

Offiee: (59J 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m a il : j m ska rseth @sfw sv ste

r,vyrnry. sFWSvsfems. com

SFWS DigitalBrochures

i of 14 711812025,2:34 PM



From: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:48 AM
To : Jeremy Skarseth <J M S karseth@sfwsystems. com >

Subject: Re: 795 Garvey LID

Hl Jeremy,

We hope to get the MWS unit delivered ASAP. Please keep us updated with the progress in order that we

can make the arrangements on the property. Being that the property can get busy we would need to make

sure proper safe space is allowed for the truck and equipment to move this unit.

Thanks,

Eddie

On Mon, Jun 23, 2025 al9:33AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsy5lg!0g-99!0> wrote

Eddie & Howard,

I am overseeing the production of your MWS unit. Your order has been released to the

precaster, and anticipated ready dates will be listed below. When the units start reaching

Concrete Complete status, I will reach out to begin scheduling delivery with you.

Here's the delivery information as it stands in our system. However, if there are any

adjustments, missing information, or updates required, please do not hesitate to provide

them at your earliest convenience.

Delivery Address: 795 West Garvey Avenue, Monterey-Bal!, CA, USA

Delivery Site Contact & Phone: (Provide Point of Contact)

Attached, you'll find your approved submittal drawings for review. Please do send them and

the picking information below to your customer.

Picking details:

Unit: 7 2948 1 -0 1 0-MWS L0404OP

. Pieces: (2) piece

. Heaviest pick: Approx. t 7,900 lbs

. Pick Points: 4-point pick

. Media: (1) super sacs shipped with the unit

. Estimated completion date: July 21st - July 25th

l of 14

Should you have any inquiries or concerns, please don't hesitate to reach out at your
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conventence

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

(Santa Fe
ts:\V/ater $ysicnr:;

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe Spnnos. CA 90670

Office: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m a i I : j m s ka rseth @sfusv ste m s. o

vtrww. S F W S yS! e m s. c o m.

SFWS Digital Brochures

F rom : Jeremy Skarseth <J MS karseth@sfwsy5lens. com>
Sent: Friday, June 13,202510:53 AM
To: Eddie Chan <edchan930@gmail.com>; Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfirvsvstems.com>

Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey_@glhrysystems.-com>; Steven Rios <SRios@sirySy5lems.com>,

' Jesus Rodriguez-Martel I <JMartell@Sirosy5lCms. com > ; Ti mothy Nguyen
<timothy*gggyen@Zlggvescafe.com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>; ext

Michael Frasco <gxtMFrasco@sfwsystems,com>; Thomas Vong
<!e![@SgIdwayco ns!rugll on. com >

Subject: RE: 795 GarveY LID

Eddie & Howard,

Please see a list of subcontractors we have worked with frequently and have experience

installing these types of systems.

Please see the list of contractors below, that are familiar with our designed systems.

of 14
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989 N. Batavia St.

9&!se,SA.-92!9Z

Office: (ft[) 988-7862

jggti n @glarounslgdelg rou nd. co m

aaug.rnc@gmail.com

iason@al laround undersround.cotrt

Noriega Pipeline, lnc.

(909) 463-4882

Ve ro n i ca N o ri e g a ve ro n i ca @ n o rie ggpJpe I i n e . co m

Felisha Noriega felisha@noriegApipqine.com
Joseph Noriega jgeph@!onegAplpeline. com
Ptril Garcia pjit@nortegepipeli ne. com

Subzero Excavating

O: 805-522-5043

Chelster Gatchalian chelstergsubzero@gmail. com
M ichael Gatchalian m ichaelg@g@eroexcavating. com

daved subzeroexcavating-. cgm Cavecl@Sgbzeroexcavgling. com
Wessley Manning

Wman n i n g@SUbzercexeayaling com

FLAMIN$O
CONSTRUCTION INC.

12400 Ventura Bottlevard, Unit 1129, Studio City-CA-9-1-0Q4

Direct: 62.6.807.6220

Kyle Ficarra kficarra@fcigc.com

Jeremy Hignite jeremy-@fcigc. com
Janetlr Gutierrez jgutierrez@fcigc. com

rof14 711812025,2:34 PM



David Ragusa dragusa@fci gc. com
Eduardo Martinez emartinez@fgigc. com

Please let us know if there is anything else we can assist with

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

(Sianta Fe
:%walr"r Syile tns

10244 Freentan Ave

Sanfa Fe Sp4417S,-CA 9067.9.

Office: (5621777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m ail : jm ska rseth @sfwsy ste m s. com

www.SFWSySlemS-com

Diqital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 1 9, 2025 11 .1 0 AM

To: Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsystems.com>

Cc : Jeremy Skarseth <J MS karseth@sfwsyslems' com> ; C hris Lindsey
<CLindsey_@sjiwsystems.com>; Steven Rios <SRios@sfwsystems.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-

Vf arteit ..ttvtartett@sRrusystems.com>; Timothy Nguyen <timothy.nguyen@Tleavescafe.com>;

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>, ext Michael Frasco
<extMFrasco@sfwsystems.com>; Thomas Vong <tom@solidwaygsns:lrucilon.com>

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

Hi Robert

Have accounting set up an account in which we can start an order for the tanks first.

Thanks

Eddie

tof14

On Fri, May '16, 2025,12:12PM Robert Sendis <RSendis@stusysiems*Qom> wrote
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Noted,

I will get this sent over to accounting.

Thank you.

Bets regards,

Robert Sendis

Data Entry Specialtst

(tanta Fe
hwater systems

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sorinqs. CA 90670

(562) 777-9724 Office

(562) 670-6104 Cell

rsendis@sfwsvstems. com

www.SFWSyslgps.com

SF\AAN Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchAn93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 16, 2025 11:13 AM
To: Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsystems.com.>

' Cc: Jeremy Skarseth .J@h@fuy5lems.com>; Chris Lindsey
: <CLindsey_@sfwsyslems.com>; Steven Rios <SRios@sirygystems.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-

Martell <JMartel l@sfwsystems. com> ; Timothy Nguyen
.!t-rngtby.nggysn@Tleavescafe.com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>;

' ext Michael Frasco <extMFrasco@sfusystems.com>; Thomas Vong
<tom tOsol idwavconstruction. com>
Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

, Hi Robert

' Attached is the forms that you requested. Please let me know on how we shall proceed to get the

tanks ordered first.

Thank You

Eddie

I of 14
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On Fri, May 16, 2025 at 9:55 AM Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsyslems,sam> wrote

Howard and Eddie,

Can you please complete the attached and return as soon as possible

We need this information to get you entered to our system

Please advise, Thank you

Robert Sendis

Data Entry Specialist

,(9,anta Fe
hwater systems

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Sprrngg, CA 90670

(562) 777-9724 Oftice

(562) 670-6104 Cell

rse n d i s @_sfws y5lgllg-c o m

www.SFWSystems.com

SFVVW Digital Brochu res

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 9, 20253:02PM
To : Jeremy S ka rseth < J M S ka rseth @sfwsy5le.tllg. com >

Cc : Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@gfusy5lems. con> ; Steven Rios
<SRios@sfwsy5lgrns-com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMartell@sfwsy5lgms.com>;

Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsystems.com>; Timothy Nguyen
<ti mothy.gguye n@ZgAyeseate. com > ; And rew O. Krasti n s, Esq'
<a krasti n slaw@aoleom> ; ext M i ch ael F rasco <extM F rasco@sfwsyste!0S-. co m >

Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

HiJeremy

Received Thanks

Eddie

)of14 7l18/2025,2:34 PM



On Fri, May 9, 2025,2:59 PM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@stusyslgns.eAm> wrote

Howard,

Attached is the annual maintenance quote for this project

I also want to confirm that you received the submittals we sent over yesterday

Please advise.

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

,(Santa Fa
b.uvate, $stems

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe SWlngS, A 90670

Office: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cett: (909) 203-0319

Em ail : jm skarseth @gtwsy ste m s. com

v,rww. S F W Sy ste m s. c o m_

SFWS Digital Brochures

From: Jeremy Skarseth
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 20251:50 PM

To:'Eddie Chan' <edchan93O@gmail.com>
Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@gtwsystems.com>; Steven Rios
<SRios@sl,vqystems.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMartell@sfusy5lems.co111>;

Robert Sendis .BS.endis@sfwsystems.com>;'Ttmothy Nguyen'
<timothy,nggysg@Tleavescafe.com>;'Andrew O. Krastins, Esq''
<akrastinslaw@aol. com>
Subject: RE: 795 Garvey LID

0of14 7l18/2025,2:34 PM



Howard,

Per our conversation this morning, please see submittals for this project in the link
below.

hl!ps:ilwww.Oropbox.com/scl/filbndzhn4uxi3813h935su0/25-011-795-W-Garvey-Ave-
Monterey:PgIk. pdftlley=f2r4gl bhrxzmd 1 2l23e8tvyjygg!=bi8xd id&dl=O

Please confirm receipt of submittals

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sales

(Santa Fe
E=rWoter Systerils

10244 Freelnan Ave

Santa Fe Spring$, CA 90670

Office: (5Q 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cetl: (909) 203-0319

Em a il : j m skarseth@Stwsy ste m s. co m

vt\trw. S F W S y st e m s. c o m.

SEWS Digital Brochures

F rom : Jeremy Skarseth <J MSkarseth@ghusystems. com >

Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2025 3:54 PM

To: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>
Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey@sfwsy5lems.com>; Steven Rios
<SRios@sfwsystems.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMartell@sflntsystems,com>;

Robert Sendis .RSendis@sfwsystems. com>; Timothy Ng uyen
<timothy-nggySn@Tleavescafe.com>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq'

I of 14 7118/2025,2:34 PM



<akrasti nslaw@aol. com>
Subject: RE: 795 Garvey LID

Eddie

Attached are the submittals for this project,

Once approved submittals are sent back to us, we can get this project released into

production.

Please confirm receipt of submittals.

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

(Santa Fe
E=lwarer systorns

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Office: (562) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

E m a i I : j m s k a rseth @sfosyslem-

www.SFWSvstems.com

SEWS Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>

Sentr Thursday, March 20,202511:41 AM
To : Je re m y Ska rseth <J M S ka rseth @sfwsy5leg-g-com >

Gc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@s'fwgystems-com>; Steven Rios
<SRios@sfrrysystems.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMArtgll@sfwsy-stems.com>;

Robert Send is <RSend is@sfusy5lens. com>; Timothy Ng uyen
<timothy.nggygn@Tleavescafe.cgg>; Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.
<akrastinslaw@aol. com>
Subject: Re: 795 GarveY LID

2of14
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Hi Jeremy

Here is my signature on the proposal. Let's start the process of ordering the syslem. Currently

our contractoi seems to have left the job. I am working with our prospective tenant and our

architect to find someone new to do the job. This may hamper when we should deliver the parts

of the system based on the contractor's readiness to do the work. I will keep you updated so we

have a.better idea when to have the system delivered. Hope you are doing well'

Sincerely

Ed Chan

on Mon, Mar 10, 2025 at 11 :53 AM Jeremy skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsyslgCIs'c9!0> wrote

Eddie,

The longest lead time for this project would be roughly 10-12 weeks after receipt of

approved submittals

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

($anta Fe
Ei\Wntet Systotns

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe SpltngS, CA 90670

Office: (56Q 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: QA9) 203-0319

E m a i I : j ryk a rs et h @.Sfwsystems-qom

uruw.SFWSul;tems.com

SFWS Digital Brochures

From: Eddie Chan <gdchan930@gmail.com>

Sent: WednesdaY, March 5,2025 2:54 PM

To : Jeremy Skarseth <JM Skarseth@sfwsystems' com>

l3of14
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Cc: Chris Lindsey <CLindsey-@gfwsy5lems,com>; Steven Rios
<SRios@sfwsyggms.com>; Jesus Rodriguez-Martell <JMartell@sfwsystems.com.>;

Robert Sendis <RSendis@sfwsyste-ms. com>
Subject: Re: 795 Garvey LID

HiJeremy

Would you know what is the lead time on this?

Thanks

Eddie

m
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On Mon, Jun 23, 2025 at 9:33 AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsysle0s.e9ll> wrote

Eddie & Howard,

I am overseeing the production of your MWS unit. Your order has been released to the

precaster, and inticipated ready dates will be listed below. When the units start reaching

boncrete Complete status, I will reach out to begin scheduling delivery with you.

Here's the delivery information as it stands in our system. However, if there are any

adjustments, misiing information, or updates required, please do not hesitate to provide

them at your earliest convenience.

Delivery Address: 795 West Garvey:Venue, Monterey PalK, CA' USA

Delivery Site Contact & Phone: (Provide Point of Contact)

Attached, you'll find your approved submittal drawings for review. Please do send them and

the picking information below to your customer'

Picking details:

lJ nit: 7 2948 1 -0 1 0-M WS L0404OP

. Pieces: (2) Piece

. Heaviest pick: Approx. t 7,900 lbs

. Pick Points: 4-point pick

. Media: (1) super sacs shipped with the unit

. Estimated completion date: July 21st - July 25th

Should you have any inquiries or concerns, please don't hesitate to reach out at your

convenlence

Jeremy Skarsefh

lnside Sa/es

(Santa Fe
Ehwater Systern$

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe SpttngS, CA 90674

Office: (W) 777-9724



Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cetl: (909) 203-0319

Em ait : im ska rseth @sfw sygle m s' com

v,wvw.SFWSYSIgms'com

SFWS DigllglBrocbures
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From: Eddie Chan <edchan93O@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 2,202511:48 AM
To: Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsystems. com>
Subject: Re: 795 Garvey LID

HlJeremy,

We hope to get the MWS unit delivered ASAP. Please keep us updated with the progress in order that we

can make the arrangements on the property. Being that the property can get busy we would need to make

sure proper safe space is allowed for the truck and equipment to move this unit.

Thanks,

Eddie

On Mon, Jun 23, 2025 at 9:33 AM Jeremy Skarseth <JMSkarseth@sfwsyslems.co!]> wrote:

Eddie & Howard,

I am overseeing the production of your MWS unit. Your order has been released to the
: precaster, and anticipated ready dates will be listed below. When the units start reaching
: Concrete Complete status, I will reach out to begin scheduling delivery with you.

Here's the delivery information as it stands in our system. However, if there are any
adjustments, missing information, or updates required, please do not hesitate to provide

them at your earliest convenience.

Delivery Address: 795 West Garvey:Nenue, Monterey-PalK, CA, USA

Delivery Site Contact & Phone: (Provide Point of Contact)

Attached, you'll find your approved submittal drawings for review. Please do send them and

the picking information below to your customer.

Picking details:

U nit: 7 2948 1 -0 1 0-MWS L0404OP

. Pieces: (2) piece

. Heaviest pick: Approx. t 7,900 lbs

. Pick Points: 4-point pick

. Media: (1) super sacs shipped with the unit

' Estimated completion date: July 21st - July 25th

lof14

Should you have any inquiries or concerns, please don't hesitate to reach out at your

'7118/2025,2:34 PM



convenrence.

Jeremy Skarsefh

: lnside Sa/es

(Santa Fe
b.water $stems

10244 Freeman Ave

Santa Fe SptiagS,-CA 90670.

Office: (W) 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Cell: (909) 203-0319

' 
Email: imskarseth@sfwsvstems.com

. www.SFWSvstems.com

'. SFWS Digital Brochures
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F rom : Je remy S ka rseth <J MS ka rseth@sfwsy5!g!19.. co m,>

Sent: Wednesday, July 2,20251:09 PM

To : Eddie Chan <edchan930@g-rngjl-. com>
Subject: RE: 795 Garvey LID

Eddie,

' Pick a date between the 21st and 25th of July so we can get this coordinated

Jeremy Skarsefh

: Project Manager

tl$anta Fe
E=\Water Syslerns

10244 Freeman Ave

Sanfa Fe Sprlngg, CA 90670

' Offiee: (594 777-9724

Direct: (562) 777-9454

Celt: pAg) 203-0319

t Email: jmskarseth@stwsvste

v'tww.SFWSvstems.com

SFWS DigitalBrochures

of 14 7/18/2025,2:34 PM
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C:\Use6\owner\OneDrive\
Documents\Chan -
Monterey Park - Facts and
Krastins Decl for Motion
for Protective Order.wpd

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
LAW OFFICE OF AIIDREW 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,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold and
Patricia Yu Chan

(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY)

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of California.
€ountlr of Los Angeles
AIO7I2O25 6:48 PM
David W. Slayton,
Exesutive Officer/Clerk of Court.
By A. Oliva. Deputy Clerk

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO
QUASH NOTICES OF DEPOSITION,
STAY THE TAKING OF DEPOSITIONS
BY PLAINTIFFS, AND FOR A
PROTECTIVE ORDER PROHIBITING
THE DEPOSITIONS OR LIMITING THE
SCOPE OF THE DEPOSITIONS OF
DEFEI{DANTS EDWARD M. CHAN AND
HOWARD CHAN; MEMORANDUM OF,
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES;
DECLARATION OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS; EXHIBITS

[filed concurrently with Declaration of
Edward M. Chan, and [Proposed] Orderl

Hearing Date: October 1612025
Time: 8:30 A.M.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury

Reservation # 908607844145

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

et al

Plaintiffs,

ERT CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants.

Action Filed
1" Am Complaint
Trial Date

: March 7,2024
:August 23,2024
: September 21,2026

TO PLAINTIFFS HEREIN AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that, on October 16,2025 at 8:30 a.m. or as soon

as the matter may be heard, in Division E of this Court, located at 600 E. Broadway,

-l-
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR PROTBCTTVE ORDER REGARDING THE DEPOSITIONS

OF DEFENDANTS EDWARD M. CHAN AND HOWARD CHAN

RELATED CROSS-COMPLAINTS
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C:\UseB\owner\OneDrive\
Documents\Chan -
Monterey Park - Facts and
Krastins Decl for Motion
for Proteclive Order.wpd

California 91206, Defendants Man-Fei Chan Gold, Patricia Chan, Howard M. Chan,

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

") will, and hereby do, move pursuant to Code of Civ. Proc. $ 2025.410@ and $

5.a20@) - (b) for a Protective Order:

(1) quashing the Notice of Rescheduled Deposition and Production of Documents to

Howard Chan and the Notice of Rescheduled Deposition and Production of

to Edward Chan (both served on July 23, 2025 with the depositions set for August 1 1 ,

025), and

(2) staying the taking of a deposition of Defendants Howard Chan or Edward Chan, or in

alternative, precluding the Plaintiffs from inquiring into either of those Defendants' financial

their family's financial matters, or any other matter not germane to whether there

exists a public nuisance violating the statutes and ordinances cited in the operative

This Motion will be made on the grounds that:

(a) inquiry into Defendants' financial affairs violates Movants' rights to financial privacy

the state and federal constitutions and case authority,

(b) the same violates the financial privacy rights of the other Chan Defendants,

(c) the depositions as noticed are duplicative of earlier discovery and are unduly

and

(d) the portion of information Plaintiffs demand via these depositions that may be within

scope of this litigation is either already in Plaintiffs' possession or can more readily be

by Plaintiffs directly elsewhere at less cost; therefore these depositions would impose

burden and expense on Movants.

August 1,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

By
Andrew O. Krastins,
Attomey for Edward M. Chan, Edward M. Chan as

Trustee of the Chan Family Living Trust, Howard
Chan, Patricia Yu Chan, and Man-Fei Chan Gold
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

INTRODUCTION

Movants are completing construction of a 7 Leaves coffee shop/office development at

95 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park ("Subject Property"), airr active construction project in

final stages of completion, on property owned by their family since the 1970s. Movants'

contractor and subcontractors are working diligently with City staff to complete the

ect and open 7 Leaves for business as soon as possible. Defendant Edward Chan has filed

declarations with this Court detailing, under penalty of perjury, the most recent

toward completion. Movants affirmatively encouraged City staff to work directly with

' licensed general contractor to stay up-to-date on the project, because the general

has the most recent information and the best knowledge concerning the project.

Plaintiffs are suing Movants, and their only remaining claim is for public nuisance based

alleged violation of the Monterey Park Municipal Code at the Subject Property. Plaintiffs

that these code violations are strict liability offenses and that Plaintiffs need only prove

existence of a code violation in order to prevail attrial. Despite this, Plaintiff City seeks to

Defendants Edward Chan and Howard Chan about the private financial affairs of

and other Chan defendants, matters which are outside the scope of this litigation. City

also demands, in addition to Defendants' financial documents, numerous records and

graphs dating back to 2017.

Because Plaintiffs' sole remaining claim is bottomed on strict liability, neither the

' financial condition, their motivations, nor the history of their actions or inactions is

here, either to their liability or to the injunctive relief that Plaintiffs seek. The burden,

expense, and intrusiveness that Plaintiffs' depositions would entail clearly outweigh the

likelihood that the information sought will lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Therefore, Movants ask that the Court quash the two deposition notices and prohibit the

sitions from going forward, or in the alternative, (a) prohibit Plaintiffs from questioning

ward or Howard Chan about their or their family's finances, or their payments to contractors

other parties, and (b) limit questioning to issues reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of
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admissible evidence relevant to the present existence of code violations alleged in the First

Cause of Action of the operative First Amended Complaint.

FACTS

Movants, as well as Defendants Raymond Chan and Cindy Chan (andlor their personal

hold interests in the Subject Property. The Chans' parents, Robert Chan and Elaine Chan,

died in 202I andlate 2024 respectively, and portions of their estates are being probated. The

Chans' property, including the Subject Property, is held via trusts and other instruments that arc

of their estate plan. [Chan Decl., n20.]

The Chans own a number of commercial properties in Los Angeles and Orange

Counties. These require their oversight and maintenance. Additionally, Edward Chan is an

active participant in the direction of Eastern International Bank, which was founded by the

Chans' late parents and is located in the shopping center adjacent to the Subject Property.

and oversight of the family businesses is a full-time matter for the Chans. [Chan

, tT 18.1

The following facts are set forth in the Jan. 3I,2025 Edward Chan Declaration filed in

Court in opposition to Plaintiff City's Motion for Preliminary Injunction, in two Edward

Chan Supplemental Declarations filed here on May 12th and20th,2025, and in two Edward Chan

re Status filed here on July 18th and 23'd,2025 in connection with the July 24,2025

Case Management Conference (collectively o'Prior Chan Declarations"). (See these five

declarations in court file)

The Subject Property once housed an abandoned gasoline station. (Prior Chan Decl. of

113112025, fl a). The Chans cleaned up the property's environmental waste, then in 2019

commenced construction of the now nearly completed 7 Leaves Cafe building. (Prior Chan

Decl. of 5/ 1212025, nn 2, 6, 13, 30, 7 7 ; Prior Chan Decl. of 5 120 12025, tT I ).

In2020-2023, progress was slowed by the Covid pandemic, resulting in stay-at-home

orders, business and government office shutdowns, and resultant construction labor shortages,

-7 -
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persisted long after Covid restrictions were lifted. Progress also was slowed because of

rainfall in2023 and2024. (Prior Chan Decl. of 113112025, fllT l9-201.

In early 2025, the Chans realizedthat Joven, their licensed general contractor at the time,

ceased returning their telephone calls and emails. Joven's office staff misinformed the

that Joven was busy on another project when, in reality, he had abandoned the job. The

retained a new licensed general contractor, Thomas Vong. (Prior Chan Decl. of

r21202s, flfl 3-21).

The Subject Proper8's Current State of Construction

Contractor Vong is in frequent, direct communication with City staff, at the project site,

, and by telephone. The largest obstacle to completing the project been the LID

tank required by state and local environmental regulations. Because of the Subject

's specific contours and other technical factors, the design, approval, and permitting of

LID tank took more than ayear, moving through the approval process of relevant City

and City's off-site contractors such as Transtech. (Prior Chan Decl. of 711812025,

4-8 and Exh. A - B; Edward Chan Decl., fl 4).

LID tank components were delivered on July 25,2025. Active construction work, now

major excavation and tank component installation, renewed on July 2,2025 and is

(Prior Chan Decl. of 711812025, flfl 9-19 and Exh. C - G; Edward Chan Decl.,lTfl 9-

16 and Exh. A).

Neither Howard nor Edward Chan are contractors, but are diligent owners and managers

commercial properties, so they afhrmatively encouraged City staff and City's contracted

to freely communicate with Contractor Vong and the Chans' subcontractors to get

accurate information about ongoing construction. (Edward Chan Decl., flfl 30-31)

Chan's four prior sworn declarations in this Court provide accurate and verified

to the best of his knowledge, of how the project is progressing. [Prior Chan Decls.]

The Defendantso Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

On March 5,2024, Plaintiffs filed the present lawsuit, alleging causes of action for (a)

of public nuisance deriving from alleged violation of the Monterey Park Municipal
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Code, and (2) appointment of a receiver. On June 13, 2025, this Court dismissed Plaintiffs'

second cause of action without leave to amend. (See court file).

The City's strict liability lawsuit and Motion for Protective Order

At fllT 22-28 of the First Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs allege Municipal Code

at the Subject Property. As to their First Cause of Action, Plaintiffs pray:

"(1) That this Court declare the Property and structures at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey

Park, California, to be a public nuisance, and that the Property be abated, without

limitation, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $ 3479;

) That Defendants be subject to temporary and preliminary injunctive relief as ordered by

the Court to compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the

Property located at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including,

without limitation, completion of construction at the Property, and to maintain the

Property free of public nuisances, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $

3479 and

) That Defendants be subject to permanent injunctive relief as ordered by the Courtto

compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the Property

located at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without

limitation, completion of construction at the Property, and to maintain the Property free

of public nuisances, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $ 3479."

(First Am. Complaint, hled August 23,2024, at 19:8-21).

On January 8,2025, City f,rled a Motion for Preliminary Injunction in this Court. In its

Memorandum, City explained in detail that the code violations upon which its nuisance

claim is based constitute nuisances "per se" and that all that City needs to prove to establish its

case is the existence of the alleged nuisance condition: "A nuisance per se is an object,

substance, activity, or circumstance that is a nuisance at all times and under any circumstances,

especially when it has been deemed a nuisance by statute, ordinance, or other law," City

explained. (Motion fled 11812025, in court file, at pgs. 9-10). Accordingly, City continued, a

"plaintiff asserting a nuisance per se claim typically need only plead and prove that the
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violated the statute establishing the nuisance." (Id.) In other words, City

ledges that a defendant's subjective motivations, competence, financial condition,

state, past conduct, or similar factors are irrelevant to Plaintiffs' claims

The City's written discovery and Defendants' responses

City propounded substantial written discovery delving into the history of the project.

included two sets of special interrogatories each on Edward and Howard Chan, as well as

demands, form interrogatories, and requests for admissions. On February 13,2025,

and Howard Chan served their responses to City's Set One of Special Interrogatories.

Chan Decl.,fln 19-21and Exhs. B and C)

City's Special Interrogatories Nos. 22 to 28 asked intrusive and improper questions

the Chans' "FINANCIAL FLTNDS," which City defined as o'money available to pay for

of CONSTRUCTION, whether in the form of credit, loans, cash, investments, savings or

other monetary resources." (Id.)

Movants timely objected to these questions on February 13,2025 because the Chans'

and individual finances are private matters and not related to City's lawsuit. Edward and

Chan's mother, Elaine Chan, died in September 2024 andtheir father, Robert Chan, in

202I. Their parents' assets are being probated. Additionally, all the Chan siblings

ld partial interests in the Subject Property and in their late parents' estate. City's demand that

divulge information about theiT "FINANCIAL FIAIDS" not only intrudes on the

' privacy, but also on the privacy interests of the other Chan family members

[Krastins Decl.,'l|f 4; Edward Chan Decl.,']]fl 20 and Exhs. B and C.]

On April 28,2025, Defendants served Edward Chan's and Howard Chan's responses to

ity's Set Two of Special Interrogatories. Again, the Chans substantively answered the

the City asked, except for Special Interrogatories Nos. 40 and 41 which again asked

for sensitive information pertaining to the Chans' finances, which have nothing to do with the

's lawsuit. [Krastins Decl., fllT5-6, Edward Chan Decl.,nn22 -25 and Exhs. D and E.]

By April 28,2025, Edward and Howard Chan had served substantive responses to City's

Sets One and Two of Special Interrogatories, two sets of document requests, and form

_10_
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interrogatories. (Krastins Decl., flfl 3 - 6; Edward Chan Decl., tTfl 19 - 24 and Exhs. B to E).

City's counsel gave no indication that these responses were in any way insufhcient. City's

counsel did not ask to meet and confer regarding the responses. City did not seek to compel

fuither or amended responses to any of the discovery, nor suggest that the Chans' privacy

objections and other objections were misplaced.lld.l

The City's deposition notices

On June 20,2025, City served its two deposition notices which are the focus of the

present Motion for Protective Order. Because of the projected delivery of the LIDiIMWS tank

system at the Subject Property, both depositions were rescheduled to August 1T,2025. [Krastins

Decl., fllT7-10, Edward Chan Decl.,nn25-29 and Exh. F and Gl

Movants' counsel emailed Cify counsel Campen, expressing surprise that City intended

to conduct these depositions, notwithstanding Campen's statements to the contrary at their May

2024 meeting. fKrastins Decl., fl'l| 3, 8 and Exh. H].

On June 23,2025, counsel Campen emailed Movants' counsel stating: "These

depositions are a response to what the City considers to be wholly inadequate responses to

written discovery by Edward and Howard Chan that were served last December, but received in

May of this year by agreement." This was the first time that City suggested it was dissatisfied

with the discovery responses it received - a full four months after the Chans served their Set

One responses and two months after the Chans served their Set Two responses. [Krastins Decl.,

fl 8 and Ex. Hl

Movants reviewed the deposition notices and determined they had the same defects as

the written discovery: City was again demanding the Chans' private financial information and

sought to delve into matters spanning the history of the project from20l7 on, demanding old

records of no conceivable relationship to the City's strict liability nuisance claim.

concluded that, under the circumstance, the depositions would constitute undue burden

expense including 30 to 60 days of work simply searching for responsive documents.

Decl., tT'lT 10-12 and Exh. I-J; Edward Chan Decl.,nn25-29 and32-35, Exh. F-G)

Also, Plaintiffs again improperly seek to delve into Movants' private financial affairs, as
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as those of others. (Krastins Decl., flfl 10-12 and Exh. I-J; Edward Chan Decl.,\125-29 and

32-35, Exh. F-G at lines 4:14-15,1:20-22,and7.27 - 8:51.

Meet and confer correspondence

On July 30,2025, Movants' counsel sent counsel Campen a meet/confer letter explaining

according to the City itself, City's nuisance claims are matters of strict liability in which the

only matter before this Court is whether the alleged nuisance exists at the Subject Property. The

meet/confer letter explains that the Chans' subjective motivations or financial ability to fund the

ect are not relevant to City's case and have nothing to do with the issues set out in the

complaint. The letter also explains that City's announced intent to delve into matters dating back

2017 is harassing and unduly burdensome because such matters do not bear on any question at

issue. Movants' Counsel asked that City withdraw its two deposition notices. [Krastins Decl., fl

11 and Exh. I.l

On August 4,2025, City counsel Campen acknowledged that City fully intends to delve

into the Chans' finances: *CiW further maintains your clients' financial capacity to finish

is absolutely relevant to the City's nuisance abatement enforcement efforts in this

and directly impacts if and how the City responds to the current state of the property."

Campen did not explain how this is so. Nor did Campen explain how delving into

from2017 could reasonably lead to the discovery of evidence admissible and relevant to

the Subject Property is now in violation of City nuisance ordinances. [Krastins Decl., fl

12 and Exh. Jl

On August 4,2025, Movants' counsel responded:

"There is nothing in the relief the City seeks or the facts it must prove attrial that has

anything to do with the Chans'finances. You also know how long the permitting for
the LID system took and the time it took for Santa Fe Water Systems to process the
order and manufacture the unit. We have advised you that the Chans invite City staff
to work directly with general contractor Vong and the Chans'other licensed
subcontractors. One such meeting took place this morning with John L. Hunter and

Associates. Mr. Vong gave Michele Kim his email and phone number and both stated

they would be in contact as needed. Can you explain the City's need for the Chans'

financial documents, how this overcomes their financial privacy rights and how the
Chans' finances are gennane to the sole remaining claim? Can you explain how the
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voluminous records you have demanded bears on whether the Subject Property, an

active construction site, presently violates the City's nuisance ordinances, and why the
City needs photographs and other documents dating fuom20l7 onward? Please

advise."

[Krastins Decl., fl 13 and Ex. K.]

In his August 4,2025 response, counsel Campen again claims that the Chans' available

and finances are relevant to City's nuisance claim, stating o'the lack of access to

capital remains the most plausible reason for the past and continuing delays in

activity." Again, Campen did not explain how the Chans' finances are relevant to

City's nuisance action. He gave no indication that he would refrain from delving into

Chans' private financial affairs, or would limit the depositions to matters germane to the

issues in the case. [Krastins Decl., fl 14 and Ex. L.]

On August 5,2025, Movants' counsel Krastins replied:

"You still have not explained, specifically, how the Chans'finances bear on the City's
strict liability nuisance claim. Whether the Chans are flush with money or are paupers
has nothing to do with the existence of nuisance conditions in violation of the various
Code provisions cited in the FAC, nor with the injunctive relief the City seeks. Nor do
events and documents dating to 2011 appear to have any bearing on the City's sole
remaining claim. The same is true of documents evidencing payments to the Chans'
many contractors. You have provided nothing to convince me otherwise. The Chans do
not need "an opportunity to demonstrate their ability to finish construction in a timely
manner." They are doing it as I write. You were cc'd on Michele Kim's email to
Thomas Vong. My clients have actively encouraged City staff to freely contact Mr.
Vong and other relevant contractors. Mr. Vong will answer staffs questions about the
progress of construction."

[Krastins Decl. fl 15 and Ex. M.]

Movants' counsel Krastins then followed up:

o'Dear Mr. Campen: Unless you can confirm that you will not be delving into the
Chans' finances under the guise of "FINANCIAL FUNDS" or inquire into payments
made by the Chans to their contractors, and limit the deposition to the matters gennane
to the case -- namely, whether there presently exist nuisance conditions at the Subject
Property and the abatement thereof my clients will need to move for a protective order.
Please advise."

Decl., fl 16 and Ex. Nl

On August 6,2025, Movants' counsel Krastins wrote:

"I still do not understand how, specifically, the Chan family's finances are germane to
the City's strict liability nuisance claim or the remedies the City seeks. Neither do I see
how matters occurring in20l7 are gennane to the City's strict liability nuisance claim.
I can understand that City officials might want to have a glimpse into my clients'
private financial affairs for reasons presently known only to themselves, but I see
absolutely no valid reason to subject my clients to such unwarranted and improper
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intrusions. Again, regarding the progress and completion of the project, my clients and
I strongly encourage City staff to obtain the information the City needs from Mr. Vong
and the subcontractors."

[Krastins Decl.,'l|fl 17-18 and Ex. O.]

City counsel Campen responded, in relevant part:

"Exploring the overall history of this project can also reveal motive, intent, knowledge,
andlor pattem of conduct by your clients and those under their direction to understand
the current delays and what to expect moving forward. It can reveal witness credibility
issues prior and prior inconsistent statements. And, of course, understanding
circumstances that got us here is also likely to lead to additional witnesses or evidence
relevant to the People's case pertaining to case context, defenses, credibility
determinations, etc. Again, you have asserted on several occasions defenses related to
past and continuing delays in construction that you contend are attributable to others
beyond your clients, including the City of Monterey Park and the City Attorney's
Office. This issue is ripe.
As for the o'Chan's family finances," as you describe it, I have no idea how this
construction is being financed. I am simply trying to determine what the past, current
and potential fufure delays in construction progress are attributable to. Lack of
sufficient funding is among the top two or three reasons for construction delays
generally, in addition to things like poor project planning and management. It is my
understanding that completing construction is expected to cost between $750,000 to $l
million. Understanding whether your clients are capable of completing this project in
the timeframe that both sides agreed was reasonable is not just generally relevant, but
fundamental to this case."

fKrastins Decl., fl 18 and Ex. P.]

Mr. Campen's final email still contains no explanation of how the Chans' personal

finances and expenditures, or the "overall history of this project" are in any way germane to the

whether there exist at the Subject Property the nuisance conditions alleged in the complaint.

fKrastins Decl., fl 19.]

Movants' counsel's hourly rate in matters of this nature is $400 per hour. The cost of

poring over business and other records over eight years, preparing Edward and Howard Chan

for the depositions, travel time and a day's worth of deposition testimony could easily exceed

$10,000. The costs and burdens of the depositions, as well as the intrusive violation of the

Chans' privacy rights, outweigh the possibility that the depositions will lead to discovery of

admissible evidence gennane to the City's sole remaining claim. [Krastins Decl., fl 20.]

To date, City and its counsel give no indication that they are amenable to limiting their

depositions to matters reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant

to the City's sole claim, public nuisance, and to refrain from delving into the Chans' finances.

[Krastins Decl., n2l.]
-14-
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il. ARGUMENT: THIS MOTION SHOULD BE GRANTED BECAUSE THE

BURDEN TO THE DEPONENTS CLEARLY OUTWEIGHS THE LIKELIHOOD

THAT THE INFORMATION SOUGHT WILL LEAD TO THE DISCOVERY OF

ADMISSIBLE EVIDENCE.

A. Legal standards for a Motion for Protective Order and relief sought.

Code of Civil Procedure $ 2025.420(a) states: o'Before, during, or after a deposition, any

party, any deponent, or any other affected natural person or organization may promptly move

for a protective order. The motion shall be accompanied by a meet and confer declaration under

Section 2016.040." Subsection 2025.420(b) provides in relevant part: "The court, for good

cause shown, may make any order that justice requires to protect any party, deponent, or other

natural person or organization from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or

undue burden and expense. This protective order may include, but is not limited to, one or more

of the following directions: (1) That the deposition not be taken at all. . . (5) That the deposition

be taken only on certain specified terms and conditions. . . . (9) That certain matters not be

inquired into. (10) That the scope of the examination be limited to certain matters."

CCP $ 2017.020 provides "[t]he court shall limit the scope of discovery if it determines

that the burden, expense, or intrusiveness of that discovery clearly outweighs the likelihood that

the information sought will lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The court may make

this determination pursuant to a motion for protective order by a party or other affected person."

Additionally, in order to compel production of documents, the requesting party must set

forth "specific facts showing good cause justifuing the production for inspection of any

document, electronically stored information, or tangible thing described in the deposition

notice." (CCP S 2025.450(bX1).)

Here, Movants request that (a) the Notices of Deposition directed to Edward Chan and

Howard Chan be quashed and the depositions not be taken at all, or in the alternative, if the

depositions are permitted, (b) the Court prevent Plaintiffs from inquiring into the personal or

family finances of the putative deponents and other Chan defendants, and limit the scope of the
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depositions to matters relevant to whether conditions exist at the Subject Property in violation of

the City's nuisance ordinances.

B. Permitting the depositions as noticed would violate Movants' settled privacy

rights under the California constitution.

"The right to privacy under article I, section I of the California Constitution extends to

one's confidential financial affairs. ... This right embraces confidential financial information in

'whatever form it takes, whether that form be tax refurns, checks, statements, or other account

information."' (Overstock.com, Inc. v. Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 471,

503.) "Individuals have a legally recognized privacy interest in their personal financial

information." (International Federation of Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21, AFL-

CIO v. Superior Court (2007) 42 CaL th 319, 330.) "In the face of an objection based on

privacy, the party seeking discovery of the information must show that the information is

"directly relevant" to a cause of action or defense, such that disclosure is o'essential to the fair

resolution of the lawsuit." (Lookv. Penovatz (2019) 34 Cal.App.5th6I,73.)

1. Movants' financial condition and the state of their personal and family

finances are not relevant to the Plaintiffs' sole strict liabilify nuisance claim.

The deposition notices' document requests 15,16,l8 and 19 read as follows:

No. 15: "All DOCUMENTS that evidence what PRODUCTS have been purchased

RELATED TO or in furtherance of CONSTRUCTION atthe PROPERTY since

January I,2024.

No. L6: "AII DOCUMENTS that evidence payment of any and aII PRODUCTS that

have been purchased RELATED TO or in furtherance of CONSTRUCTION at the

PROPERTY.''

No. L8: "All DOCUMENTS evidencing payment to any and all general contractors,

sub-contractors, engineers, design professional and any other person or entity who

provided services RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY from

December 1,2023 through the present.
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No. L9: "All DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS

currently available to YOU to pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the

PROPERTY.''

his meet/confer correspondence, Plaintiff City's counsel insists that the Chans' finances and

relate to their ability to complete the project in accordance with the City's desired

and are therefore appropriate subjects of inquiry. However, under the City's own legal

analysis, the only showing Plaintiffs must make attrial is the existence at the Subject Property

specific code violations alleged in the First Amended Complaint. The state of the Chans'

vidual or family finances, thus, has no bearing on City's claim and intruding into their

finances would violate the Chans' constitutional privacy interests.

In its Motion for Protective Order, the City explained its position as follows

"Designated Public Nuisances in this Case are Per Se Public Nuisances Subject
to Strict Liability
A nuisance per se is an object, substance, activity, or circumstance that is a nuisance
at all times and under any circumstances, especially when it has been deemed a
nuisance by stafute, ordinance, or other law. (Citation omitted) McCoy v. Gustafson
(2009) 1 80 Cal.App.4th 56, 1 10- 1 1 .) A plaintiff asserting a nuisance per se claim
typically need only plead and prove that the defendant violated the statute
establishing the nuisance. (City of Claremont v. Kruse (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 1153,
I 166 (2009); City of Cos ta Mes a v. Soffer (1992) 1 I Cal.App .4th 37 8, 3 82.) City
legislative bodies are empowered by Government Code $ 38771to declare what
conditions constitute a public nuisance. (City of Bakersfield v. Miller (1966) 64
Cal.2d 93 .) * IWJ here the law expressly declares something to be a nuisance, then no
inquiry beyond its existence need be made and in this sense its mere existence is said
to be a nuisance per se... [b]ut, to rephrase the rule, to be considered a nuisance per
se the object, substance, activity or circumstance at issue must be expressly declared
to be a nuisance by its very existence by some applicable law." (People v. ConAgra
Grocery Products Co., supra,17 Cal.App.5th 51, 114; citing Beck Development Co. v.

Southern Pacific Transportation Co. (1996) 44 Cal.App.4th 1160, 1206-1207.) "The
factthat (a) defendants' alleged misconduct consists of omission rather than
affirmative actions does not preclude nuisance liability." (Birke v. Oakwood
Worldyvide (2009) 169Cal.App.4th 1540,t552.) TheMontereyParkMunicipalCode
specifically establishes that'oany 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 $ 4.10.010.) And as case law establishes, all that
the City must establish here is that Defendants are maintaining a public nuisance per
se. "

(Emphasis added.)

According to the City's own authorities, matters apart from the existence of the alleged

condition are not relevant to the City's claim. Therefore, inquiring into the Chans'

payments to third parties and similar matters are not reasonably calculated to lead to
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discovery of admissible evidence. Additionally, the depositions will cause undue burden,

and oppression because the putative deponents would be called upon to divulge

financial information of third parties, namely the other non-deponent Defendants.

Document demands 15, 16 and 18 similarly violate the Chans' financial privacy

by demanding information about the Chans' financial expenditures and purchases and

to contractors. The requests and the topic are also unduly burdensome because they

require the Chans to marshal years of business records which are not gennane to whether

Subject Property is in violation of the City's nuisance code provisions.

The City is obligated to show that the information it seeks is "directly relevant" to a

of action or defense, such that disclosure is "essential to the fair resolution of the lawsuit."

v. Penovatz, supra,34 Cal.App.5th at 73.) The City cannot meet its burden with entirely

declarations lacking in specificity, which is all that City counsel provided in his

correspondence. City failed to demonstrate that any of the discovery sought, or the

upon which the putative deponents are to be deposed, are oodirectly relevant to a cause of

or defense" and that the disclosures sought are essential to a fair resolution of the lawsuit.

Motion, therefore, should be granted.

2. The City's prospective inquiries into o'The overall history of this projecto'in

a search to ooreveal motive, intent, knowledgeo and/or pattern of conduct"

are not reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and

are unduly burdensome and expensive.

City's counsel also insists that City has the right to delve into 'othe overall history of the

ecf'back to 2017 . City propounded 21 document demands in its deposition notices, each of

track the demands to which the Chans already responded and objected in February and

2025 and to which responses and objections the City took no issue. The document

demands deal with matters not germane to City's case. For example, Demand No. 2 seeks: "All

that reflect the hiring and retention of every CONTRACTOR that from20ll

the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION services related to the PROPERTY"

No. 6-12 demand all documents relating to the absence of construction activity from

_18_
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17 through 2024. Demand No. 20 seeks "[a]ll photographs of the PROPERTY taken by YOU

since January l,20IJ, evidencing any and all activity RELATED TO construction."

These requests, and the matters into which City's counsel acknowledges he intends to

ve, are not germane to the existence of code violations at the Subject Property, and therefore

not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. As set forth in the Edward Chan

Krastins Declarations, the document demands track demands that already were made and

responded to in February and April2025. Plaintiffs have 145 pages of documents which

and Howard Chan produced in response to that earlier discovery, and the objections

made to the remaining document requests.

To respond to City's new document demands as written, which seek hundreds or

y thousands more pages of documents, would take between 30 and 60 days labor by

and Howard Chan in tracking down and marshaling old business records, photographs

other items, some of which would require burdening their busy contractors. [Edward Chan

nn34.l This constitutes an undue and oppressive burden outweighing any legitimate

the City could derive from the depositions. Moreover, preparing for the depositions

require extensive and time-consuming review by counsel of voluminous documents

spanning the history of the project from20l7 on, inquiring into actions long past and irrelevant

, addition to traveling to and attending the depositions This likely would result in additional

' fees of $10,000 or more. fChan Decl, !f 34; Krastins Decl., fl 20.]

As set forth in the multiple Chan Declarations filed since January 2025, active

recommenced on July 9, 2025 and is continuing. The Chans, their licensed general

and subcontractors have been diligently working to complete the project. Whether

code violations exist at the Subject Property is a question best directed to the City's Code

Compliance Officers, such as Rey Lozano, not to the Chans.

CONCLUSION

Because Plaintiffs seek to intrude into the Defendants' private financial affairs in

of Defendants' privacy rights under the state and federal constitution, and saddle
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with the needless and costly burden of providing information about matters not

to Plaintiffs' sole remaining claim, this Court should grant this Motion and (1) quash

deposition notices to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, (2) stay the taking of those

sitions, (3) issue a Protective Order either prohibiting the depositions of Defendants

Chan and Howard Chan, or in the alternative, limiting the scope of such depositions to

alleged existence at the Subject Property of nuisance conditions claimed in the First

Complaint, and the remediation thereof, and (4) prohibit Plaintiffs from questioning

deponents about their individual or family finances

August 7,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

a
By:
Andrew O. Krastins,
Attorney for Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan,
Patricia Yu Chan and Man-Fei Chan Gold
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

I, Andrew O. Krastins, declare:

1. I am an attomey duly licensed to practice law in the State of California and am

counsel of record for Edward M. Chan, Howard Chan, Patricia Yu Chan. and Man-Fei Chan

Gold. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein; as to those facts declared upon

information and belief, I believe them to be true, and if called as a witness to testiff, could and

competently do so.

2. I make this declaration pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections 2016.040

and2025.420 in support of Defendants' Motion for Protective Order.

3. In May 2024, my clients Edward and Howard Chan attended a meeting at the

Park City Hall with City Building Official Dennis Tarango and other City staff. I

arranged the meeting hoping thatit would enable the City and the Chans to arrive at an amicable

understanding regarding the 795 W. Garvey Avenue ("Subject Property") construction

ect. During the meeting, attorney Campen served the Chans with the City's lawsuit (the

litigation). However, Campen stated that the purpose of the lawsuit was simply to spur

completion of the project. He stated atthat time that the City did not plan to conduct

depositions.

4. On February 13,2025, on my clients' behalf, we served Edward M. Chan's and

Chan's responses to the City's First Set of Special Interrogatories. The City's Special

Interrogatories Nos. 22 to 28 asked intrusive and improper questions about the Chans'

"FINANCIAL FUNDS," which the City defined as "money available to pay for costs of

CONSTRUCTION, whether in the form of credit, loans, cash, investments, savings or any other

resources."

5. My office timely objected to these questions on February 13,2025 because the

Chans' family and individual finances are private matters and are not related to the City's

lawsuit. Edward and Howard Chan's mother, Elaine Chan, died in September 2024 andtheir

father, Robert Chan, in November 2021. According to Edward Chan, his parents' assets are

probated. Additionally, all of the Chan siblings hold partial interests in the Subject
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and in their late parents' estate. The City's demand that they divulge information

about theiT "FINANCIAL FUNDS" not only intrudes on the deponents' privacy, but also on the

vacy interests of the other Chan family members. [See Exhibits B and C to the concurrently-

filed Edward M. Chan Declaration.l

5. On April 28,2025, my office served Edward M. Chan's and Howard Chan's

to the City's Second Sets of Special Interrogatories. Again, the Chans fully answered

questions the City asked, with the exception of Special Interrogatories Nos. 40 and 41 which

asked for sensitive information pertaining to the Chans' finances, which have nothing to

with the City's lawsuit. [True and correct copies of Edward and Howard Chan's responses to

City's Second Sets of Special Interrogatories are attached to the Edward M. Chan

as Exhibits D and E.l

6. By April 28,2025, Edward and Howard Chan had served substantive responses

the City's First and Second Sets of Special Interrogatories, two sets of document requests and

interrogatories. The City's counsel gave no indication that these responses were in any

insufficient. The City's counsel did not request to meet and confer regarding the responses,

by telephone or in writing. The City did not seek to compel further or amended responses

any of the discovery.

7. On June 20,2025, the City served its two deposition notices, which are the focus

f the present Motion for Protective Order. Because of the projected delivery of the LIDA4WS

at the Subject Property, both depositions were rescheduled for August 1I,2025.

8. I emailed City counsel Campen expressing surprise that the City intended to

depositions, notwithstanding Campen's statements to the contrary at the May 2024

On June 23,2025, Campen sent an email to counsel stating: "These depositions are a

to what the City considers to be wholly inadequate responses to written discovery by

and Howard Chan that were served last December, but received in May of this year by

" This was the first time that the City suggested it was dissatisfied with the responses

received - a full four months after the Chans served their responses to the first set of special

and other written discovery, and two months after they served their responses to
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City's second round of discovery. [A true and correct copy of the referenced email exchange

attached hereto as Exhibit H.l

9. My clients have strived to keep the City informed of the Subject Property

ect's developments. Prior to the July 24,2025 CMC hearing, Edward Chan filed two

in this Court detailing the progress and active construction work that was taking

at the site. During the CMC hearing, the Court set a trial date in September 2026 and

Defendants' good faith work to complete the construction. Attorney Campen advised the

ourt that the City did not intend to take any immediate further action.

10. I again reviewed the two deposition notices and concluded that, under the

they constituted an undue burden and expense, and that Plaintiffs were again

ly seeking to delve into my clients' private financial affairs, as well as those of others.

11. On July 30,2025,I sent Mr. Campen a meet/confer letter regarding the two

notices. In the letter, I explained that, according to the City itself, the City's nuisance

are matters of strict liability in which the only matter before the court is whether the

public nuisance exists at the Subject Property. I explained that the Chans' subjective

or financial ability to fund the project are not relevant to the City's case and have

to do with the issues set out in the operative complaint. I also explained that the City's

intent to delve into matters dating back to 2017 was harassing and unduly

because such matters do not bear on any question at issue. I asked that the City

its two deposition notices. [A true and correct copy of my July 30, 2025 letter is

hereto as Exhibit I.l

12. On August 4,2025, City counsel Campen acknowledged that the City fully

to delve into the Chans' finances, contending that the "City further maintains your

' financial capacity to finish construction is absolutely relevant to the City's nuisance

enforcement efforts in this case and directly impacts if and how the City responds to

current state of the property." Campen, however, did not explain how this is so. Nor did

explain how delving into matters occurring in20I7 could reasonably lead to the

discovery of evidence admissible and relevant to the City's sole remaining claim - whether the
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Subject Property is now in violation of the City's nuisance ordinances. [A true and correct copy

of Campen's August 4,2025 email is attached hereto as Exhibit J.]

13. On August 4,2025,I responded to counsel Campen's email as follows:

"The only remaining claim is the City's nuisance action. As to that claim, the
City prays for: (1) That this Court declare the Property and structures at 795 W.
Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, to be a public nuisance, and that the
Property be abated, without limitation, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and
Civil Code $ 3479; (2)That Defendants be subject to temporary and preliminary
injunctive relief as ordered by the Court to compel Defendants to abate in a
timely manner all public nuisances on the Property located atl95 W. Garvey
Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without limitation, completion of
construction at the Property, and to maintain the Property free of public
nuisances, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $ 3479 and (3) That
Defendants be subject to permanent injunctive relief as ordered by the Court to
compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the
Property located at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California,
including, without limitation, completion of construction at the Property, and to
maintain the Property free of public nuisances, in accordance with MPMC Title 4
and Civil Code $ 3479.

There is nothing in the relief the City seeks or the facts it must prove at trial that
has anything to do with the Chans' finances. You also know how long the
permiuing for the LID system took and the time it took for Santa Fe Water
Systems to process the order and manufacture the unit. We have advised you that
the Chans invite City staff to work directly with general contractor Vong and the
Chans' other licensed subcontractors. One such meeting took place this morning
with John L. Hunter and Associates. Mr. Vong gave Michele Kim his email and
phone number and both stated they would be in contact as needed. Can you
explain the City's need for the Chans' financial documents, how this overcomes
their financial privacy rights and how the Chans' finances are gennane to the sole
remaining claim? Can you explain how the voluminous records you have
demanded bears on whether the Subject Property, an active construction site,
presently violates the City's nuisance ordinances, and why the City needs
photographs and other documents dating from2017 onward? Please advise."

[A true and correct copy of my August 4,2025 email to counsel Campen is attached hereto as

K.l

14. In his August 4,2025 response to the foregoing, counsel Campen again stated

the Chans' available capital and finances are relevant to the City's nuisance claim, stating

"the lack of access to sufficient capital remains the most plausible reason for the past and

delays in construction activity." Again, Campen did not explain how the Chans'

were in any way relevant to proving the City's nuisance action or establishing

tlement to the remedies the City seeks. Campen gave no indication that he would refrain

delving into the Chans' private financial affairs, or would limit the depositions to matters
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to the remaining issues in the case. [A true and correct copy of Mr. Campen's

email is attached hereto as Exhibit L.l

15. On August 5,2025,I replied to counsel Campen's last email, again explaining

the City had not indicated how the Chans' private finances bear on whether there are

conditions atthe Subject Property in violation of code sections cited in the First

Complaint. I wrote as follows

"You still have not explained, specifically, how the Chans' finances bear on the
City's strict liability nuisance claim. Whether the Chans are flush with money or
are paupers has nothing to do with the existence of nuisance conditions in
violation of the various Code provisions cited in the FAC, nor with the injunctive
relief the City seeks. Nor do events and documents dating to 2017 appear to have
any bearing on the City's sole remaining claim. The same is true of documents
evidencing payments to the Chans'many contractors. You have provided nothing
to convince me otherwise. The Chans do not need "an opportunity to demonstrate
their ability to finish construction in a timely manner." They are doing it as I
write. You were cc'd on Michele Kim's email to Thomas Vong. My clients have
actively encouraged City staff to freely contact Mr. Vong and other relevant
contractors. Mr. Vong will answer staffs questions about the progress of
construction."

[A true and correct copy of my August 5,2025 email to Mr. Campen is attached hereto as

M.l

16. I followed up with an additional email to counsel Campen stating:

"DearMr. Campen:
Unless you can confirm that you will not be delving into the Chans' finances
under the guise of "FINANCIAL FLINDS" or inquire into payments made by the
Chans to their contractors, and limit the deposition to the matters gennane to the
case -- namely, whether there presently exist nuisance conditions at the Subject
Property and the abatement thereof, my clients will need to move for a protective
order. Please advise."

[A true and correct copy of my second August 5,2025 email to Mr. Campen is attached hereto

Exhibit N.l

17. On August 6,2025,I wrote to counsel Campen as follows:

"I still do not understand how, specifically, the Chan family's finances or are
gennane to the City's strict liability nuisance claim or the remedies the City
seeks. Neither do I see how matters occurring in20I7 are gerrnane to the City's
strict liability nuisance claim. I can understand that City officials might want to
have a glimfse into my clients'private financial affairs ior reasons prisently
known only to themselves, but I see absolutely no valid reason to subject my
clients to such unwarranted and improper intrusions. Again, regarding the
progress and completion of the project, my clients and I strongly encourage City
staff to obtain the information the City needs from Mr. Vong and the
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subcontractors.'o
[A true and correct copy of Campen's attached hereto as Exhibit O.]

18. Mr. Campen responded, in relevant part:

"Exploring the overall history of this project can also reveal motive, intent,
knowledge, and/or pattern of conduct by your clients and those under their
direction to understand the current delays and what to expect moving forward. It
can reveal witness credibility issues prior and prior inconsistent statements. And,
of course, understanding circumstances that got us here is also likely to lead to
additional witnesses or evidence relevant to the People's case pertaining to case
context, defenses, credibility determinations, etc. . . Again, you have asserted on
several occasions defenses related to past and continuing delays in construction
that you contend are attributable to others beyond your clients, including the City
of Monterey Park and the City Attorney's Office. This issue is ripe.

As for the 'Chan's family finances,' as you describe it, I have no idea how this
construction is being financed. I am simply trying to determine what the past,
current and potential future delays in construction progress are attributable to.
Lack of sufficient funding is among the top two or three reasons for construction
delays generally, in addition to things like poor project planning and
management. It is my understanding that completing construction is expected to
cost between $750,000 to $1 million. Understanding whether your clients are
capable of completing this project in the timeframe that both sides agreed was
reasonable is not just generally relevant, but fundamental to this case."

[A true and correct copy of the referenced email is attached hereto as Exhibit P.]

19. Mr. Campen's final email contained still contained no explanation of how the

' personal finances and expenditures, or the 'ooverall history of this project" are in any

germane to the whether there exist at the Subject Property the nuisance conditions alleged

the First Amended Complaint.

20. My firm's rate in matters of this nature is $400 per hour. The cost of poring over

and other records over period of eight years, preparing my clients for the depositions,

time and a day's worth of deposition testimony could easily exceed $10,000. I conclude

costs and the burdens of the depositions, as well as violation of the Chans' privacy rights

clearly outweigh the possibility that the depositions will lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence germane to the City's sole remaining claim.

21. To date, the City and its counsel have given no indication that they are amenable

limiting their deposition to matters reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of evidence

to the City's sole remaining nuisance claim, and to refrain from delving into the Chans'
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22. To date, I have received no confirmation from counsel Campen that the Crty's

depositions have been taken off calendar or narrowed.

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

is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

on August 7,2025 at San Pedro, California.

a.

Andrew O. Krastins
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RE: Electronic Service of Monterey Park's Notice of Deposition of Edward Chan - People/
Monterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al., Case No. 24NNCV000B7

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com; acohen@cjbllp.com; tstephen@cjbllp.com; mahensley@bwslaw.com

Date: Monday, June 23, 2025 al 02:53 PM PDT

Dear All,

Regarding the deposition notices, I can issue amended subpoenas for either July 9, 10, 16, 17 , or 18,
2025. lf you could please let me know at your earliest convenience which of these dates are preferred
and I will ensure all dates and references are correct on the amended subpoenas.

These depositions are a response to the what the City considers to be wholly inadequate responses to 
I

written discovery by Edward and Howard Chan that were served last December, but received in May of 
I

this year by agreement. The City is not able to put these depositions off any further than the proposed I
dates or attempt to resolve these deficiencies through meet and confer, given the delay already
experienced. Plus, having these depositions before our CMC would obviously be beneficialto the
Court regarding an update on construction progress.

Lastly, on May 23,2025, general contractor Thomas Vong indicated crews would be on-site working
within two weeks. The City is not privy to what construction activity has occured since then as no
inspections have been requested, but Mr. Vong knows, and by extension, so should Edward and
Howard Chan. lf Mr. Vong could please detail what he has done since May 23, that would be the best
means for us all to gauge whether there are any "issues". Also, it is standard practice for general
contractors to have a construction schedule for projects anywhere close to the scale of this project.
Providing that as well is essential for us all to understand what to expect and whether things are on
track.

. Tim

Timothy E. Campen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 921 01

D 619.814.5810 | O 619.814.5800 | F619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707

tcampen@bwslaw.com I vCard I Bio 
I

bwsiaw.com

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information hansmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies

of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it

to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review dissemination, dishibution or copying of this

communication by you or anyone else is shictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US

IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>



Sent: Monday, June 23,2025 1:51 PM
To: Campen, Timothy E. <TCampen@bwslaw.com>
Cc: Beverly Bickel <bjbickelfh@aol.com>
Subject: Re: Electronic Service of Monterey Park's Notice of Deposition of Edward Chan - People/Monterey Park
v. Robert Chan, et al., Case No. 24NNCV000B7

IEXTERNALI

Dear Mr. Campen

I am writing to follow up on the status of the project from the City's perspective. Are there any issues raised by
staff that you are aware of that have come up since our meeting with Thomas Vong and City staff on May 21? lt
so, please feel free to contact me immediately. I am not aware of anything. But if you are, we would like to know
so that they can be promptly addressed. As I recall, staff has been in direct contact with Santa Fe Water Systems
and other relevant contractors. So if there is anything the Chans need to be aware of, please let us know.

I have reviewed the two deposition notices you served last Friday night. The Notices state that they have been
set "pursuant to an agreement between the parties." I am not aware of such an agreement and I recall you
stating at our April 2024 meeling that the City did nof intend to take depositions. So they come as a surprise. ln
any event, July 11 is not convenient for me as I plan to be in Berkeley and the Bay area. lt seems to me that we
should assess the progress and inform the court at the July 24 case management conference. I suggest you set
the depositions for the days following following the CMC, if the City still thinks they are necessary. That will give
my clients a reasonable time to gather and provide documents as well..

Very truly yours,

Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail rnessagre, including any attachments, are intended solely for the use of the
person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. It contains information that may be protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work-product doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from
disclosure by applicable sfafe and federal law. lf you received this e-mail r??essage in error, please e-mail
Akrastinslaw(daol.com by reply e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the original e-mail as
well as any attachments

On Friday, June 20, 2025 at 10:01:29 PM PDT, Campen, Timothy E. <tcampeq@bwglew.cgm> wrote

Please find attached Electronic Service of Monterey Park's Notice of Deposition of Edward Chan in the
matter of People/Monterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al., Case No. 24NNCV000B7.



Sincerely,

Timothy E. Gampen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D 619.814.5810 | O 619.814.5800 | F 619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707
tcanrpen@bwslaw.com I vCard I Bio 

I
bwslaw.com

BURKE. WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file

copies of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible

for delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination,

diskibution or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN

ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.
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LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
John T. Gaffey Building

333 W. 6ti' Street, San Pedro, CA, Suite 2L3
Telephone: (562) 208-9679

Email : Akrastinslaw(Eaol. com

July 30,2025

VIA EMAIL :

Timothy E. Campen
E-mail : tcampen@bws law. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 9007 l-2953
T el: 213.236.0600; F ax: 213.23 6.27 00

Re: City of Monterey Parkv. Chan

Dear Mr. Campen:

I am writing to meet and confer regarding depositions that your office recently noticed
for August 1I,2025 and the notices' accompanying document demands. At the JuJy 24,2025
status conference, based on the submissions of my clients as well as your own representations,

the Court suggested that the case be dismissed, and set atrial date in September 2026 withno
scheduled intervening hearings.

The only remaining claim in your clients' operative complaint is for public nuisance

based on alleged violations of the Monterey Park Municipal Code. The City itself stated in its
now-defunct Motion for Preliminary Injunction that the strict liability standard applies and that
all the City needs to prove the nuisance claim is the existence of the alleged nuisance. The
nuisance claim, therefore, is not based on the Defendants' intentions, financial capacities,

competence, incompetence, or any other factors apart from the purported existence of the alleged
nuisance condition the plaintiffs are suing upon.

The core of the nuisance claim is that the Subject Property has been "permitted to remain
in a state of incomplete construction". During the permitting process, knowing the issues

involved, the City sent Mr. Lozano to the site so he could aver that he observed no construction
taking place. But as you yourself advised the Court at the Jruly 24,2025 hearing, construction
resumed on July 9,2025. It is continuing apace as I write. Therefore, there appears no longer to
be any basis for the City's allegation that the Chans are "permitting" the project to remain in a
state of incomplete construction.

The City's document requests indicate that you plan to inquire into matters that violate
my clients' rights to financial privacy. For example, Request No. 19 demands: "All
DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FLTNDS currently available to YOU to

Page 1 of3



pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY." Requests 16 and 18 seek

"All DOCUMENTS" evidencing payment to the Chans' vendors and contractors.

"The right to privacy under article I, section 1 of the California Constitution 'extends to

one's confidential financial affairs.' ... This right embraces confidential financial information in

'whatever form it takes, whether that form be tax returns, checks, statements, or other account

information."' (Overstock.com, Inc. v. Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. (2014)231 Cal.App.4th47l,
503.) "lndividuals have a legally recognized privacy interest in their personal financial

information." (International Federation of Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21, AFL-

CIO v. Superior Court (2007) 42 Cal.4th 319, 330.) "In the face of an objection based on

privacy, the party seeking discovery of the information must show that the information is

"directly relevanf' to a cause ofaction or defense, such that disclosure is "essential to the fair

resolution of the lawsuit." (Lookv. Penovatz,(2019) 34 Cal.App.sth6I,73.)

All the requests touching upon the Chans' finances are not reasonably related to any issue

in the case, are harassing, and are in violation the Chans' financial privacy rights.

The specially defined terms in the document demands are so overbroad and vague that
they render the demands unduly burdensome and harassing. Many requests indicate that you
plan to delve into matters as far back as 2017 and are therefore unduly burdensome and
oppressive, and seek items the City has long since obtained. These also can have no bearing on
whether the public nuisance conditions alleged in the operative First Amended Complaint
continue to exist.

When and whether the Chans retained their licensed general contractor, and documents
relating thereto, similarly, are matters not germane to whether specihc conditions at the Subject
Property are in violation of the code sections alleged in the operative pleading. The City already
possesses all the relevant documentation regarding the Chans' licensed general contractors and

other contractors.

City staff are free to obtain any information regarding the status and progress of
construction directly from Mr. Vong and the various subcontractors. My clients invited City
staff to do so. You yourself purported to prohibit my clients from contacting City staff regarding
the Subject Property (based on your "plenary powers" as a deputy city attorney). Your rationale
for this prohibition has always been that Edward and Howard Chan are too lacking in specialized
knowledge of construction to act as "owner builders" or as their own "general contractor".

Accordingly, I can see no legitimate basis to depose any of my clients, nor would any

information that the City could glean from the depositions be germane to its sole remaining
claim - that the Subject Property is in violation of municipal code sections alleged in the First
Amended Complaint.

The tenor of the document requests, and thus the purpose of the intended information,
appears to be to tarnish the Chans and to intrusively inquire into matters not germane to the case.
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The City must set out specific facts showing good cause for each document sought.
(C.C.P. $ 203 I .3 1 0.(bX 1). Further, the Court, for good cause shown, may make any order that
justice requires to protect any pafi, deponent, or other natural person or organization from
unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or undue burden and expense. (C.C.P. $

202s.420).

The Chans already have had to expend substantial monies to oppose the City's Motion
for Preliminary Injunction, which the City then abandoned. Depositions are expensive and they
are a waste of the parties' resources when the matters of inquiry are not gennane to the case,

especially when the deposingparty already has the information sought or can readily obtain it
elsewhere without burdening the defendants. Here, the burdens on Defendants clearly outweigh
any reasonable and legitimate benefit to the City. (C.C.P. $$2017.020(a), 2019.030(a).

Please confirm by the end of the business day on August 4,2025 that the City will
withdraw its deposition notices for Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan and will cancel the
depositions. Otherwiso, ffiy clients intend to move promptly for a protective order. If you wish
to discuss this matter further, I will be available in the mornings of August 1 and August 4.

Very truly yours,

a (

Andrew O. Krastins
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RE: People v. Chan: Scheduled depositions of Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com; kberger@bwslaw.com; mahensley@bwslaw.com; acohen@cjbllp.com;

tstephen @cjbl I p.com; sjoh nson@cj bl I p.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com

Date: Monday, August 4, 2025 at 08:58 AM PDT

Dear Mr. Krastins,

This correspondence is in regard to your request to meet and confer dated July 30, 2025.

The City fully intends on proceeding with the depositions of Edward and Howard Chan as scheduled.
Objections can be made on the record and preserved at that time. The City further maintains your
clients' financial capacity to finish construction is abso/utely relevanf to the City's nuisance abatement
enforcement efforts in this case and directly impacts if and how the City responds to the current state of
the property.

City staff has been monitoring construction progress at the Property since the stakeholder's meeting on
May 21,2025, wherein your client promised to begin construction activity within two weeks (June 4).
While some sporadic and incremental work regarding the LID system has been done over the last2/z
weeks, inexplicably nothing else has been done at the property in contradiction to the representations
made. Repeated requests for a construction schedule (which is standard practice for a project of this
nature) and explanation regarding construction progress remain unfulfilled. This, combined with what
the City considers to be woefully inadequate and unresponsive written discovery responses, leaves
these depositions as the only reasonable means left for the City to obtain a clear understanding as to
your client's ability to timely complete construction.

Please let me know if you would like to have a phone call to further discuss these matters if you think
that may be worthwhile. I am available Monday, August 4,2025, after 1pm or Tuesday, August 5 after
3:30 p.m.

Timothy E. Campen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D619.814.5810 | O619.814.5800 | F 619.814.6799 | M619.861.7707
tcarnpeq@bwslaw.com I vCard I Bio I bwslaw.com

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies

of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it

to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this

communication by you or anyone else is shictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US

IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.
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Re: People v. Chan: Scheduled depositions of Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (akrastinslaw@aol.com)

To: tcampen@bwslaw.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com

Bcc: edchan930@gmail.com; edchan930@hotmail.com

Date: Monday, August 4,2025 at03:22 PM PDT

Dear Mr. Campen

The only remaining claim is the City's nuisance action. As to that claim the City prays for:
(1 ) That this Court declare the Property and structures at795 W. Garvey Avenue,
Monterey Park, California, to be a public nuisance, and that the Property be abated, without
limitation, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code S 3479; (2) That Defendants be
subject to temporary and preliminary injunctive relief as ordered by the Court to compel
Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the Property located at 795 W.
Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without limitation, completion of
construction at the Property, and to maintain the Property free of public nuisances, in

accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code S 3479 and (3) That Defendants be subject to
permanent injunctive relief as ordered by the Court
to compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the Property located
at 795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without limitation, completion
of construction at the Property, and to maintain the Property free of public nuisances, in

accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code S 3479.

There is nothing in the relief the City seeks or the facts it must prove at trial that has
anything to do with the Chans'finances. You also know how long the permitting for the LID
system took and the time it took for Santa Fe Water Systems to process the order and
manufacture the unit. We have advised you that the Chans invite City staff to work directly
with general contractor Vuong and the Chans' other licensed subcontractors. One such
meeting took place this morning with John L. Hunger and Associates. Mr. Vuong gave Michele
Kim his email and phone number and both stated they would be in contact as needed. Can
you explain the City's need for the Chans' financial documents, how this overcomes their
financial privacy rights and how the Chans'finances are germane to the sole remaining claim?
Can you explain how the voluminous records you have demanded bears on whether the
Subject Property, an active construction site, presently violates the City's nuisance ordinances,
and why the City needs photographs and other documents dating from 2017 onward? Please
advise.

Very truly yours,
Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail message, including any attachments, are intended solely for
the use of the person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. It contains
information that may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, work-product
doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from disclosure by applicable state
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RE: People v. Chan: Scheduled depositions of Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com;acohen@cjbllp.com;tstephen@cjbllp.com;mahensley@bwslaw.com

Date: Monday, August 4,2025 at 05:59 PM PDT

Mr. Krastins,

I respectfully disagree. The primary nuisance of the property is it remaining in a state of partial
construction that has dragged on for so many years now. The ability of your clients to finish
construction in a timely manner requires capital. This project was approved in 2017.ln fact, the LID
plans were first approved in 2017 as well, only to be revised at least twice now in search of less
expensive alternatives. Based on my review of the totality of this case and all the information available
to me, the lack of access to sufficient capital remains the most plausible reason for the past and
continuing delays in construction activity. Whether your clients have sufficient capital to finish
construction within a reasonable amount of time has a direct impact on what abatement remedies are
available and appropriate. ln addition, you and your clients have repeatedly asserted various reasons
for delays in response to the City's enforcement efforts, which I fully expect you would also do at trial if
it gets that far. As such, it is highly relevant.

Of course, I am sensitive to privacy concerns over your clients' finances. The requested financial
information is tailored specifically to provide your clients with the opportunity to demonstration their
ability to finish construction in a timely manner. I am not looking to delve into anything beyond that. I

don't know what types of records your clients have to demonstrate financial capacity, but I am certainly
willing to discuss any proposals you may have towards achieving that goal while minimizing privacy
concerns.

Regarding the LID system installation particularly, Santa Fe Water Systems has been ready to obtain
and fabricate the components since January when the plans were approved, but no order was placed
until June. Regardless, the LID system is not a reason for the lack of any construction activity on the
rest of the property, such as the sewer system connection, HVAC and mechanical, removing junk and
debris from the interior, finishing the interior so it ready for tenants, and so on. You will recall from May
21 lhat Mr. Vong was ready to get crews out immediately to work on these items and saw no issues
with either labor or supplies. Please also understand that every day the property is not finished with
construction is a new violation of the MPMC subject to enforcement. Construction activity in itself is
not abatement of the public nuisance; finishing construction is abatement.

It is my hope that these depositions will, among other things, shed light on the actual reasons for the
project's delays, the ability of your clients to finish it, and the basis of their projected timing of finishing
it. Again, all highly relevant to the underlying public nuisance cause of action and remedies in response
to the same.

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Campen I Partner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D619.814.5810 | O619.814.5800 | F 619.814.6799 | M619.861.7707
tcarnpC[@!y!|1q9.9!l I vCard I Bio I bwslaw.cotr



BUBKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies

of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it

to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this

communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US

IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 4,2Q25 3:23 PM
To: Campen, Timothy E. <TCampen@bwslaw.com>
Cc: Beverly Bickel <bjbickelfh@aol.com>
Subject: Re: People v. Chan: Scheduled depositions of Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan

IEXTERNALI

Dear Mr. Campen

The only remaining claim is the City's nuisance action. As to that claim the City prays for: (1) That this
Court declare the Property and structures at 795 W. Garvey Avenue,

Monterey Park, California, to be a public nuisance, and that the Property be abated, without limitation, in
accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $ 3479; (2) That Defendants be subject to temporary and
preliminary injunctive relief as ordered by the Court to compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public
nuisances on the Property located at 795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without
limitation, completion of construction at the Property, and to maintain the Property free of public nuisances, in
accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code S 3479 and (3) That Defendants be subject to permanent injunctive
relief as ordered by the Court
to compel Defendants to abate in a timely manner all public nuisances on the Property located a|795 W. Garvey
Avenue, Monterey Park, California, including, without limitation, completion of construction at the Property, and to
maintain the Property free of public nuisances, in accordance with MPMC Title 4 and Civil Code $ 3479.

There is nothing in the relief the City seeks or the facts it must prove at trial that has anything to do with the
Chans'finances. You also know how long the permitting for the LID system took and the time it took for Santa Fe

Water Systems to process the order and manufacture the unit. We have advised you that the Chans invite Cily
staff to work directly with general contractor Vuong and the Chans' other licensed subcontractors. One such
meeting took place this morning with John L. Hunger and Associates. Mr. Vuong gave Michele Kim his email and
phone number and both stated they would be in contact as needed. Can you explain the City's need for the
Chans'financial documents, how this overcomes their financial privacy rights and how the Chans'finances are
germane to the sole remaining claim? Can you explain how the voluminous records you have demanded bears
on whether the Subject Property, an active construction site, presently violates the City's nuisance ordinances,
and why the City needs photographs and other documents dating from 2017 onward? Please advise.

Very truly yours,

Andrew O. Krastins



EXHIBIT M
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Re: People v. Chan: Scheduled depositions of Edward M. Chan and Howard M. Chan

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (akrastinslaw@aol.com)

To: tcampen@bwslaw.com

Date: Tuesday, August 5,2025 at 04:03 PM PDT

Dear Mr. Campen

You still have not explained, specifically, how the Chans'finances bear on the City's strict
liability nuisance claim. Whether the Chans are flush with money or are paupers has nothing
to do with the existence of nuisance conditions in violation of the various Code provisions cited
in the FAC, nor with the injunctive relief the City seeks. Nor do events and documents dating
lo 2017 appear to have any bearing on the City's sole remaining claim. The same is true of
documents evidencing payments to the Chans' many contractors. You have provided nothing
to convince me otherwise. The Chans do not need "an opportunity to demonstrate their ability
to finish construction in a timely manner." They are doing it as I write. You were cc'd on
Michele Kim's email to Thomas Vong. My clients have actively encouraged City staff to freely
contact Mr. Vong and other relevant contractors. Mr. Vong will answer staffs questions about
the progress of construction.

Very truly yours,
Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail message, including any attachments, are intended solely for
the use of the person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. lt contains
information that may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, work-product
doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from disclosure by applicable state
and federal law. lf you received this e-mail message in error, p/ease e-mail
Akrastinslaw@aol.com by reply e-mail. P/ease also permanently delete all copies of the
original e-mail as well as any attachments.

On Monday, August 4,2025 at 05:59:29 PM PDT, Campen, Timothy E. <tcampen@bwslaw.com> wrote:

Mr. Krastins,

I respectfully disagree. The primary nuisance of the property is it remaining in a state of partial
construction that has dragged on for so many years now. The ability of your clients to finish
construction in a timely manner requires capital. This project was approved in 2017.1n fact, the LID
plans were first approved in 2017 as well, only to be revised at least twice now in search of less
expensive alternatives. Based on my review of the totality of this case and all the information
available to me, the lack of access to sufficient capital remains the most plausible reason for the past
and continuing delays in construction activity. Whether your clients have sufficient capital to finish
construction within a reasonable amount of time has a direct impact on what abatement remedies



are available and appropriate. ln addition, you and your clients have repeatedly asserted various
reasons for delays in response to the City's enforcement efforts, which I fully expect you would also
do at trial if it gets that far. As such, it is highly relevant.

Of course, I am sensitive to privacy concerns bver your clients' finances. The requested financial
information is tailored specifically to provide your clients with the opportunity to demonstration their
ability to finish construction in a timely manner. I am not looking to delve into anything beyond that. I

don't know what types of records your clients have to demonstrate financial capacity, but I am
certainly willing to discuss any proposals you may have towards achieving that goalwhile minimizing
privacy concerns.

Regarding the LID system installation particularly, Santa Fe Water Systems has been ready to obtain
and fabricate the components since January when the plans were approved, but no order was
placed until June. Regardless, the LID system is not a reason for the lack of any construction activity
on the rest of the property, such as the sewer system connection, HVAC and mechanical, removing
junk and debris from the interior, finishing the interior so it ready for tenants, and so on. You will
recallfrom May 21that Mr. Vong was ready to get crews out immediately to work on these items and
saw no issues with either labor or supplies. Please also understand that every day the property is

not finished with construction is a new violation of the MPMC subject to enforcement. Construction
activity in itself is not abatement of the public nuisance; finishing construction is abatement.

It is my hope that these depositions will, among other things, shed light on the actual reasons for the
project's delays, the ability of your clients to finish it, and the basis of their projected timing of
finishing it. Again, all highly relevant to the underlying public nuisance cause of action and remedies
in response to the same.

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Gampen I Partner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D619.814.5810 | O619.814.5800 | F 619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707

tcamps_n@lwglgw eoln I vCard I Bio 
I

bwslaw.com

BUFIKE. WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file

copies of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for

delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution

or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE

NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.
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Further meet and confer re depositions

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (akrastinslaw@aol.com)

To: tcampen@bwslaw.com

Cc: acohen@cjbllp.com; tstephen@cjbllp.com; bjbickelfh@aol.com

Bcc: edchan930@gmail.com; edchan930@hotmail.com

Date: Tuesday, August 5,2025 at 04:31 PM PDT

Dear Mr. Campen

Unless you can confirm that you will not be delving into the Chans' finances under the guise
of "FINANCIAL FUNDS" or inquire into payments made by the Chans to their contractors, and
limit the deposition to the matters germane to the case -- namely, whether there presently exist
nuisance conditions at the Subject Property and the abatement thereof, my clients will need to
move for a protective order. Please advise.

Very truly yours,
Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail message, including any attachments, are intended solely for
the use of the person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. lt contains
information that may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, work-product
doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from disclosure by applicable state
and federal law. lf you received this e-mail message in error, prease e-mail
Akrastinslaw@aol.com by reply e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the
original e-mail as well as any attachments.
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Re: Further meet and confer re depositions

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (akrastinslaw@aol.com)

To: tcampen@bwslaw.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com

Date: Wednesday, August 6,2025 at 09:36 AM PDT

Dear Mr. Campen:

I still do not understand how, specifically, the Chan family's finances or are germane to the City's strict liability
nuisance claim or the remedies the Clty seeks. Neither do I see how matters occurring in 2017 are germane to the
City's strict liability nuisance claim. I can understand that City officials might want to have a glimpse into my clients'
private financial affairs for reasons presently known only to themselves, but I see absolutely no valid reason to
subject my clients to such unwarranted and improper intrusions. Again, regarding the progress and completion of
the project, my clients and I strongly encourage City staff to obtain the information the City needs from Mr. Vong and
and the subcontractors.

Very truly yours,
Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail rnessage, including any attachments, are intended solely for the use of the
person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. lt contains information that may he protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work-product doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from disclosure
by applicable state and federal law. If you received this e-mail message in error, please e-mail
Akrastinslaw@aol.com by reply e-mail. P/ease also permanently delete all copies of the original e-mail as
well as any attachments.

On Tuesday, August 5,2025 at 08:54:06 PM PDT, Campen, Timothy E. <tcampen@bwslaw.com> wrote

Mr. Krastins,

Yesterday, I stated in response to your concerns regarding providing information on your clients'
capacity to fund construction that "l am certainly willing to discuss any proposals you may have
towards achieving that goal while minimizing privacy concerns." Because I am not privy to what
types of records or information this would involve, I am in no position to offer any specific solutions
that both sides can live with. I was inviting you to use this as an opportunity to try to work this out.

Further, I first served this deposition notice some seven weeks ago on June 20, yet I am hearing of
your bringing a motion for protective order before the Court (presumably by ex parte application)
now, to be heard at best just two court days before the deposition that was already rescheduled at
your request. This could and should have been brought as a proper noticed motion, and I suspect
you may find it an uphill battle arguing otherwise before the court.

I have demonstrated why financial ability to complete construction in a timely manner is highly



relevant to this case. I remain willing to work with you to explore ways to minimize your client's
privacy concerns while being fully responsive to my inquiry regarding your clients demonstrating
whether they are able to fund timely completion by the end of the year, just as both your clients'
general contractor and the City's Building Official agreed back on May 2l was a reasonable
timeframe.

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Gampen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D619.814.5810 | O619.814.5800 | F619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707

lcanp_en@bwslaw.cont I vCard I Bio I bwslawcom

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN. LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential aftorney work product. Recipients should not file

copies of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for

delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution

or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is shictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE

NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333-4297. Thank yOu.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 5,2025 4:3'1 PM
To: Campen, Timothy E. <TCampen@bwslaw.com>
Cc: Allan Cohen <acohen@cjbllp.com>; Taylor Stephen <tstephen@cjbllp.com>; Beverly Bickel
<bjbickelfh@aol.com>
Subject: Further meet and confer re depositions

IExTERNALI

Dear Mr. Campen

Unless you can confirm that you will not be delving into the Chans' finances under the guise of "FINANCIAL
FUNDS" or inquire into payments made by the Chans to their contractors, and limit the deposition to the matters
germane to the case -- namely, whether there presently exist nuisance conditions at the Subject Property and the
abatement thereof, my clients will need to move for a protective order. Please advise.

Very truly yours,

Andrew O. Krastins



nuisance abatement enforcement efforts in this case and directly impacts if and how the City
responds to the current state of the property.

City staff has been monitoring construction progress at the Property since the stakeholder's meeting
on May 21,2025, wherein your client promised to begin construction activity within two weeks (June
4). While some sporadic and incremental work regarding the LID system has been done over the
last2lzweeks, inexplicably nothing else has been done at the property in contradiction to the
representations made. Repeated requests for a construction schedule (which is standard practice
for a project of this nature) and explanation regarding construction progress remain unfulfilled. This,
combined with what the City considers to be woefully inadequate and unresponsive written discovery
responses, leaves these depositions as the only reasonable means left for the City to obtain a clear
understanding as to your client's ability to timely complete construction.

Please let me know if you would like to have a phone call to further discuss these matters if you think
that may be worthwhile. I am available Monday, August 4,2025, after 1pm or Tuesday, August 5
after 3:30 p.m.

Timothy E. Campen lPartner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
501 West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA 92101

D619.814.5810 | O 619.814.5800 | F619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707

lcanrpen@lwde1y.c_qm I vCard I Bio I bwslaw.com

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmifted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file

copies of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for

delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, dishibution

or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE

NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. ThanK you.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 30,2025 1:30 PM
To: Berger, Karl H. <KBerggl@bwslawcom>; Campen, Timothy E. <TCamp-en@bluslelueom>;

Hensley, Mary E. <MaHensley_@bW$A1ry-Aqm>; Allan Cohen <acohen@ejbllp_eOm>; Taylor Stephen
<tstep_he n @ej b I I peom> ; Stua rt J oh n son <sj oh n so n @sj bl I p-eom>

Gc: Beverly Bickel <pjbickelfh@aol.com>
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RE: Further meet and confer re depositions

From: Campen, Timothy E. (tcampen@bwslaw.com)

To: akrastinslaw@aol.com

Cc: bjbickelfh@aol.com; acohen@cjbllp.com; tstephen@cjbllp.com; mahensley@bwslaw.com

Date: Wednesday, August 6,2025 at 0'l:59 PM PDT

Mr. Krastins,

I believe I've already given you my response to these questions, but perhaps wording it a little
differently might be helpful.

While there is a current and continuing public nuisance at the property, the history of this
continuing public nuisance is relevant to, and without limitation, understanding the context of
the current delays, anticipated completion, and your clients'defenses in the case.

Exploring the overall history of this project can also reveal motive, intent, knowledge, and/or
pattern of conduct by your clients and those under their direction to understand the current
delays and what to expect moving forward. lt can reveal witness credibility issues prior and
prior inconsistent statements. And, of course, understanding circumstances that got us here is
also likely to lead to additional witnesses or evidence relevant to the People's case pertaining
to case context, defenses, credibility determinations, etc. Again, you have asserted on several
occasions defenses related to past and continuing delays in construction that you contend are
attributable to others beyond your clients, including the City of Monterey Park and the City
Attorney's Office. This issue is ripe.

As for the "Chan's family finances," as you describe it, I have no idea how this construction is
being financed. I am simply trying to determine what the past, current and potential future
delays in construction progress are attributable to. Lack of sufficient funding is among the top
two or three reasons for construction delays generally, in addition to things like poor project
planning and management. lt is my understanding that completing construction is expected to
cost between $750,000 to $1 million. Understanding whether your clients are capable of
completing this project in the timeframe that both sides agreed was reasonable is not just
generally relevant, but fundamental to this case.

I don't know if, how, or to what extent the "Chan's family finances" fit into this project, and it is
not my intention to pry unnecessarily into private financial information, especially anything
unrelated to this project. As I've stated several times now, I remain open and available to
exploring options that will allow me to fully understand and verify your clients' ability to timely
finish construction while taking into consideration your client's privacy concerns to the extent
practicable. Because I do not know anything about how this is being financed or what kinds of
records may be involved, I invite you and your clients to propose options for consideration that
can satisfy our respective objectives.

Sincerely,



Timothy E. Campen I Partner

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
50'l West Broadway - Suite 1600, San Diego, CA92101
D619.814.5810 | O619.814.5800 | F619.814.6799 | M 619.861.7707
tcamps_n@ly5Lg-w r.q-ll I vCard I Bio I bwslaw com

BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The

information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies

of this email with publicly accessible records. lf you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it

to the designated addressee, you received this document through inadvertent error and any further review dissemination, distribution or copying of this

communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. lF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION lN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US

IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297. Thank you.

From: Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. <akrastinslaw@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 6,2025 9:37 AM
To: Campen, Timothy E. <TCampen@bwslaw.com>
Cc: Beverly Bickel <bjbickelfh@aol.com>
Subject: Re: Further meet and confer re depositions

IEXTERNAL]

Dear Mr. Campen

I still do not understand how, specifically, the Chan family's finances or are germane to the City's strict liability
nuisance claim or the remedies the Clty seeks. Neither do I see how matters occurring in 2017 are germane to
the City's strict liability nuisance claim. I can understand that City officials might want to have a glimpse into my
clients' private financial affairs for reasons presently known only to themselves, but I see absolutely no valid
reason to subject my clients to such unwarranted and improper intrusions. Again, regarding the progress and
completion of the project, my clients and I strongly encourage City staff to obtain the information the City needs
from Mr. Vong and and the subcontractors.

Very truly yours,

Andrew O. Krastins

The contents of this e-mail message, including any attachments, are intended solely for the use of the
person or entity to which the e-mail was addressed. lf contains information that may be protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work-product doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from
disclosure by applicable stafe and federal law. If you received this e-mailmessage in error, please e-mail
Akrastinslaw@agL9gm by reply e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the original e-mail as
well as any attachments.
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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

Attomeys for Defendants, Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan,
Man-Fei Chan Gold and Patricia Yu Chan

Plaintiffs,
v

CHAN, an individual, et al,

Defendants.

(spAcE BELOW FOR FtLtNG STAMP ONLY)

Electronically FILED by
Superior Court of California,
County of Los Angeles
Arc712O25 6:48 PM
David W. Slayton.
Executive Officer/Clerk of Court.
By A. Oliva. Deputy Clerk

DECLARATION OF DEFENDANT
EDWARD M. CHAN IN SUPPORT OF
MOTTON TO QUASH NOTTCES OF
DEPOSITION, STAY THE TAKING OF
DEPOSITIONS BY PLAINTIFFS, AND
FOR A PROTECTIVE ORDER AS TO
THE DEPOSITIONS OR LIMITING THE
SCOPE OF THE DEPOSITIONS OF
DEFENDAIITS EDWARD M. CHAN AND
TIOWARD CHAN

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: 24NNCV00087
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA, et al

Date: October 16,2025
Time: 8:30 A.M.
Dept.: E
Judge: The Hon. Ashfaq Chowdhury

Reservation # 908607844145

Action Filed : March 7,2024
l't Am Complaint : August 23,2024
Trial Date : Sept. 21,2026

I, Edward Chan, declare as follows:

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

I could and would testifu to the following facts from my own personal knowledge.

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

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

My family owns the Iot at795 W. Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park, California, located

l-

s,

2

DECLARATION OF DEFEIIDANT EDWARD M. CHAN IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

RELATED CROSS-COMPLAINTS

Fei
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at the northeast corner of Atlantic Blvd. and Garvey Avenue ("Subject Property"). The Subject

is part of a traditional 1960s-era commercial shopping center owned by my family,

except for the 99 Ranch supermarket and that market's parking area which are not owned by my

family

3. I make this Declaration in support of Defendants' Motion for Protective Order

and to provide the Court with objective verified information about the current status, recent

developments, and progress toward completion of construction at my family's commercial

4

at795 W. Garvey Avenue in Monterey Park, California.

. The largest obstacle to completing the project has been the LID underground tank

by state and local environmental regulations. Because of the specific contours of the

Subject Properfy and other technical factors, the design, approval and permitting of the LID tank

up more thanayear, moving through the approval process of the relevant City departments

and the City's off-site contractors such as Transtech.

5. I respectfully submit to the Court this update regarding the progress so

far. Since my last two Declarations re Status which I filed in June of this year, the following

gress has been made

6.

installed.

7.

As of the date of this Declaration, all of the chambers for the LID system have

In the past week, City staff were personally present at the Subject Property at least

times to monitor the ongoing construction. During one of those visits, a City building

inspector advised us that we had to work directly with John L. Hunter Associates, the City's

environmental consultant.

8. In May 2024, City Building Official Dennis Tarango (an employee of Transtech, a

consulting firm), expressly instructed my brother and me to work directly with Hunter &

However, when we did so, I received a harsh email from another Transtech

employee, Interim City Engineer Ziad Mazboudi, directing ts to not contact Hunter & Associates

and to instead communicate only with City staff. On September 9,2024, deputy City Attorney

Campen wrote to my legal counsel to the effect that we were not to communicate directly with

-2-
DECLARATION OF DEFENDAIIT EDWARD M. CHAN IN SUPPORT OF

MOTION F'OR PROTECTIVE ORDER
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ohn L. Hunter. In January 2025, the City filed a Motion for Preliminary Injunction which was

costly for us to oppose. At the hearing, the City withdrew its motion.

9. On the morning of August 4,2025, Thomas Vong, our licensed general

and I met at the construction site with Michele Kim, a planner from Hunter &

, for an initial inspection of the LID work so far. Also attending were Nan Tran and

Morales, who I understand are City staff. Together, we viewed and discussed the ongoing

In my presence, Mr. Vong provided Ms. Kim with his telephone number and email

Both stated that they will be in communication as needed. Ms. Kim a did not indicate in

way that the project was not progressing properly or that there was any other problem.

10. That evening, Ms. Kim sent an email to Mr. Vong, attaching her inspection report.

report states that the LID components installed so far are in accordance with the plans and

the site is free of trash, debris, and standing water. As per Ms. Kim's email, Mr. Vong will

Ms. Kim when the sump pump is ready for inspection by Ms. Kim. Additionally, Kim

that once the Modular Wetland System is completed, Mr. Vong will need to request an

by the Activation Manager from the company that manufactured the unit. To my

ledge, Mr. Vong and our subcontractors are meticulously proceeding in accordance with

from City staff and Hunter & Associates. [True and correct copies of Michele Kim's

4,2025 email and report are attached hereto as Exhibit A.l

1 1. Our licensed subcontractors are in the process of filling in the excavations with

This is more complicated than just dumping the gravel and dirt back into the hole with a

dump truck or bulldozer. Because of the nature of the multiple LID components, various liners

be inserted first, requiring a slow stepwise procedure. This is evidenced by the reference to

"backfill of the detention system (gravel, geotextile fabric)" in Ms. Kim's August 4,2025 email

(Exhibit A).

12. Once the LID installation is complete, our subcontractors will re-grade the whole

area in preparation for installing the electrical system. This will be done by Southem California

Edison and cannot be begun until all digging and grading are complete. This is necessary to

that workers do not interfere with Edison-installed electrical lines and equipment.
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13. On July 30,2025, our concrete contractor, MOA Concrete, Inc., submitted its

application, street traffic plan, and a copy of its contractor's license to the City. When the City

approves the application, we will begin work on the sidewalks.

14. From Mr. Campen's August 4,2025 email to our attorneys, which I reviewed, Mr.

Campen appears to believe that all the remaining portions of the project can be worked on at

once. This is not true. The Subject Property is a small corner lot within a busy shopping center

on a main commercial intersection. The lot is simply too small to permit, for example, the

simultaneous presence of the equipment needed to work on all aspects of the project at once.

15. Because of the numerous underground pipes involved, Mr. Vong determined that

sewer system should be installed after the LID system is complete.

16. The project is progressing in strict accordance with the professional judgment of

. Vong, with direct supervision by City staff and the City's own contractors. I have expressly

encouraged City staff to work with Mr. Vong and our other contractors directly so that City staff

can obtain their information directly from the persons most knowledgeable of construction

17. I reviewed the City's deposition notices which are addressed to myself and to my

, Howard Chan.

18. My family owns a number of commercial properties in Los Angeles and Orange

Counties. These require our oversight and maintenance. Additionally, I am an active participant

in the direction of Eastern Intemational Bank, which was founded by my family and is located in

shopping center adjacent to the Subject Property. Management and oversight of our family

is a full-time matter.

19. On February 13,2025, Howard Chan and I served our responses to the City's First

Set of Special Interrogatories. In these, the City asked about the project in detail, going back to

17. We provided detailed answers to most of the City's questions, including the identity of

, the reasons for project delays, and other similar questions. The City never advised us

our attorney that these answers were insufficient in any way. [True and correct copies of my
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and Howard Chan's responses to the City's First Set of Special Interrogatories to are

ttached hereto as Exhibits B and C respectively.l

20. The City's Special Interrogatories Nos. 22 - 28 asked intrusive questions about my

's "FINANCIAL FUNDS," which the City defined as "money available to pay for costs of

ON, whether in the form of credit, loans, cash, investments, savings or any other

resources." My brother Howard and I objected to these questions because my family's

arc aprivate matter and are not related to the City's lawsuit. Our mother passed away in

September 2024. Our father passed away in November 2021. Their assets are being probated.

, my siblings and I all hold partial interests in the Subject Property and in our late

' estate. The City's demand that I divulge information about "FINANCIAL FUNDS" not

intrudes on my and my brother Howard's privacy, but also on the privacy interest of my

Fei and my brother Raymond.

21. On April28, 2025, my brother Howard and I served our responses to the City's

Second Sets of Special Interrogatories. Again, we fully answered the questions the City asked,

the exception of Special Interrogatories with the exception of Nos. 40 and 41, which again

for sensitive information pertaining to my family's finances that have nothing to do with

City's lawsuit. [True and correct copies of my and my brother Howard's responses to the

ty's Second Sets of Special Interrogatories are attached hereto as Exhibits D and E.]

22. Along with the Special Interrogatories attached here as Exhibits B to E, the City

14 document requests on myself and 14 document requests on my brother Howard Chan,

of which reference one of the Special lnterrogatories, being in the format'oPlease provide all

listed in YOUR response to SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. [number]". We

to the document requests on April 28,2025 and we each produced 145 pages of

documents shortly thereafter.

23. The document requests in the City's new deposition notices mirror the document

to which we responded on April28, 2025. In other words, the City is now repeating the

document requests that they made earlier this year, asking for the same documents that we
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either produced to the City or justifiably objected to on grounds of privacy and lack of

24. To my knowledge, the City did not ask for any additional responses to its written

, or state that the responses were insufficient and would have to be supplemented. The

did not challenge our privacy-based or relevancy-based objections of April 2025. As can be

from Exhibits B through E, the Special Interrogatories alone cover the entire history of the

ect, from our remediation of the former gas station site up to the time our discovery responses

were served this year

25. The City's new deposition notices set the two depositions for August 1I,2025.

We also received a notice that the deposition location had been changed from the City library,

is a few blocks away from the Subject Property, to the downtown Los Angeles offices of

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, the City's contract law firm for city attorney services. fTrue and

correct copies of the deposition notices arc attached hereto as Exhibits F and G respectively.l

26. From the City's prior written discovery, I know that the City is attempting to

obtain information about my and my family's financial affairs, which have no bearing on the

litigation here, which concerns whether the Subject Property is being maintained in violation of

City ordinances, or whether the City is entitled to an injunction based on the current status of

construction at the Subject Property

27. For example, the City deposition notices' document request No. l9 demands that

produce "All DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FLINDS currently

to YOU to PAY for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED to the PROPERTY." The

"FINANCIAL FUNDS", as defined in the deposition notice, 'omeans money or means

TO payment for any CONSTRUCTION or PRODUCTS at the PROPERTY". We

objected to this request for our financial records back in April2025, and the City never

to compel us to produce them.

28. The document requests accompanying the City deposition notices also ask for

yment records and other financial records exchanged between us and our numerous contractors,

for records going back to 2017 which have, to the best of my understanding, no relationship
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any issue remaining in this case. They cover the same ground as the discovery requests to

hich my brother and I responded in February and April 2025, and were objected to at that time.

29

with them would cause my family and I to incur needless expense.

The documents the City is asking for now, in its deposition notices, were already

in response to discovery, except for the financial and payment record requests that, as

above, we justifiably objected to as intrusive of our privacy and neither relevant nor

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. These document demands in the

notices ask for the very same documents as we already responded to in April, and are

duplicative of that earlier discovery for no good reason.

30 My brother and I have pro-actively encouraged City staff to work with our

general contractor and our subcontractors directly. Neither my brother nor I are general

and we have never acted as such. Our knowledge of construction matters is merely

of diligent commercial-property owners, and we have never maintained otherwise.

31. The most efficient way for the City to obtain accurate and upto-date information

progress toward completion, or any other issue about the project, is to work directly with

Vong and our subcontractors. From my review of correspondence, I understand that Deputy

Attorney Campen has been demanding a "construction schedule" from Mr. Vong, evidently

set out exact dates to Mr. Campen's satisfaction. This is simply not the way a construction

works. Mr. Vong must deal with the contingencies of the real world, including the

of numerous subcontractors, the availability of labor, and other factors. The project

is in the hands of Mr. Vong and will be completed in accordance with his best professional

as soon as possible. Again, we have affirmatively encouraged City staff to contact Mr.

ong directly. Mr. Vong is in the best position to answer the City's questions.

32. The City's lawsuit already has caused us to spend substantial time and money

would have been more productively allocated to completing the project.

33. I reviewed both deposition notices and the document demands carefully. The City

asking my brother Howard and me to round up years of old receipts, checks, plans,

business records, and records which we would probably have to get from the many
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we have used over the years for various purposes. I believe that to provide the City

all the documents it is demanding would take me, and my brother Howard, 30 to 60 days of

This would be time taken away from overseeing the 7 Leaves project to completion and

require us to needlessly burden third parties, in particular the workers and contractors who

bringing the project to completion.

34. For my brother and me to spend a full day in deposition would also take us away

other pressing obligations without any conceivable substantial benefit to the City. Similarly,

and gathering eight years of construction, planning, financial and other documents that

deposition notice demands would require us locate, gather, and provide records the City

already has and doesn't need, and which are not reasonably related to any remaining issue in the

's lawsuit. I estimate that the depositions would cause us to incur an additional $10,000 or

more in legal costs.

35. Additionally, the City deposition notices' document demands would require us to

our busy contractors with needless tasks, thereby hindering completion of the project.

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California that the

is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct.

Executed on 8 /- ,2025 atSouth Pasadena, california.-T-t-'

Edward
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Fwd: 795 W Garvey Ave - LID lnspection report

From: Michelle Kim <mkim@jlha.net>
Date: Mon, Aug 4, 2025,7:48PM
Subject: 795 W Garvey Ave - LID lnspection report
To: Eddie Chan <edchan930@9mail.com>
Cc:Ziad Mazboudi <zmazboudi@monterey-pql(Sa.gov>, Campen, Timothy E. <TCamp-C-n@lwSleweqm>, Tran,
Nam <ntran@monlereypalK.ca.gov>, Morales, Ashley <asmorales@montereypal!-.cagov>

Hi Thomas,

Attached is the report for today's inspection at 795 W Garvey_AVC. Please send photos when you can of the backfill
of the detention system (gravel, geotextile fabric). Also, please be sure to contact me when the Modular Wetland
System (MWS) and sump pumps are ready for inspection. The sump pumps will need to be tested with running
water for functionality.

One note about the MWS:
You'll need to contact the manufacturer's Activation Manager (contact below) and request an inspection. Once
completed and BMP installation approved by them, they will provide an activationiinspection report with a product
warranty certificate. You will need to email this to me prior to our inspection in the future.

The Activation Manager's contact info is below:

Dean Hill
Activation Manager
Contech Engineered Solutions a Quikrete Company
(760) 203-5078
dean.hill@conteches.com

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Michelle Kim, CPSWO IOSD I EIT

Water Resources Engineer

John L. Hunter and Associates

6131 Orangethorpe4ye=, Suite 300

Buena Park, CA 90620

n1[iq@lha.net

mobile: (562)623-5101
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Gity of Monterey Park Stormwater Program:

Post Gonstruction Verification lnspection Report

Project Name: Two-Unit Commercial Building

Project Type: CommercialAddress: 795 W Garvey Ave, Monterey Park, CA91754,
USA

Ownership: Private Plan Approval D ate: 3 / 12 /2025

Contact Name: Thomas Vong (Solidway Construction, Inc.) Contact Phone: (62$ 616-2552

Contact Email : tom@solidwayconstruction.com Inspection Type : Verifi cation

Inspector: Michelle Kim Date:8/4/2025

BMP(s) in Approved Plan: MWS with upstream detention

Site lnformation

General Site Conditions Noteg

1 ) Storm drain signage/stenciling in place? Not Available
During Time of

Inspection

2) Conveyance mechanisms in place (e.g. area drains, catch
basins, trench drains)?

NotAvailable
During Time of

Inspection

3) Roof drains/downspouts in place? NotAvailable
During Time of

Inspection

4) Landscaping in place? Not Available
During Time of

Inspection

5) Sump pumps installed and proven operable? Not Available
During Time of

Inspection

6) Filter inserts installed? N/A

Prinsco Hydrostor HS290 Detention Chambers Notes

l) Connection or inlet to BMP in place? Yes See comments below

2) Location, depth, dimensions, and capacity per plan? Yes

3) Overflow mechanism installed? No See comments below

Yes4) Underdrain installed?

5) Vegetation, mulch, and media layer installed? N/A

6) Free ofhash, debris, standing water? Yes

Installation of some structural stormwater quality devices have been verified and deemed in conformance with the approved
project plans. Additional verification inspections for the project are required.
Only the detention system was available for inspection and appeared to be installed according to the approved plans. It was
communicated to the contractor to provide photo documentation ofthe backfill process to include gravel and the final
geotextile wrap. Separately, photos ofthe inlet drain basin will need to be provided that shows all the pipe connections. Future
inspections will be required for the MWS biofiltration BMP and two sump pumps. The pumps will need to be tested to prove
functionality.

N/A7) Manufacturer warranty/certifi cation provided (proprietary
only)?

Comments & Corrective Actions (if rcquircd)

lnspection Results



Pictures (if applicable)

-
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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,CA9073l
Tel: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

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

T}IE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

v

Case No. 24NNCV00087

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDAIIT EDWARD M. CHAN
(sEr oNE)

PROPOUNDING PARTY:

RESPONDING PARTY:

SET NUMBER:

Action Filed
Trial Date

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

EDWARD M. CHAN

ONE

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.210 et seq., Defendant Edward M. Chan

hereby objects and responds to Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's (hereafter "Propounding

Party") Special lnterrogatories, Set One ("Special Intenogatories") as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not fully completed his investigation of the facts relating to this case,

discovery in this action or preparation for trial. All of the responses contained herein are based

only upon such information and documents as are presently available to, and specifically known to

the Responding Party. It is anticipated that further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research, and analysis will supply additional facts, which may, in turn, clarifr and add meaning to

known facts as well as establish entirely new factual matters, all of which will lead to substantial

additions to, changes in, and variations from the contentions and responses herein set forth.

The following responses are given without prejudice to Responding Party's right to

produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact or facts, witnesses, or information which

this Responding Party may later recall or to produce any subsequently obtained documents or

other tangible things. Responding Party 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 formulated. The responses contained herein are made in a good

faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specification of legal contentions as

is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of this Responding Party in relation to

further discovery, research, or analysis. Discovery is continuing.

This preliminary statement is incorporated into each and every response set forth below.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Responding Party generally objects to the Special Interrogatories on the following

grounds, each of which is incorporated into the responses to the individual Special lnterrogatories

below. All responses set forth herein are subject to and without waiver of any of these General

Objections.

1. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they would

2
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impose an obligation on Responding Party outside the Local Civil Rules of the Superior Court of

the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North Central Division and other statutes,

rules, guidelines, or common law.

2. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek or

require the disclosure of information that is protected from discovery by the attorney-client

privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the joint prosecution or coflrmon interest privilege,

the right to privacy, proprietary rights, or any other applicable privilege or immunity. Such

production as may hereafter occur pursuant to the Special Interrogatories shall not include any

information protected by such privileges or doctrines. Inadvertent production of any information

protected by an applicable privilege or doctrine is not intended to constitute, and shall not

constitute, a waiver in whole or in part of any applicable privilege, protection, immunity, doctrine,

or objection.

3. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that is beyond the scope of permissible discovery.

4. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that they seek

information which is not within Responding Party's possession, custody, or control.

5. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they are overly

broad as to time and/or scope.

6. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that can be found by Propounding Party in the pleadings in this or any other action.

7. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they require

Responding Party to make legal conclusions.

8. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they are vague,

ambiguous, harassing, or unduly burdensome.

9. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that the

discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative, duplicative, or disproportionate.

10. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories insofar as they seek

a
J
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information that is irrelevant to any claim, defense, or subject matter of the litigation or is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

I l. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they fail to

state with particularity the information to be provided.

12. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they constitute

contention discovery that is premature at this stage of the litigation and is invasive of the attorney

work product doctrine.

13. Responding Parfy objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they

prematurely seek information related to experts, expert testimony, or opinion at a time when no

experts have been designated and/or when the Court has not yet determined a date for expert

discovery.

14. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal

opinion and/ or conclusion.

15. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it is compound,

conjunctive, or disjunctive.

16. In providing information in response to the Special Interrogatories, Responding

Party does not in any way waive, or intend to waive, but rather intends to preserve and is

preserving:

(a) all objections as to competency, relevancy, materiality,and/or

admissibility of any Interrogatory, the responses, and their subject matter;

(b) all objections as to vagueness, ambiguity, or other infirmity in the

form of the Interrogatory, any objections based on undue burden imposed by the

lnterrogatories and each individual Interrogatory contained therein;

(c) all rights to object on any ground to the use ofany ofthe

information in any subsequent proceedings, including the trial of this or any other action;

(d) the right to supplement responses to the Interrogatories; and

(e) any and all privileges and rights under the applicable Local Civil

4
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Rules of the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North

Central Division and other statutes, rules, guidelines, or common law;

(0 the right to amend, modiff and supplement these responses should

additional discovery warrant such amendment, modification, or supplementation.

17. The following specific responses are subject to and limited by these General

Objections. By setting forth specific objections, Responding Party does not intend to limit or

restrict these General Objections. Responding Party incorporates these General Objections into

his responses to each of the Special Interrogatories. To the extent that Responding Party objects to

the Special Interrogatories, any stated objections are not waived by providing responses. In

addition, the inadvertent disclosure of privileged information shall not constitute a waiver of any

applicable privilege. Responding Party also expressly preserves the right to object to further

discovery, to the subject matter of the Special Interrogatories and to the introduction of any of

these responses or any portion thereof into evidence in this action.

OBJECTIONS & RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

State in complete detail any and all certifications YOU possess in construction. For purposes of this

and other interrogatories, YOU means Defendant Edward Chan.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because the undefined term "in complete detail"

appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

has an interest in the property that is the subject of this litigation. Responding Party has never

5
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contended he possesses certifications in construction. Responding Party has never acted as a

construction worker, or as a construction contractor, general or otherwise. Construction work is

performed through the general contractor and other licensed professionals retained for the project.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

State in complete detail any and all experience YOU have in CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT. Forpurposes of this interrogatory, CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT means and includes, without limitation, any of the following: work with a

construction management company; work as or with a general contractor; work as or with a sub-

contractor; or construction-related work in any form.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the

applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingPafty does not

explain; (2) the operative complaint does not mention either construction project management or

construction management; (3) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT" as "without limitation, . . . work with a construction management company,

work as or with a general contractor, work as or with a sub-contractor, or construction-related

work in any form" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (4) it implies,

falsely, that communicating with a construction management company, a general contractor, or a

sub-contractor is "experience . . . in" construction project management.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

6
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for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

has an interest in the property that is the subject of this litigation. Responding Party has never

contended he possesses certifications in construction. Responding Party has never acted as a

construction worker, or as a construction contractor, general or otherwise. Construction work is

performed through the general contractor and other licensed professionals retained for the project.

Responding Party has never "worked with" a construction management company in any capacity as

an employee, or as an individual performing construction-related professional services in tandem

with a "construction management company" or general contractor. Defendants retain such persons

to perform work on the project and Defendants' other properties.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of every

CONTRACTOR that from20l7 through the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related

services to the PROPERTY. For purposes of this and other interrogatories herein: the term

CONTRACTOR means any general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or

designer, regardless of any licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the term "IDENTIFY" regarding

any persons means to provide a person's full name, professional title or job position, address, and

telephone number.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this intenogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the
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capitalized. and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines "CONSTRUCTION" as

"any work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something

beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "any work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly

to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also

overbroad as to time.

RespondingParly also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to identi$r any "CONTRACTOR" (as that

term is specially and broadly defined) who performed any "CONSTRUCTION related services",

whatever that may mean, any time over the last eight years.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Construction had not

yet begun in2017. Contractors working on the project include:

. The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023, Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction (ooJoven"). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,
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https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers.

Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has worked on the subject

construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320 Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone

number is (626) 308-9983.

Cal Land Engineering & Associates, Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, Califomia. Ray Ronquillo is a

Project Manager at Cal Land. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address

is 576 E Lambert Road, Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

Perfect Design & Engineeing, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong is its

President. The company is located at 2416 W. Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone

number is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey is its lead stormwater design engineer, and is a California

licensed professional Civil engineer. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe

Springs, CA90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-

9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, lnc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@gmail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivil guy@ gmai l. com, and telephone numbe r (7 60) 508 -2867 .
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o Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

State in complete detail what responsibilities YOU have regarding CONSTRUCTION on the

PROPERTY from January I,2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.4:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building,

gtading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", renders the term so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") is leftundefined; and (3) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work

that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

has no "responsibilities" regarding actual construction on the PROPERTY. Responding Parfy is
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one of the property owners. RespondingParty monitors the work being performed by the various

contractors and professionals, and facilitates communication as requested.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

State in complete detail all responsibilities YOU have had RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY for the years 2020 throtgh2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingPar$ objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and "RELATING TO". It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as 'owork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY'', renders

the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and 'RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: During the time

11
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period indicated, Responding Party had no "responsibilities" regarding actual construction on the

PROPERTY. Responding Party is one of the property owners. RespondingParty, as a property

owner, monitored the work being performed by the various contractors and professionals, oversaw

the work in order to see whether it is going forward, and facilitated communication as requested.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

State in complete detail all responsibilities YOU have had RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY for the years 2017 through2}I9.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and 'RELATING TO". It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", renders

the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2)the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and 'RELATING TO" are left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (4) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is therefore unrelated to

the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's causes of action against

T2
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Defendants.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to recall, going back eight years before now,

any "CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined) in order to state his responsibilities in

that long-ago period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Construction had

not yet begun in20l7. During the time period indicated, RespondingParty had no

"responsibilities" regarding actual construction on the PROPERTY. Responding Party is one of

the property owners. Responding Party, as a property owner, monitored the work being performed

by the various contractors and professionals, and facilitated communication as requested.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

IDENTIFY any and all licensed general contractors retained since 2017 to the present RELATED

TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, terms "IDENTIFY" and "RELATED TO"

are not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is'owork that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "IDENTIFY"

and "RELATED TO" are left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look back eight years for any "licensed

general contractors retained. . . RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the Property" (whatever

that may mean).

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Construction had not

yet begun in2017 . Contractors working on the project include:

o The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023, Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers.

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has worked on the subject

construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320 Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone

number is (626) 308-9983.

o Cal Land Engineering & Associates, Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo is a

Project Manager atCal Land. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address
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is 576 E Lambert Road, Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is 6 1-1050

Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong is its

President. The company is located at 2416 W. Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone

number is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey is its lead stormwater design engineer, and is a California

licensed professional Civil engineer. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe

Springs, CA90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-

9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

Califomia Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was

6673.

his telephone number (626) 236-

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivilguy@ gmail.com, and telephone number (760) 508-2867 .

Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

IDENTIFY the licensed general contractor currently retained to perform work RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

15
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Responding Party objects that the information sought by interrogatory is contained within

Interrogatory No. 7 above, and is therefore duplicative and harassing.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, tems "IDENTIFY" and "RELATED TO"

are not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is'kork that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterms "IDENTIFY"

and "RELATED TO" are left undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: as the Propounding

ParE knows, the licensed general contractor for the subject construction project since November of

2023 is Joven Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The

president of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. According to Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, the Joven company also offers construction

management. The Joven website above lists its contact information, including business addresses

and telephone numbers.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

State in complete detail all responsibilities of the licensed general contractor cunently retained to

perform work RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Much of the

remaining construction is awaiting the purchase of the underground storage tank, which itself has

been awaiting permit approval of the underground system. Once all permits are ready, the general
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contractor Joven will be responsible for overseeing work on the sewer and undergtound tank, any

remaining work to the exterior and interior of the building other than those alterations and

improvements which are up to the tenants, the paving of the parking lot and any related work in

accordance with City requirements.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

State in complete detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer

system from October 2I,2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 10:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and 'RELATING TO". It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not

defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO'o are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

18
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meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Nothing, because the

City only gave final approval to our plans in January of 2025.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

State in complete detail and to the best of your knowledge aII CONSTRUCTION still to be

performed RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system to consider such CONSTRUCTION

completed.

RE,SPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 11:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized,, and therefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO'o are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'owork that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,
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painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to (the unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: the purchases

required for us to complete excavation for and installation of the pump station, and connecting the

plumbing lines to the pump station.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Provide your best estimate for when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer

system will be completed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interro gatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is oowork that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,
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evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: The sewer system

and underground tank will be completed after the City of Monterey Park issues final approvals of

the plans. RespondingParty will then specially order the underground storage tank from the

manufacfurer through the vendor. Upon the occurrence of these contingencies, the sewer system

will be completed in accordance with the professional judgment of the licensed general contractor

and other contractors and professionals identified in the response to no. 3.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

State in complete detail and to the best of your knowledge all CONSTRUCTION still to be

performed RELATING TO all exterior areas of the PROPERTY according to permit no.B24-

0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the City of Monterey Park's Building Division on or about

January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)

because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require Responding Party to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

as to the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because

the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for
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"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to (the unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: exterior lights and

decorative trim; the parking area needs some concrete work; also need to add planters and other

landscaping.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Provide your best estimate for when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO all exterior areas the

PROPERTY will be completed according to permit no. 824-0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the

City of Monterey Park's Building Division on or about January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)
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because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require Responding Party to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is okork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Completion of

construction of the exterior areas depends on completion of the underground sewer system, and

these depend on final approval from the City of Monterey Park, and on the order and delivery of

the underground storage tank from the manufacturer via the vendor. The underground electrical

system cannot be installed before that is done, because the excavations required for the electrical

system are shallower than those for the sewer lines and underground tank. After the electrical

system is completed, final work can begin on grading and paving the parking areas, and

performing the requisite landscaping for the perimeter of the project.
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Interior improvements involving copper piping, for plumbing and electrical connections,

will commence after the foregoing contingencies have been satisfied in order to minimize the risk

of theft and vandalism, as Responding Party has experienced break-ins and theft of valuable

copper wiring and piping from other properties, consistent with what Responding Party

understands to be a rash of thefts throughout Southern California of copper construction-related

items by criminals, perhaps organized, who sell these items for salvage. Responding Party cannot

provide a specific date for this Interro gatory because RespondingParty has no control over the

various contingencies set forth above.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Provide your best estimate for when all CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY will be completed

according to permit no. 824-0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the City of Monterey Park's

Building Division on or about January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)

because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require Responding Party to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" (within the

provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") is not defined. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized term "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") is left undefined; and (2) to specially

define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive

as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Completion of

construction of the exterior areas depends on completion of the underground sewer system, and

these depend on final approval from the City of Monterey Park, and the subsequent order and

delivery of the underground storage tank from the manufacturer via the vendor. The underground

electrical system cannot be installed before that because the excavations required for the electrical

system are shallower than those for the sewer lines and underground tank. After the electrical

system is completed, final work can begin on grading and paving the parking areas, and

performing the requisite landscaping for the perimeter of the project.

Interior improvements involving copper piping, for plumbing and electrical connections,

will commence after the foregoing contingencies have been satisfied in order to minimize the risk

of theft and vandalism, as Responding Party has experienced break-ins and theft of valuable

copper wiring and piping from other properties, consistent with what RespondingParty

understands to be a rash of thefts throughout Southern California of copper construction-related

items by criminals, perhaps organized, who sell these items for salvage. Responding Party cannot

provide a specific date for this Interrogatory because Responding Party has no control over the

various contingencies set forth above.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

between the years 2017-2019. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories: the term DELAY

means any lack of actively engaging in CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO any building plans

approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the terms "RELATING TO" oT "RELATES

TO" means containing, constituting, considering, comprising, concerning, discussing, regarding,

describing, reflecting, studying, commenting or reporting on, mentioning, analyzing, or referring,

alluding, or pertaining to, in whole or in part.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized. and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized. and therefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of the two vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain terms above ("RELATED TO" and "CONSTRUCTION") and also

because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in

construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather,

etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable

cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
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to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2)the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the provided definition of "DELAY''would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (5) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is

therefore unrelated to the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's

causes of action against Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, going back eight years

before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which as noted

above is vague, ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of

supposed oodelays" which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence, and to identiff all "reasons" for any so-

called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Construction did

not begin until late 2019, then it had to shut down due to the COVID pandemic. The Covid

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

slowdowns and labor shortages in the local construction industry. When the pandemic subsided

and restrictions were lifted, the construction labor shortage continued.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2020.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 17:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION'' is oowork that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined word "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekendsftrolidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identiff all "reasons'o for any so-called,long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Progress on the

project was delayed during the designated time period of 2020 because of the COVID shutdowns.

This resulted not only in work coming to a legally required halt, but also in a severe labor shortage

in the construction industry making it difficult and often impossible to fill labor needs. Also,

Responding Party understands that the COVID shutdowns greatly affected staffing at Monterey Park

City Hall, including various work-at-home anangements, a loss of employees resulting in staff

vacancies in various relevant City departments, and the outsourcing of many City functions to off-

site private companies, including plan checking and other building-related services.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2021.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising
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or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined word "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delayoo.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, frve years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identiff all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Progress on the

project was delayed in the designated time period of 2021because of the COVID shutdowns. This

30
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEF'ENDANT

EDWARD M. CHAN



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

I4

15

I6

T7

18

t9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

resulted not only in work coming to a legally required halt, but also in a severe labor shortage in

the construction industry making it difficult and often impossible to fill labor needs. Also,

Responding Party understands that the COVID shutdowns greatly affected staffing at Monterey

Park City Hall, including various work-at-home anangements, a loss of employees resulting in

staff vacancies in various relevant City departments, and resulting in the outsourcing of many City

functions to off-site private companies, including plan checks and other building-related services.

On the advice of our concrete contractor at the time, that it would be better to build a

concrete tank in the ground instead of the blueprint's plan to purchase one (the size of a swimming

pool) and drop it in with a crane, we asked the concrete contractor to build a tank in the ground.

We asked the architect to submit those changes to the plan to the City at the time. Then the

concrete contractor abandoned the job in2022, so we had to start over on that part of the project.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2022.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of
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two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a'o delay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identiSr all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: As described in our

Interrogatory Response above, we ordered some concrete work in202l-2022, specifrcally a

concrete storage tank and also some concrete work in the parking area, and then the concrete

contractor abandoned the job in2022. We could not proceed without the sewer tank, which the

concrete contractor never completed. We had to start over again and find a new tank provider.
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City Delays -Ln2022, the City worked on the street and asked us to let their street

contractor connect the street sewer line to our sewer pipes. The City approved the plan for our

sewer pipes (the plan had been submitted in 2016-2017) and only now in 2022, during work on the

City's own street sewer line, did the City notice the discrepancy in elevation of our pipe versus the

City pipe.

SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 20:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is oowork that includes, without limitation, building,

gtading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, artdtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

'odelay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not
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explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identifu all "reasons'o for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Because of the

difficult nature posed by the underground storage tank, given the specific configuration of the

property and City and state requirements. Almost all the concrete contractors we contacted were

unwilling to undertake the project. We found somebody who said they would handle the storage

tank work, but they never got around to it, Then we found and hired Ramos Concrete to continue

the tank work. We looked for other providers but nobody else was willing to accept

responsibility for the concrete tank job. Ramos graded the property and did other preparatory

work, and then the record rains of that year caused that work to halt. No concrete construction ten

feet underground was possible during heavy rain.

Construction was also delayed by the City's demand that Defendants obtain the prior general

contractor's written permission to hire the new general contractor Joven.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2024 tluough the date of service of this response on Propounding Party.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .
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Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identifr all "reasonso'for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: In late 2023,

Defendants advised the City that they had terminated their general contractor and retained a different

contractor. City staff advised Defendants that Defendants could not terminate their initial general

contractor and replace this prior general contractor with the general contractor of their choice, unless

Defendants first received written permission from the prior contractor. This resulted in numerous

weeks of circular communications with various City staff who gave conflicting answers. The City

then filed the instant lawsuit, which has resulted in the time-consuming and expensive but necessary

task of marshaling the evidence to defend the case. The City also intruded into Responding Party's

private business affairs by apparently attempting to drive some sort of wedge between 7 Leaves and

Defendants' general contractor on the one hand, and Defendants on the other, and between

Defendants and at least one of their commercial tenants. ln 2024, The City, including contract

worker and Building Official Dennis Tarango of Transtech, urged Responding Party to work directly

with the City's environmental consultant. When Responding Party did as directed, another

Transtech contractor testily instructed Responding Party to do just the opposite. City Attorney

Campen then sent a threatening letter demanding that Responding Party cease all direct

communication with the City regarding the project.

Delays by City staff and/or the City's private contractors in processing submitted documents

have also caused delays in progress, as set forth in the Declaration of Edward M. Chan filed with

Defendants' papers opposing the City's pending Motion for a Preliminary Injunction, as are the
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details of the improved underground storage tank design which is in the final stages of City staff

review. City staff approval of submitted plans is outside of our control.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

State in complete detail each and every occurence of DELAY in CONSTRUCTION from 2017

through the present attributable to insufficient FINANCIAL FUNDS. For purposes of this and all

other interrogatories, the term "FINANCIAL FLINIDS" means money available to pay for costs of

CONSTRUCTION, whether in the form of credit, loans, cash, investments, savings or any other

monetary resources.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term'oin complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is'owork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore

specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined word

"CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the provided definition of "DELAY'I

would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours,

on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is

something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
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to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as 'owork that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay'o; and (4) there is no mention in the

operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund construction,

of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence over the past eight years,

of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" which, as noted above, is vague, ambiguous, uncertain,

and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays" which have no bearing on

this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible

evidence, and identi$r all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of

other parties to this matter and of any third parties (depending on whose funds are being

referenced)..

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

State in complete detail the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to YOU to pay for

CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:
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Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. It is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term

"RELATED TO" is not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term ooin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left

undefined; and (4) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of

their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that

funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of

other parties to this matter and of any third parties (depending on whose funds are being

referenced).
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

State in complete detail all sources of all FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to pay for

CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Parry objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. It is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term

"RELATED TO" is not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined termooin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left

undefined; and (4) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of

their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that

funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.
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Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of

other parties to this matter and of any third parties (depending on whose funds are being

referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

State in complete detail each and every instance in which ELAINE CHAN CONTRIBUTED any

amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY from 2017

through the present. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories, "ELAINE CHAN" means and

refers to Defendant Elaine Yee Chan named in this action, and who is also known as the mother of

Defendants Edward Chan, Howard Chan, Man Fei Chan Gold, and Raymond Chan. The term

CONTRIBUTED or CONTRIBUTE means, without limitation, to give, loan, pay, lend, gift or any

other way provide money or anything of value to be used to pay for costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the provided definition of

"CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly defined word "CONSTRUCTION".
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED"

relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined word

"CONSTRUCTION"; and (4) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's

frnances, of their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction,

or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "contribution" by Responding Party's deceased mother towaTd "CONSTRUCTION" (as

specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has no bearing on this litigation and is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late

Elaine Yee Chan, and possibly the rights of other parties to this matter and the rights of third

parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

State in complete detail the monetary amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS for each individual instance

that ELAINE CHAN CONTRIBUTED towards payment of costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY, from 2017 through the present.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but

undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalized term "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term "RELATED TO"

and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (6) there is no mention in the

operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund construction,

of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,
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for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "contribution'o by Responding Party's deceased mother toward payment of costs

"RELATED TO" "CONSTRUCTION" (as specially andbroadly defined, or not defined), which

has no bearing on this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

relevant, admissible evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late

Elaine Yee Chan, and possibly the rights of other parties to this matter and the rights of third

parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL TORY NO. 27:

State in complete detail all instances in which ELAINE CHAN's refusal to CONTRIBUTE any

amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards payment of costs RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY that resulted in any DELAY in CONSTRUCTION, from 2017 through the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.27:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",
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rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but

undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION". It is

also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized word "DELAY" is defined in terms

of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Respondin gParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'owork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalized term "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work,

such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay"; (6)

the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (7) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their willingness or

unwillingness to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has

ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,
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and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "refusal to contribute" by Responding Party's deceased mother toward payment of costs

"RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has

no bearing on this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant,

admissible evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late

Elaine Yee Chan, and possibly the rights of other parties to this matter and the rights of third

parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

State in complete detail all instances in which a lack of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards payment of

costs RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY resulted in any DELAY in

CONSTRUCTION, from20l7 through the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding ParE objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term'oin complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is obork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY'',

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but
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undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION". It is

also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized word "DELAY" is defined in terms

of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'owork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work,

such as after business hours, on weekends/trolidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; (6)

the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (7) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their willingness or

unwillingness to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has

ever been an issue in this matter.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "DELAY in CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and very broadly defined) and whether it
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could be related to a "lack of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards payment of costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has no bearing on

this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible

evidence.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

privacy of personal information and of confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of

other parties to this matter and the rights of third parties (depending on whose funds are being

referenced).

Dated: February 13,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

o (

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

I, Edward M, Chan, veriff that I have read the OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO

DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN (SET ONE) and know the contents thereof. The matters

contained therein are true to the best of my own knowledge, except as to those matters that are

alleged on information and beliet and as to those mafters, I believe them to be true as of the date of

these responses.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of fhe State of California and the United

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedon Fe b li .2o2sat

t*-*-/tV--
Edward M. Chan

VERIFICATION
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, I was over 1 8 years of age and not a party to this action. I am employed in
the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 333 W. Sixth Street, Suite
213, San Pedro, CA90731.

On February 13, 2025,I served true copies of the following document described as

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's

fi,tTf; If.k.ttil"".HP"",d}:rgF#;#g,P,RTENDANTEDWARDM.cHAN(sEroNE)on

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address bjbickelfh@aol.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed 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 February 13, 2025, at Riverside, California.

Beverly J. Bickel

4

49
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT

EDWARD M. CHAII



1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

I2

13

t4

15

t6

t7

18

19

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

SERVICE LIST
People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chano et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458)
E-mail: kberger@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail : tcamp en@bwslaw. com
Justin A. Tamayo (SBN 345598)
E-mail: jtamayo@bwslaw.com
Mary Hensley
E-mail : mahensle)r@bwslaw. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 90017 -2953
Tel: 951.788.0100
Fax: 951.788.5785

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq
Allan Cohen, Esq.
Email : tstephen@cibllp.com

acohen@cibllp.com
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560
TeI : 310-586-2400
Tel z 310-594-4723

Attorney for Plaintiffs
THE PEOPLE OF TIIE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA and THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CIIANO AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAI\ FAMILY
TRUST
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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.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS ANGELES

V

Case No. 24NNCV00087

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAI\
(sEr oNE)

PROPOUNDING PARTY:

RESPONDING PARTY:

SET NUMBER:

Action Filed
Trial Date

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

HOWARD M. CHAN

ONE

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.210 et seq., Defendant Howard M. Chan

hereby objects and responds to Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's (hereafter "Propounding

Party") Special Interrogatories, Set One ("Special Interrogatories") as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not fully completed his investigation of the facts relating to this case,

discovery in this action or preparation for trial. A11 of the responses contained herein are based

only upon such information and documents as are presently available to, and specifically known to

the Responding Party. It is anticipatedthat further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research, and analysis will supply additional facts, which may, in turn, clariSr and add meaning to

known facts as well as establish entirely new factual matters, all of which will lead to substantial

additions to, changes in, and variations from the contentions and responses herein set forth.

The following responses are given without prejudice to Responding Party's right to

produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact or facts, witnesses, or information which

this Responding Party may later recall or to produce any subsequently obtained documents or

other tangible things. RespondingParf 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 formulated. The responses contained herein are made in a good

faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specification of legal contentions as

is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of this RespondingPar$ in relation to

further discovery, research, or analysis. Discovery is continuing.

This preliminary statement is incorporated into each and every response set forth below.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Responding Party generally objects to the Special Interrogatories on the following

grounds, each of which is incorporated into the responses to the individual Special Interrogatories

below. All responses set forth herein are subject to and without waiver of any of these General

Objections.

1. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they would

2
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impose an obligation on Responding Party outside the Local Civil Rules of the Superior Court of

the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North Central Division and other statutes,

rules, guidelines, or common law.

2. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they seek or

require the disclosure of information that is protected from discovery by the attorney-client

privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the joint prosecution or common interest privilege,

the right to privacy, proprietary rights, or any other applicable privilege or immunity. Such

production as may hereafter occur pursuant to the Special Interrogatories shall not include any

information protected by such privileges or doctrines. Inadvertent production of any information

protected by an applicable privilege or doctrine is not intended to constitute, and shall not

constitute, a waiver in whole or in part of any applicable privilege, protection, immunity, doctrine,

or objection.

3. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that is beyond the scope of permissible discovery.

4. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent that they seek

information which is not within Responding Party's possession, custody, or control.

5. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they are overly

broad as to time and/or scope.

6. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that can be found by Propounding Party in the pleadings in this or any other action.

7. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they require

Responding Party to make legal conclusions.

8. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they are vague,

ambiguous, harassing, or unduly burdensome.

9. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that the

discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative, duplicative, or disproportionate.

10. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they seek

a
J
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information that is irrelevant to any claim, defense, or subject matter of the litigation or is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

I l. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they fail to

state with particularity the information to be provided.

12. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they constitute

contention discovery that is premature at this stage of the litigation and is invasive of the attorney

work product doctrine.

13. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they

prematurely seek information related to experts, expert testimony, or opinion at a time when no

experts have been designated and/or when the Court has not yet determined a date for expert

discovery.

14. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal

opinion andl or conclusion.

15. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it is compound,

conjunctive, or disjunctive.

16. In providing information in response to the Special Interrogatories, Responding

Party does not in any way waive, or intend to waive, but rather intends to preserve and is

preserving:

(a) all objections as to competency, relevancy, materiality, andlor

admissibility of any Interrogatory, the responses, and their subject matter;

(b) all objections as to vagueness, ambiguity, or other infirmity in the

form of the Interrogatory, any objections based on undue burden imposed by the

Interrogatories and each individual Interrogatory contained therein;

(c) all rights to object on any ground to the use of any of the

information in any subsequent proceedings, including the trial of this or any other action;

(d) the right to supplement responses to the lnterrogatories; and

(e) any and all privileges and rights under the applicable Local Civil

4
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Rules of the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North

Central Division and other statutes, rules, guidelines, or common law;

(f) the right to amend, modify and supplement these responses should

additional discovery warrant such amendment, modification, or supplementation.

17. The following specific responses are subject to and limited by these General

Objections. By setting forth specific objections, Responding Party does not intend to limit or

restrict these General Objections. Responding Party incorporates these General Objections into

his responses to each of the Special Interrogatories. To the extent that Responding Party objects to

the Special Interrogatories, any stated objections are not waived by providing responses. In

addition, the inadvertent disclosure of privileged information shall not constitute a waiver of any

applicable privilege. Responding Party also expressly preserves the right to object to further

discovery, to the subject matter of the Special Interrogatories and to the introduction of any of

these responses or any portion thereof into evidence in this action.

OBJECTIONS & RESPONSES SPECIAT, INTERROGATORIE,S

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

State in complete detail any and all certifications YOU possess in construction. For purposes of this

and other interrogatories, YOU means Defendant Edward Chan. For purposes of this and other

interrogatories: The terms'.YOIJ" or "YOUR" shall refer to defendant HOWARD M. CHAN and,

where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf. When responding to those

interrogatories, YOU shall provide information within YOUR knowledge, and the knowledge of

anyone over whom YOU have control including without limitation any agents, representatives or

anyone acting on YOUR behalf.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

5
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the undefined term "in complete detail", and as to the word "YOU" whose provided definitions

indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall refer to defendant

HOWARD M. CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf', a

definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This inteno gatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the term "where appropriate" and as to the stated requirement that "YOU" shall

provide not only "YOIIR" own knowledge but also the knowledge of other people (whether

disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because the undefined term "in complete detail"

appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than RespondingParty, which is impossible.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Respondingpafty

does not claim and has never claimed to have any "certification in construction," nor performed any

construction activities requiring a "certifrcation" to the extent that term means a construction

contractor's license.

SPECIAL TORY NO.2

State in complete detail any and all experience YOU have in CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT. For purposes of this interrogatory, CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT means and includes, without limitation, any of the following: work with a

construction management company; work as or with a general contractor; work as or with a sub-

contractor; or construction-related work in any form.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDAI{T
IIOWARD M. CHAII
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Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the

applicable time period, and as to the word "YOU" whose provided definition in Interrogatory No.

1 indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall refer to defendant

HOWARD M. CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf', a

definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the term'owhere appropriate" (within the special definition of "YOU" in

Interrogatory No. 1) and as to the stated requirement (within the special definition of "YOU" in

Interrogatory No. 1) that "YOIJ" shall provide not only "YOLIR" own knowledge but also the

knowledge of other people (whether disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible..

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the operative complaint does not mention either construction project management or

construction management; (3) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

MANAGEMENT" as'kithout limitation, . . . work with a construction management company,

work as or with a general contractor, work as or with a sub-contractor, or construction-related

work in any form" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (4) it implies,

falsely, that communicating with a construction management company, a general contractor, or a

sub-contractor is "experience . . . in" construction project management.

RespondingPafty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than RespondingParty, which is impossible.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Without waiving the

foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Respondingparty does not claim and has never

7
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claimed to have any "certification in construction," nor performed any construction activities

requiring a"certification" to the extent that term means a construction contractor's license. Nor has

Respondingparty ever claimed to be, or performed professional services of a construction project

manager. Responding Party has never "worked with" a construction management company in any

capacity as an employee, or as an individual performing construction-related professional services

in tandem with a "construction management company" ot general contractor.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of every

CONTRACTOR that from2}ll through the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related

services to the PROPERTY. For purposes of this and other interrogatories herein: the term

CONTRACTOR means any general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or

designer, regardless of any licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the term "IDENTIFY" regarding

any persons means to provide a person's full name, professional title or job position, address, and

telephone number.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines "CONSTRUCTION" as

"any work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any

8
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building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appea$ to require something

beyond'oin detail" which Propounding Party does not explain; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as'oany work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly

to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also

overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to identifu any "CONTRACTOR" (as that

term is specially and broadly defined) who performed any "CONSTRUCTION related services",

whatever that may mean, any time over the last eight years.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: as Propounding Party

knows, contractors working on the project include:

o The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023 is Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers.

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has worked on the subject

construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320 Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone

9
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number is (626) 308-9983.

Cal Land Engineering & Associates, Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by Califomia and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo is a

Project Manager at Cal Land. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address

is 576 E Lambert Road, Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong is its

President. The company is located at 2416 W. Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone

number is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey is its lead stormwater design engineer, and is a California

licensed professional Civil engineer. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe

Springs, CA90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-

9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@gmail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivil guy@ gmail. com, and telephone numbe r (7 60) 508 -2867 .

Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 83I-2599.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

10
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State in complete detail what responsibilities YOU have regarding CONSTRUCTION on the

PROPERTY from January 1,2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL f ATORY NO.4:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail", and as to the word "YOU" whose provided definitions

indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall refer to defendant

HOWARD M. CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf', a

definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the term "where appropriate (in Intenogatory No. I's special definition of

"YOIJ")" and as to the stated requirement (in Interrogatory No. 1's special definition of "YOU")

that "YOU" shall provide not only ooYOIlR" own knowledge but also the knowledge of other

people (whether disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible. It is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY", renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm '.RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") is left undefined; and (3) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,
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for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than Responding Party, which is impossible.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

monitors the day-to-day operations of the Chans' portion of the parcel at the northeast corner of

Atlantic and Garvey. This includes the shopping center, the Subject Property and their respective

parking areas. It does not include the 99 Ranch Market, also on the corner. I am not a construction

worker or construction contractor. I have no responsibilities regarding actual construction on the

property. My brother and I discuss various contractors in connection with the Project. I sometimes

hire handymen to perform routine maintenance, like fence repair and placement of sandbags, in

order to ensure that we are complying with the City's code requirements. The City has targeted our

property for scrutiny and has given us numerous citations while affirmatively permitting the

property owner next door to commit far worse violations of the Code. So I really focus on keeping

our property up to code as the 7 Leaves project is completed.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

State in complete detail all responsibilities YOU have had RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY for the years 2020 through2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and "RELATING TO", and as to the word "YOU" whose

provided definitions indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall

refer to defendant HOWARD M. CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on

his behalf', a definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This interrogatory is also vague,

t2
OBJECTIONS AI\D RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT

HOWARD M. CHAN



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

l1

12

l3

t4

l5

t6

t7

18

T9

20

2T

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

ambiguous, and uncertain as to the term "where appropriate (in Intemogatory No. 1's special

definition of "YOU")" and as to the stated requirement (in lnterrogatory No. 1's special definition

of "YOU") that "YOU" shall provide not only "YOIIR" own knowledge but also the knowledge

of other people (whether disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible. It is also

vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as

'kork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY", renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and 'RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'kork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than RespondingParty, which is impossible.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

monitors the day-to-day operations of the Chans' portion of the parcel at the northeast corner of

Atlantic and Garvey. This includes the shopping center, the Subject Property and their respective

parking areas. It does not include the 99 Ranch Market, also on the corner. I am not a construction

worker or construction contractor. I have no responsibilities regarding actual construction on the
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property. My brother and I discuss various contractors in connection with the Project. I sometimes

hire handymen to perform routine maintenance, like fence repair and placement of sandbags, in

order to ensure that we are complying with the City's code requirements. The City has targeted our

property for scrutiny and has given us numerous citations while affirmatively permitting the

property owner next door to commit far worse violations of the Code. So I really focus on keeping

our property up to code as the 7 Leaves project is completed.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

State in complete detail all responsibilities YOU have had RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY for the years 2017 tluough20l9.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO. 6:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and 'RELATING TO", and as to the word "YOU" whose

provided definitions indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall

refer to defendant HOWARD M. CIIAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on

his behalf', a definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain as to the term "where appropriate (in Interrogatory No. 1's special

definition of "YOU")" and as to the stated requirement (in Interrogatory No. 1's special definition

of "YOU") that "YOU" shall provide not only "YOIIR" own knowledge but also the knowledge

of other people (whether disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible. It is also

vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION" as

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY", renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
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to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalized terms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and 'RELATING TO" are left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grcding, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (4) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is therefore unrelated to

the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's causes of action against

Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to recall, going back eight years before now,

any "CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined) in order to state his responsibilities in

that long-ago period.

Responding Parfy also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than Responding Party, which is impossible.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

monitors the day-to-day operations of the Chans' portion of the parcel at the northeast corner of

Atlantic and Garvey. This includes the shopping center, the Subject Property and their respective

parking areas. It does not include the 99 Ranch Market, also on the corner. I am not a construction

worker or construction contractor. I have no responsibilities regarding actual construction on the

property. My brother and I discuss various contractors in connection with the Project. I sometimes

hire handymen to perform routine maintenance, like fence repair and placement of sandbags, in

order to ensure that we are complying with the City's code requirements. The City has targeted our
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property for scrutiny and has given us numerous citations while affirmatively permitting the

property owner next door to commit far worse violations of the Code. So I really focus on keeping

our property up to code as the 7 Leaves project is completed. To my knowledge, no construction

took place at the Subject Property during this period. We removed a closed gas station and made

sure the property met all environmental rules so we can develop it with something else.

SPECIAL ! ATORY NO. 7

IDENTIFY any and all licensed general contractors retained since 2017 to the present RELATED

TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, terms "IDENTIFY" and "RELATED TO"

are not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingPar$ further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized terms "IDENTIFY"

and "RELATED TO" are left undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject maffer,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.
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Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look back eight years for any "licensed

general contractors retained . . . RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the Property" (whatever

that may mean).

Withoutwaiving the foregoing, Responding Partyresponds as follows: Constructionhadnot

yet begun in2017. Contractors working on the project include:

o The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023, Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers. Joven is no longer communicating with us and we believe

that Joven has abandoned the project.

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has worked on the subject

constructionproject. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320 Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone

number is (626) 308-9983.

o Cal Land Engineering & Associates,Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo is a

Project Manager at Cal Land. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address

is 576 E Lambert Road, Brea, CA 9282I; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

o Perfect Design & Engineeing, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong is its

President. The company is located at 2416 W. Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone

number is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey is its lead stormwater design engineer, and is a California

licensed professional Civil engineer. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe
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Springs, CA 90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777 -

9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, [nc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 9L706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@gmail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivilgulz@ gmail.com, and telephone number (760) 508-2867 .

Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

a

a

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

IDENTIFY the licensed general contractor currently retained to perform work RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that the information sought by interrogatory is contained within

Interrogatory No. 7 above, and is therefore duplicative and harassing.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, terms "IDENTIFY" and "RELATED TO"

are not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or
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planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterms'.IDENTIFY"

and "RELATED TO" are left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: The licensed general

contractor for the subject construction project ever since November of 2023 is Joven Construction

Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The president of Joven is Mr. Joven

Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party regarding the construction during

2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. According to Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, the Joven company also offers construction

managernent. The Joven website above lists its contact information, including business addresses

and telephone numbers. However, Joven appears to have abandoned the project.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

State in complete detail all responsibilities of the licensed general contractor currently retained to

perform work RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingPafiy objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the
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capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Much of the

remaining construction is awaiting the purchase, delivery and installation ofthe underground storage

tank, which itself had been awaiting permit approval of the underground system. Once all permits

are ready, and a new licensed general contractor is retained to replace Joven,. The general contractor

will be responsible for overseeing work on the sewer and underground tank, any remaining work to

the exterior and interior of the building other than those alterations and improvements which are up

to the tenants, the paving of the parking lot and any related work in accordance with City

requirements.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

State in complete detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer
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system from October 21,2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined terms "in complete detail" and 'RELATING TO". It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term '.RELATING TO" is not

defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is'.work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Nothing, because the

City only gave final approval to our plans in January of 2025. Respondingparty anticipates that the

contractor retained to perform the sewer work will obtain permits from the City within the next two

weeks of the date of these responses and commence work.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

State in complete detail and to the best of your knowledge all CONSTRUCTION still to be

performed RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system to consider such CONSTRUCTION

completed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. . It is also overbroad as to (the unstated) time period.
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Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: completion of

excavation for and installation of the pump station, and connecting the plumbing lines to the pump

station.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Provide your best estimate for when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer

system will be completed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term '.RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: The sewer system
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and underground tank will be completed after the City of Monterey Park issues final approvals of

the plans. Responding Party will then specially order the underground storage tank from the

manufacturer through the vendor. Upon the occurrence of these contingencies, the sewer system

will be completed in accordance with the professional judgment of the licensed general contractor

and other contractors and professionals identified in the above response to Interrogatory No. 3.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

State in complete detail and to the best of your knowledge all CONSTRUCTION still to be

performed RELATING TO all exterior areas of the PROPERTY according to permit no.B24-

0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the City of Monterey Park's Building Division on or about

January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)

because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require Responding Party to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

as to the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because

the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
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to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterms "RELATED TO" (within the provided definition of

"CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left undefined; and (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to (the unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: exterior lights and

decorative trim; the parking area needs some concrete work; also need to add planters and other

landscaping.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Provide your best estimate for when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO all exterior areas the

PROPERTY will be completed according to permit no. 824-0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the

City of Monterey Park's Building Division on or about January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)

because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require RespondingParty to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for
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"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Completion of

construction of the exterior areas depends on completion of the underground sewer system, and

these depend on final approval from the City of Monterey Park, and on the order and delivery of

the underground storage tank from the manufacturer via the vendor. The underground electrical

system cannot be installed before that is done, because the excavations required for the electrical

system are shallower than those for the sewer lines and underground tank. After the electrical

system is completed, final work can begin on grading and paving the parking areas, and

performing the requisite landscaping for the perimeter of the project.

Interior improvements involving copper piping, for plumbing and electrical connections,

will commence after the foregoing contingencies have been satisfied in order to minimize the risk

of theft and vandalism, as RespondingParty has experienced break-ins and theft of valuable

copper wiring and piping from other properties, consistent with what RespondingParty
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understands to be a rash of thefts throughout Southern Califomia of copper construction-related

items by criminals, perhaps organized, who sell these items for salvage. Responding Party cannot

provide a specific date for this Interrogatory because Responding ParE has no control over the

various contingencies set forth above.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Provide your best estimate for when all CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY will be completed

according to permit no. 824-0012 issued for the PROPERTY by the City of Monterey Park's

Building Division on or about January 8,2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $ 2030.060(d)

because it is not complete and self-contained, but would require Responding Party to review a

permit ("according to permit") to understand the query.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" (within the

provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") is not defined. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") is left undefined; and(2) to specially

define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,
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installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive

as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Completion of

construction of the exterior areas depends on completion of the undergtound sewer system, and

these depend on final approval from the City of Monterey Park, and the subsequent order and

delivery of the underground storage tank from the manufacturer via the vendor. The underground

electrical system cannot be installed before that because the excavations required for the electrical

system are shallower than those for the sewer lines and underground tank. After the electrical

system is completed, final work can begin on grading and paving the parking areas, and

performing the requisite landscaping for the perimeter of the project.

Interior improvements involving copper piping, for plumbing and electrical connections,

will commence after the foregoing contingencies have been satisfied in order to minimize the risk

of theft and vandalism, as Responding Party has experienced break-ins and theft of valuable

copper wiring and piping from other properties, consistent with what Responding Party

understands to be a rash of thefts throughout Southern California of copper construction-related

items by criminals, perhaps organized, who sell these items for salvage. Responding Party cannot

provide a specific date for this Interrogatory because Responding Party has no control over the

contingencies set forth above.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

between the years 2017-2019. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories: the term DELAY
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means any lack of actively engaging in CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO any building plans

approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the terms "RELATING TO" oT "RELATES

TO" means containing, constifuting, considering, comprising, concerning, discussing, regarding,

describing, reflecting, studying, commenting or reporting on, mentioning, analyzing, or referring,

alluding, or pertaining to, in whole or in part.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 16:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term'oin complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is oowork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of the two vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain terms above ("RELATED TO" and "CONSTRUCTION") and also

because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in

construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/trolidays, during inclement weather,

etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable

cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond o'in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2)the capitaIizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,
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painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/trolidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (5) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is

therefore unrelated to the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's

causes of action against Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, going back eight years

before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which as noted

above is vague, ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of

supposed "delays" which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence, and to identifr all "reasons" for any so-

called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Construction did

not begin until late 2019, then it had to shut down due to the COVID pandemic. The Covid

pandemic resulted in mandatory shutdowns of private businesses and govemment offices, and

slowdowns and labor shortages in the local construction industry. When the pandemic subsided

and restrictions were lifted, the construction labor shortage continued.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2020.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParf also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,
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ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identifu all ooreasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Progress on the

project was delayed during the designated time period of 2020 because of the COVID shutdowns.

This resulted not only in work coming to a legally required halt, but also in a severe labor shortage

in the construction industry making it difficult and often impossible to fill labor needs. Also,

Responding Party understands that the COVID shutdowns greatly affected staffing at Monterey Park

City Hall, including various work-at-home arangements, a loss of employees resulting in staff

vacancies in various relevant City departments, and the outsourcing of many City functions to off-

site private companies, including plan checking and other building-related services.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 202I.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the
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provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekendsiholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identifir all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Progress on the

project was delayed in the designated time period of 2021because of the COVID shutdowns. This

resulted not only in work coming to a legally required halt, but also in a severe labor shortage in

the construction industry making it difficult and often impossible to fill labor needs. Also,

RespondingParty understands that the COVID shutdowns greatly affected staffing at Monterey

Park City Hall, including various work-at-home affangements, a loss of employees resulting in
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staff vacancies in various relevant City departments, and resulting in the outsourcing of many City

functions to off-site private companies, including plan checks and other building-related services.

On the advice of our concrete contractor at the time, that it would be better to build a

concrete tank in the ground instead of the blueprint's plan to purchase one (the size of a swimming

pool) and drop it in with a crane, we asked the concrete contractor to build atank in the ground.

We asked the architect to submit those changes to the plan to the City at the time. Then the

concrete contractor abandoned the job in2022, so we had to start over on that part of the project.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2022.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term'oin complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as oowork that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, ftve years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identi$r all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: As described in our

Interrogatory Response above, we ordered some concrete work in202I-2022, specifrcally a

concrete storage tank and also some concrete work in the parking area, and then the concrete

contractor abandoned the job in2022. We could not proceed without the sewer tank, which the

concrete contractor never completed. We had to start over again and find a new tank provider.

City Delays -In2022, the City worked on the street and asked us to let their street

contractor connect the street sewer line to our sewer pipes. The City approved the plan for our

sewer pipes (the plan had been submitted in 2016-2017) and only now in 2022, during work on the

City's own street sewer line, did the City notice the discrepancy in elevation of our pipe versus the

City pipe.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized,, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined word "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay'o and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as okork that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would
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deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays'o

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identif,z all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Because of the

difficult nature posed by the underground storage tank, given the specific configuration of the

property and City and state requirements. Almost all the concrete contractors we contacted were

unwilling to undertake the project. We found somebody who said they would handle the storage

tank work, but they never got around to it. Then we found and hired Ramos Concrete to continue

the tank work. We looked for other providers but nobody else was willing to accept

responsibility for the concrete tank job. Ramos graded the property and did other preparatory

work, and then the record rains of thatyear caused that work to halt. No concrete construction ten

feet underground was possible during heavy rain.

Construction was also delayed by the City's demand that Defendants obtain the prior general

contractor's written permission to hire the new general contractor Joven.

INTERROGATORY

State in complete detail all reasons for any DELAY of any CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2024 tltrongh the date of service of this response on Propounding Party.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is oowork that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of

two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as '.work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a 
oo 

delay'o .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence, five years before now, of

any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,
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ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence, and identiff all "reasons'o for any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: [n late 2023,

Defendants advised the City that they had terminated their general contractor and retained a different

contractor. City staff advised Defendants that Defendants could not terminate their initial general

contractor and replace this prior general contractor with the general contractor of their choice, unless

Defendants first received written permission from the prior contractor. This resulted in numerous

weeks of circular communications with various City staff who gave conflicting answers. The City

then filed the instant lawsuit, which has resulted in the time-consuming and expensive but necessary

task of marshaling the evidence to defend the case. The Cify also intruded into Responding Party's

private business affairs by apparently attempting to drive some sort of wedge between 7 Leaves and

Defendants' general contractor on the one hand, and Defendants on the other, and between

Defendants and at least one of their commercial tenants. In 2024, The Cify, including contract

worker and Building Official Dennis Tarango of Transtech, urged Responding Party to work directly

with the City's environmental consultant. When Responding Party did as directed, another

Transtech contractor testily instructed Responding Party to do just the opposite. City Attorney

Campen then sent a threatening letter demanding that Responding Party cease all direct

communication with the City regarding the project.

Delays by City staff and/or the City's private contractors in processing submitted documents

have also caused delays in progress, as set forth in the Declaration of Edward M. Chan filed with

Defendants' papers opposing the City's pending Motion for a Preliminary Injunction, as are the

details of the improved underground storage tank design which is in the final stages of City staff

review. City staff approval of submitted plans is outside of our control.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

State in complete detail each and every occurrence of DELAY in CONSTRUCTION from 2017
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through the present attributable to insufficient FINANCIAL FUNDS. For purposes of this and all

other interrogatories, the term "FINANCIAL FUNDS" means money available to pay for costs of

CONSTRUCTION, whether in the form of credit, loans, cash, investments, savings or any other

monetary resources.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore

specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined word

"CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the provided definition of "DELAY"

would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours,

on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay" and implies that there is

something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders
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the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay"; and (4) there is no mention in the

operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund construction,

of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years,

of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" which, as noted above, is vague, ambiguous, uncertain,

and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays" which have no bearing on

this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible

evidence, and identifr all "reasons" for any so-called, long-ago delay.

RespondingPxty also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

State in complete detail the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to YOU to pay for

CONSTRUCTION COSTS RELATED TO thE PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Parfy objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail", and as to the word "YOU" whose provided definitions

indicate both that YOU means "Defendant Edward Chan" and that it "shall refer to defendant

HOWARD M. CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf', a
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definition that is inconsistent and contradictory. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the term "where appropriate (in Intenogatory No. 1's special definition of

"YOu")" and as to the stated requirement (in Interrogatory No. l's special definition of "YOU")

that "YOU" shall provide not only "YOIIR" own knowledge but also the knowledge of other

people (whether disclosed to Responding Party or not), which is impossible. Responding Party

further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial

funds" are referenced. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and

therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. This interrogatory is also

vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is

"work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving,

constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any

building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term'oin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond'oin detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as 
o.work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left

undefined; and (4) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of

their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that

funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).
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Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to "provide information within . . . the

knowledge of'people other than Responding Party, which is impossible.

INTERROGATORY NO.

State in complete detail all sources of all FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to pay for

CONSTRUCTION COSTS RELATED TO thE PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. It is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term

"RELATED TO" is not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term ooin complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left

undefined; and (a) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of
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their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that

funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

State in complete detail each and every instance in which ELAINE CHAN CONTRIBUTED any

amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY from 2017

through the present. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories, "ELAINE CHAN" means and

refers to Defendant Elaine Yee Chan named in this action, and who is also known as the mother of

Defendants Edward Chan, Howard Chan, Man Fei Chan Gold, and Raymond Chan. The term

CONTRIBUTED or CONTRIBUTE means, without limitation, to give, loan, pay, lend, gift or any

other way provide money or anything of value to be used to pay for costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL TORY NO. 25:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory

is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose "financial funds" are referenced. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is okork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to
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be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the provided definition of

"CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly defined word "CONSTRUCTION".

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2)to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation,

building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED"

relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined word

"CONSTRUCTION"; and (4) there is no mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's

frnances, of their ability or inability to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction,

or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "contribution" by Responding Party's deceased mother towaTd "CONSTRUCTION" (as

specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has no bearing on this litigation and is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late Elaine Yee Chan,

and possibly the rights of third parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

State in complete detail the monetary amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS for each individual instance
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that ELAINE CHAN CONTRIBUTED towards payment of costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY, from 2017 through the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but

undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly definedword "CONSTRUCTION".

RespondingParf further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but undefined term "RELATED TO"

and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (6) there is no mention in the

operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund construction,
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of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this matter.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "contribution" by Responding Party's deceased mother toward payment of costs

"RELATED TO" "CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which

has no bearing on this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

relevant, admissible evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late Elaine Yee Chan,

and possibly the rights of third parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

State in complete detail all instances in which ELAINE CHAN's refusal to CONTRIBUTE any

amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards payment of costs RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on

the PROPERTY that resulted in any DELAY in CONSTRUCTION, from2Oll through the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

47
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEF'ENDAI\T

HOWARD M. CHAI\



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

11

12

t3

t4

15

l6

t7

18

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY'',

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but

undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION". It is

also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized word "DELAY" is defined in terms

of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any nolmal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"deIay'o and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which Propounding Party does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as oowork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work,

such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a "delay"; (6)

the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (7) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their willingness or

unwillingness to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has

ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.
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Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "refusal to contribute" by Responding Party's deceased mother toward payment of costs

"RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has

no bearing on this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant,

admissible evidence.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, the same rights of the late Elaine Yee Chan,

and possibly the rights of third parties (depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

State in complete detail all instances in which a lack of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards payment of

costs RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY resulted in any DELAY in

CONSTRUCTION, from20l7 through the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "in complete detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitaLized. and therefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined. Responding

Party further objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to whose

"financial funds" are referenced. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is'owork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. It is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain because the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalized but

49
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT

HOWARD M. CHAI\



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1l

12

13

t4

15

t6

t7

l8

t9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

undefined term "RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION". It is

also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized word "DELAY" is defined in terms

of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term "RELATED TO" and the

meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above) and also because the

provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction

work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a

"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the undefined term "in complete

detail" appears to require something beyond "in detail" which PropoundingParty does not

explain; (2) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (3) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (4) the capitalizedterm "RELATED TO" is left undefined; (5) the provided

definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work,

such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; (6)

the provided definition of "CONTRIBUTED" relies on the capitalizedbut undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION"; and (7) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their willingness or

unwillingness to fund construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has

ever been an issue in this matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time period.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for evidence over the past eight years

of any "DELAY in CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and very broadly defined) and whether it
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could be related to a "lack of FINANCIAL FUNDS towards pa5iment of costs RELATED TO

CONSTRUCTION" (as specially and broadly defined, or not defined), which has no bearing on

this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible

evidence.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).

Dated: Api128,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

o (

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

I, Howard M, Chan, veri$ that I have read the OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO

PLAINTIFF CTTY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SPECI.AL INTERROGATORIES TO

DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAN (SET ONE) and know the contents thereof. The matters

contained therein are true to the best of my own knowledge, except as to those matters that are

alleged on information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true as of the date of

these responses.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on 2025 at

M. Chan

VERIFICATION
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

srATE OF CALIFORNTA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a pa{y to this action. I am employed in
the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 333 W. Sixth Street, Suite
213, San Pedro, CA90731.

On April 28,2025,I served true copies of the following document described as OBJECTIONS
AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,S SPECIAL
TNTERROGATORIES. T9.DEEENDA|II HOWARD M. CHAN (SET ONE)
on the rnterested partres m thrs actron as tollows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address bjbickelfh@aol.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed 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 pe{ury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on April 2812025, at Long Beach, California.

Beverly J. Bickel
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SERVICE LIST
People/Nlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458)
E-mail: kberger@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail : tcampen@bwslaw. com
Justin A. Tamayo (SBN 345598)
E-mail: itamay o@bwslaw.com
Mary Hensley
E-mail : mahensley@bwslaw. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 90017 -2953
TeI: 951.788.0100
Fax: 951.788.5785

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
Email : tstephen@cibllp.com

acohen@cibllp.com
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560
Tel : 310-586-2400
Tel z 310-594-4723

Attorney for Plaintiffs
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA and THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CIIAN, AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY
TRUST
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Andrew O. Krastins, Esq. (State Bar No. 179699)
Beverly J. Bickelo Esq. (State Bar No. 182600)
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS
333 W. Sixth Street, 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.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS ANGELES

v

Case No. 24NNCV00087

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDAI\T EDWARD M. CHAN
(sEr rwo)

PROPOUNDING PARTY:

RESPONDING PARTY:

SET NUMBER:

Action Filed
Trial Date

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

EDWARD M. CHAN

TWO

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.2I0 et seq., Defendant Edward M. Chan

hereby objects and responds to Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's (hereafter "Propounding

Party") Special Interrogatories, Set Two ("Special lnterrogatories") as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not fully completed his investigation of the facts relating to this case,

discovery in this action or preparation for trial. All of the responses contained herein are based

only upon such information and documents as are presently available to, and specifically known to

the Responding Party. It is anticipated that further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research, and analysis will supply additional facts, which may, in turn, clariff and add meaning to

known facts as well as establish entirely new factual matters, all of which will lead to substantial

additions to, changes in, and variations from the contentions and responses herein set forth.

The following responses are given without prejudice to Responding Party's right to

produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact or facts, witnesses, or information which

this Responding Party may later recall or to produce any subsequently obtained documents or

other tangible things. Responding Party 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 formulated. The responses contained herein are made in a good

faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specification of legal contentions as

is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of this Responding Party in relation to

further discovery, research, or analysis. Discovery is continuing.

This preliminary statement is incorporated into each and every response set forth below.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Responding Party generally objects to the Special Interrogatories on the following

grounds, each of which is incorporated into the responses to the individual Special Interrogatories

below. All responses set forth herein are subject to and without waiver of any of these General

Objections.

1. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they would
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impose an obligation on Responding Party outside the Local Civil Rules of the Superior Court of

the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North Central Division and other statutes,

rules, guidelines, or common law.

2. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek or

require the disclosure of information that is protected from discovery by the attorney-client

privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the joint prosecution or common interest privilege,

the right to privacy, proprietary rights, or any other applicable privilege or immunity. Such

production as may hereafter occur pursuant to the Special Interrogatories shall not include any

information protected by such privileges or doctrines. Inadvertent production of any information

protected by an applicable privilege or doctrine is not intended to constitute, and shall not

constitute, a waiver in whole or in part of any applicable privilege, protection, immunity, doctrine,

or objection.

3. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that is beyond the scope of permissible discovery.

4. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that they seek

information which is not within Responding Party's possession, custody, or control.

5. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they are overly

broad as to time and/or scope.

6. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they seek

information that canbe found by Propounding Party in the pleadings in this or any other action.

7. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they require

Responding Party to make legal conclusions.

8. RespondingPars objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they are vague,

ambiguous, harassing, or unduly burdensome.

9. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that the

discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative, duplicative, or disproportionate.

10. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they seek

a
J
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information that is irrelevant to any claim, defense, or subject matter of the litigation or is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

11. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they fail to

state with particularity the information to be provided.

12. RespondingParty objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they constitute

contention discovery that is premature at this stage of the litigation and is invasive of the attorney

work product doctrine.

13. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they

prematurely seek information related to experts, expert testimony, or opinion at a time when no

experts have been designated and/or when the Court has not yet determined a date for expert

discovery.

14. RespondingParty objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal

opinion and/or conclusion.

15. RespondingParty objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it is compound,

conjunctive, or disjunctive.

16. In providing information in response to the Special Interrogatories, Responding

Party does not in any way waive, or intend to waive, but rather intends to preserve and is

preserving:

(a) all objections as to competency, relevancy, materiality, andlor

admissibility of any Interrogatory, the responses, and their subject matter;

(b) all objections as to vagueness, ambiguity, or other infirmity in the

form of the Interrogatory, any objections based on undue burden imposed by the

Interrogatories and each individual Interrogatory contained therein;

(c) all rights to object on any ground to the use of any of the

information in any subsequent proceedings, including the trial of this or any other action;

(d) the right to supplement responses to the Interrogatories; and

(e) any and all privileges and rights under the applicable Local Civil
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Rules of the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North

Central Division and other statutes, rules, guidelines, or common law;

(0 the right to amend, modiff and supplement these responses should

additional discovery warrant such amendment, modification, or supplementation.

ll. The following specific responses are subject to and limited by these General

Objections. By setting forth specific objections, Responding Party does not intend to limit or

restrict these General Objections. Responding Party incorporates these General Objections into

his responses to each of the Special lnterrogatories. To the extent that Responding Party objects to

the Special Interrogatories, any stated objections are not waived by providing responses. In

addition, the inadvertent disclosure of privileged information shall not constitute a waiver of any

applicable privilege. Responding Party also expressly preserves the right to object to further

discovery, to the subject matter of the Special Interrogatories and to the introduction of any of

these responses or any portion thereof into evidence in this action.

OBJECTIONS & RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of

individuals rendering CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT services onto the

PROPERTY from 2017 through the present. For purposes of this interrogatory and all others

herein: the teTm "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT" means and includes, without

limitation, work with a construction management company, work as or with a general contractor,

work as or with a sub-contractor, or construction-related work in any form; the term "IDENTIFY"

means to provide the person's name, address and telephone number; the term "PROPERTY"

means real property located at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 9l754,wrth

Assessor's Parcel Number No. 5256-003-034.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

5
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 26 inthe same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent this interrogatory is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

RespondingParty fuither objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the operative complaint does not

mention either construction project management or construction management, and(2) to specially

define "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT" as "without limitation, work with a

construction management company, work as or with a general contractor, work as or with a sub-

contractor, or construction-related work in any form" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "construction-related work in any fom", whatever that may mean, and to then identiff

all persons with personal knowledge of those who rendered that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: as the Propounding

Party knows, the general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023 is

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

The president of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding

Party regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. According to Joven's website,

https://iovensconstructionandengineering.com/, the Joven company also offers construction

management. The Joven website above lists its contact information, including business addresses

and telephone numbers.

Other contractors working on the project include:

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has personal knowledge as

6
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a

a

a
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to his company's work on the subject construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320

Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone number is (626) 308-9983.

Cal Land Engineering & Associates, Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

undergtound work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo, Project

Manager atCalLand, has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address is 576 E Lambert Road,

Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong, its

President, would have personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company is located at24I6 W. Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone number

is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey, its lead stormwater design engineer, is a California licensed

professional Civil engineer, and has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject

construction project. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe Springs, CA

90610; its website is https://sfwsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was

6673.

com his telephone number (626) 236-

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivil guy@ gmail. com, and telephone numbe r (7 60) 5 08 -2867 .

Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

7
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Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

Responding Party and Howard M. Chan hired and interact with the above contractors.

Because Joven is not communicating with us, we are in the process of retaining a new general

contractor. Propounding Party can contact us through our legal counsel.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of individuals rendering

construction project management services onto the PROPERTY from 2017 through the present.

For purposes of this interrogatory all interrogatories hereinafter: the term "LIST" means to provide

the title or sufficient description of DOCUMENTS that would be understood to an ordinary person

of average intelligence; the term "DOCUMENT''oT "DOCUMENTS" encompasses the meaning

ascribed to the term "writing" in your custody and control and as described under Section 250 of

the Evidence Code, and shall include, but not be limited to, any and all written, printed, typed,

graphic, photographic, visual, electronic, digital, or otherwise recorded matter of any kind or

nature, however produced or reproduced, whether stored electronically or digitally in computer

hard drives or software or servers, whether sent or received or neither, including originals, non-

identical copies, whether different from the original by reason of any notation made on such

copies or otherwise, and drafts and both sides thereof including, but not limited to: letters,

personnel files and records, evaluations, x-rays or other medical imaging, photographs, e-mails,

correspondence, papers, memoranda, books, journals, statements, reports, test results, studies,

bills, billings, invoices, worksheets, jottings, projections, calculations, notes, abstracts,

advertisements, drawings, charts, audits, balance sheets, income statements, diagrams,

appointment books, diaries, bids, calendars, logs, recordings, instructions, lists, minutes of

meetings, orders, facsimiles, messages, summaries, tabulations, tallies, statistical analyses, tapes,

computer tapes, tape recordings, computer printouts, computer disk systems, voice mails, receipts,

account records including ledgers, vouchers, books of account, estimates, records, inter- and intra-

office communications, questionnaires and surveys, schedules, statistical records, analyses or

8

OBJECTIONS Ai\D RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT
EDWARD M. CHAN



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

t4

15

16

l7

18

19

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

studies of any kind, any form of recording of any telephone or other conversations, interviews,

conferences or meetings and all other informal or formal writings or tangible things on which any

handwriting, typing, printing, visual or sound is recorded or reproduced, and any and all

amendments or supplements to all of the foregoing, whether prepared by aparty or any other

person.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 27 inthe same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent it is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as

to the undefined (because not capitalized) term "construction project management services".

Because it is not capitalized, Responding Party assumes is does not bear the wide-ranging

definition given in Special lnterrogatory No. 26. Therefore, Responding Party construes that

vague and ambiguous term to mean, strictly, management of a construction project.

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because the operative complaint does not mention

construction project management.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for the reason explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any documentary evidence, over

the last eight years, that "reflect[s] the hiring and retention fby anyone] of individuals rendering

construction project management seryices" regarding the subject construction project.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Email of 312712019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with
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subject: 795 W Gavery electrical contract.

Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

41070, page 1.

Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page2.

Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

Ar072.

Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical receipt.

Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1081.

Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

Invoice #3292.

Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (Extemal):795 W Garvey.

Email of 911612019 (with other emails in that email chain) from Edward Chan to

Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Re: (External):Re: 795 W Garvey,

Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of every

CONTRACTOR that ftom20l7 through the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related

services to the PROPERTY. For purposes of this and other interrogatories herein: the term

CONTRACTOR means any general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or

designer, regardless of any licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the term "IDENTIFY" regarding

any persons means to provide a person's full name, professional title or job position, address, and

telephone number.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 28 in the same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent it is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalizedterm "RELATED
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TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as 
ohork that includes,

without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly

to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also

overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "CONSTRUCTION related services", whatever that may mean, and to then identifu all

persons with personal knowledge of CONTRACTORS (as specially and broadly defined) who

rendered that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: contractors working

on the project include:

o The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023, Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joveno'). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding Party

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers.

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has personal knowledge as

to his company's work on the subject construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320

Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone number is (626) 308-9983.

o Cal Land Engineering & Associates,Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo, Project
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Manager atCall,and, has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company's website is http//web.callandeng.com/ ; its address is 576 E LambertRoad,

Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong, its

President, would have personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The companyis located at24l6 W. ValleyBlvd, Alhambra,CA9l803; telephone number

is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey, its lead stormwater design engineer, is a California licensed

professional Civil engineer, and has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject

construction project. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe Springs, CA

90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@gmail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivilgulz@gmail.com, and telephone number (760) 508-2867 .

Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

Responding Party and Howard M. Chan hired and interact with the above contractors.

Propounding Party can contact us through our legal counsel.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of every CONTRACTOR that

from 2017 through the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related services to the

PROPERTY. For pu{poses of this and all other interrogatories hereinafter: the term

CONTRACTOR means any general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or

designer, regardless of any licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes,

without limitation, building, gtading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly
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to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also

overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this intenogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "CONSTRUCTION related services", whatever thatmay mean, and to then identifu all

documents, over the last eight years, that "reflect the hiring and retention [by anyone] of every

CONTRACTOR" (as specially and broadly defined) who performed those services "RELATED

TO" any building plans for the property approved by the City.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Email of 3l2ll20l9 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical contract.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page 1.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page2.

o Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

1^1072.

o Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical receipt.

o Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1081.

o Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

o Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

Invoice #3292.

o Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (External):795 W Garvey.
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Email of 911612019 from Edward Chan to Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with

subject: Re: (Extemal):Re: 795 W Garvey, Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.

Email of l0ll9l202l (andother emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiu to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject:795 W Garvey - Underground

Concrete Tank.

Email of lll4l2021 from Edward Chan to James Knecht of American Civil

Construction, with subject: 795 Gawey SCE map.

Email of 121301202I (andother emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiu to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Fwd: 795 W Garvey Ave.,

Montery Park (Final Grading).

Email of 11712022 (and other emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiu to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Fwd: 795 W Garvey Ave.,

Montery Park (Final Grading)-Water Tank.

Email of 31312022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Cal Land

Engineering's Francis Lin to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Re: 795

Garvey Ave., Monterey Park.

Email of 411812022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Cal Land

Engineering's Nam Tran to Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave., Monterey

Park.

Email of 612212022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Monterey Park's

Vivian Chen to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject:795 W Garvey Ave -
Sewer connection permit.

Undated "Monterey Park Scope of Work/Schedule" from American Civil

T6

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDAIIT
EDWARD M. CHAN

o

a

a

a

o

a

o

o

o

a



1

2

aJ

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

T4

15

t6

17

18

I9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Construction, regarding concrete work at the Property.

Public Works Construction Permit Application dated 613012022, signed by Cynthia

Hurley "for James D. Knecht (American Civil)".

City of Monterey Park Street Encroachment Permit Application dated 613012022,

digitally signed by James D. Knecht of American Civil Construction.

Email of 211712023 from Edward Chan to Monterey Park's Vivian Chen and Phil

Ramos of Ramos Concrete, with subject:795 Garvey Side Walk.

Email of 212712023 from Edward Chan to Phil Ramos of Ramos Concrete and

Monterey Park's Vivian Chen, with subject: Edison Electrical Map Plans.

Email of 312012023 from Edward Chan to Phil Ramos of Ramos Concrete, with

subj ect: Permit Information.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

LIST aII DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of licensed general contractors

retained since 2017 to the present RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.30:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" in Interrogatory No. 29 is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED
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TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes,

without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Parfy further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any documentary evidence, over

the last eight years, of "CONSTRUCTION" as it is specially and very broadly defined in

Interrogatory No. 29, andto then identi$ all documents, over the last eight years, that "reflect the

hiring and retention [by anyone] of licensed general contractors . .. RELATED TO" that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Email of 312712019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795W Gavery electrical contract.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page 1.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page2.

o Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

Ar072.

. Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical receipt.

o Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

Ar08l.

. Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

o Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

18
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Invoice #3292.

Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (External):795 W Garvey.

Email of 911612019 from Edward Chan to Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with

subject: Re: (External):Re: 795 W Garvey, Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the

PROPERTY'S sewer system from October 2I,2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.31:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
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to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalizedterms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of

"CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO" (whatever that may mean) "the PROPERTY's

sewer system", and to then identi$r all documents that detail that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: The City did not

approve the sewer system plans until January of 2025. Responsive documents are the following:

o Email of 211212025 from Edward Chan to Joven Lactaoen, Janelle Simmons, and

Andrew O. Krastins, with Subject: 795 Gawey LID System.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

LIST each and every non-privileged document that provides the estimate as to when

CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system will be completed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.32:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATING" is not defined. This
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interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it implies that

there is just one estimate ("the estimate") without stating any time frame, any source that would

have provided "the estimate", or any other way to identiff what is meant by "the estimate".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of "the

estimate as to when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO" (whatever that may mean) "the

PROPERTY's sewer system will be completed".

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

has no such documents in his possession, custody, or control. As of the date of this response,

Responding Party and Edward M. Chan anticipate the permits for the sewer system will be obtained

within two weeks of the date of these responses, provided that the prospective general contractor

coflrmences activity as planned.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION

on the PROPERTY between the years 2017-2019. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories:

the term DELAY means any lack of actively engaging in CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO any

building plans approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the terms "RELATING TO" or

"RELATES TO" means containing, constituting, considering, comprising, concerning, discussing,

regarding, describing, reflecting, studying, commenting or reporting on, mentioning, analyzing, or

referring, alluding, or pertaining to, in whole or in part.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO.33:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParly objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is'owork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of the two vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain terms above ("RELATED TO" and "CONSTRUCTION") and also

because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in

construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather,

etc., a "delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable

cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without
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limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (4) the indicated time period

ended five years ago and is therefore unrelated to the current status ofthe subject construction

project or the Complaint's causes of action against Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for all evidence, going back eight years

before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) and identifl' all

persons with personal knowledge of any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

persons, because there was no construction until 2019, and there was no delay in the designated time

period.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

between the years 2017-2019.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.34:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is o'work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",
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rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This intenogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (2) the provided definition of "DELAY''would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendsftrolidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (3) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is

therefore unrelated to the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's

causes of action against Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for all documentary evidence, going

back eight years before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean).

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control, because there was no construction

until2019, and there was no delay in the designated time period.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY

during the year 2020.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,
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for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires RespondingParty to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of governmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffing shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City

departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2021.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL RROGATORY NO.36:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is 'hork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word
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"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a oodelay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of governmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffing shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City
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departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties. Additionally, the concrete contractor ceased work and abandoned the project.

SPECIAL TORY NO.

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2022.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as okork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable
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cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly deflrned as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of governmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffing shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City

departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties. Additionally, Defendants' concrete contractor abandoned the project and failed to perform

the agreed-upon work. Further delays were caused by excessive rains, which prevented further work

until the soil was sufficiently dry.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain
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because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'kork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.
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Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control as to the delays due to the COVID

pandemic and the record rainfall thatyear. The project was also delayed by the City's demand that

Defendants obtain the prior general contractor's written permission to hire the new general

contractor Joven; as to that delay, Responding Party provides this information:

o Email dated lll9l2023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Joven's

Janelle Simmons to Edward Chan, with subject: Fwd: Change of contractor.

o Email dated lIl9l2023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Edward Chan

to Monterey Park's Vivian Chen, with subject:795 W Garvey.

o Email dated 1212712023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Joven's

Janelle Simmons to Edward Chan, with subject: (no subject).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.39:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable
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cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2)the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control as to the delays due to the record

rainfall that year. The project was also delayed by the City's demand that Defendants obtain the

prior general contractor's written permission to hire the new general contractor Joven; documents

pertaining to that delay are the following:

Letter dated Dec.22,2023 fromMonterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: NOTICE OF PUBLIC
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a

NUISANCE, CORRECTIVE ACTIONS, AND ENFORCEMENT; 795 N. Garvey

Ave.; APN: 5256-003-034.

Email of Feb. 25, 2024 from Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins to

Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E. Campen.

Email of Sept. 9, 2024 from Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins, with subject: Edward

Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and City

Consultants.

Email of Sept. 9,2024 from Monterey Park's ZiadMazboudi to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795W. Garvey.

Email of Sept. 10,2024 from Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins to

Monterey Park Assistant City Attomey Timothy E. Campen, with subject: Re:

Edward Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and

City Consultants.

Email of Sept. 10,2024 from Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins, with subject: Re: Edward

Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and City

Consultants.

a

o

a

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Identi$r all persons with personal knowledge regarding the amount of FINANCIAL FtiNDS

currently available to YOU to pay for remaining CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the

PROPERTY. For purposes of this interrogatory and all others hereinafter, the term "FINANCIAL

FUNDS" means any source of money, line of credit, credit, loan, gift, or anything of value that can

be used to pay for any costs RELATED TO construction on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, terms "YOIJ" and "RELATED TO" are

not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION'' is 'hork that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because it contains both the capitaIizedword "CONSTRUCTION" for which there is one

definition, and the ,tncapitalized word "construction" which presumably has a different definition

that Propounding Party does not provide. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the undefined term ooremaining CONSTRUCTION costs".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterms "YOIJ" and

"RELATED TO'o are left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" asokork that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund

construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this

matter.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

LIST all DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to

YOU to pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL ATORY NO. 4I:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, terms "YOIJ" and "RELATED TO" are

not defined. This interrogatory is also vague? ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "CONSTRUCTION costs".

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized terms "YOIJ" and

"RELATED TO" are left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's frnances, of their ability or inability to fund

construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this

matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Parfy also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties
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(depending on whose funds are being referenced)

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building Permit No. 815-

0906 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete

detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term o'in complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which Propounding Party does not explain; and (3) the undefined term ooreasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

RespondingParty further objects that the interrogatory is not "full and complete in and of

itself and requires Responding Parfy to reference documents which Propounding Party has failed

to provide. The interrogatory gives no indication of the content of the referenced permit. (Clement

v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 1277,1289.)

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following

response. RespondingParty did not "allowoo the referenced permit to expire. It expired in

accordance with the provisions of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building Permit No. B23-

0128 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete

detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term 'oin complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which PropoundingParty does not explain; and (3) the undefined term "reasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

RespondingParty further objects that the interrogatory is not "full and complete in and of

itself and requires Responding Party to reference documents which PropoundingParty has failed

to provide. The interrogatory gives no indication of the content of the referenced permit. (Clement

v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 1277,1259.)

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period. Without waiving

the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following response. Responding Party

did not "allow" the referenced permit to expire. It expired in accordance with the provisions of the

Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City staff.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building Permit No. B24-

0012 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete

detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which PropoundingParty does not explain; and (3) the undefined term "reasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Responding Party further objects that the interrogatory is not "full and complete in and of

itself and requires RespondingParty to reference documents which Propounding Party has failed

to provide. The interrogatory gives no indication of the content of the referenced permit. (Clement

v. Alegre (2009) 177 Cal.App.4rh 1277,1289.)

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following

response. Responding Party did not ooallow" the referenced permit to expire. It expired in

accordance with the provisions of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

State in complete detail all reasons that YOU are aware of for why 7 Leaves Caf6 required

a second building permit from the City to construct tenant improvements with respect to the

PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", whon in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. I through 28) and 22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (actually the 48th, 49rh, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that

statute.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially dehned, term "YOUoo is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term'oin complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; and (2) the undefined term o'in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

"in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period. Without
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waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as follows: RespondingParty is not

directly involved in 7 Leaves' construction scheduling and activities. Responding Party is without

knowledge as to the subject matter of the interrogatory and declines to speculate thereon.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Provide in complete detail all instances where 7 Leaves Caf6 offered to YOU to complete unfinished

construction on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", when in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. 1 through 28) and 22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (actually the 48th, 49th, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that

statute.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term "in complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; and(2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

"in detail" which PropoundingParty does not explain.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,
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for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: 7 Leaves did not

offer to complete the construction; they only offered to help find contractors.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Provide in complete detail all dates in which 7 Leaves Cafe offered to YOU to complete unfinished

construction on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", when in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. I through 28) and 22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (actually the 48th, 49th, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that

statute.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term "in complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; and (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

"in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,
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for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: 7 Leaves did not

offer to complete the construction; they only offered to help find contractors.

Dated: April28,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

o (

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

I, Edward M, Chan, veri$ that I have read the OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO

DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN (SET TWO) and know the contents thereof. The matters

contained therein are true to the best of my own knowledge, except as to those matters that are

alleged on information and betief, and as to those mafters, I believe them to be tnre as of the date of

these responses.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on 2025 at

Edward M. Chan

VERIFICATION
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

STATE OF CALIFORIIIA, COI]NTY OF LOS AIIGELES

At the time of service, I was over I 8 years of age and not a party to this action. I am employed in
the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 333 W. Sixth Street, Suite
213, San Pedro, CA 90731.

On April 28,2025,I served true copies of the following document described as OBJECTIONS
AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,S SPECIAL
TNTERROGATORIES.T9.DEEENDAI\I EDWARD M. CHAN (SET TWO)
on the mterested partres m thrs actron as tollows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address bjbickelfh@aol.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed 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 April 2812025, at Long Beach, California.

Beverly J. Bickel
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SERVICE LIST
People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458)
E-mail: kberger@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail : tcamp en@bwslaw. com
Justin A. Tamayo (SBN 345598)
E-mail: itamavo@bwslaw.com
Mary Hensley
E-mail: mahensley(@bwslaw. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Califomia 90017 -29 53
Tel: 951.788.0100
Fax: 951.788.5785

TaylorN. Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
Email : tstephen@.cibllp.com

acohen@cibllp.com
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560
Tel : 310-586-2400
Tel z 310-594-4723

Attorney for Plaintiffs
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA and THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARI(

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAN, AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAI\ FAMILY
TRUST
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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
Tet: (562) 357-9789
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

Attomeys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan
Family Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold
and Patricia Yu Chan

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

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COT]NTY OF LOS ANGELES

Plaintiffs,

v.

ROBERT CHAN, an individual, et al.,

Defendants.

PROPOUNDING PARTY:

RESPONDING PARTY:

SET NUMBER:

Case No. 24NNCV00087

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY
PARK's SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAN
(sEr rwo)

Action Filed
Trial Date

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

HOWARD M. CHAN

TWO

: March 7,2024
: None Set
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Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.210 et seq., Defendant Howard M. Chan

hereby objects and responds to Plaintiff CITY OF MONTEREY PARK's (hereafter "Propounding

Party") Special lnterrogatories, Set Two ("Special lnterrogatories") as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not fully completed his investigation of the facts relating to this case,

discovery in this action or preparation for trial. A11 of the responses contained herein are based

only upon such information and documents as are presently available to, and specifically known to

the Responding Party. It is anticipated that further discovery, independent investigation, legal

research, and analysis will supply additional facts, which may, in tum, clari$i and add meaning to

known facts as well as establish entirely new factual matters, all of which will lead to substantial

additions to, changes in, and variations from the contentions and responses herein set forth.

The following responses are given without prejudice to Responding Party's right to

produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact or facts, witnesses, or information which

this Responding Party may later recall or to produce any subsequently obtained documents or

other tangible things. Responding Party 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 formulated. The responses contained herein are made in a good

faith effort to supply as much factual information and as much specification of legal contentions as

is presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of this Responding Party in relation to

further discovery, research, or analysis. Discovery is continuing.

This preliminary statement is incorporated into each and every response set forth below.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Responding Party generally objects to the Special Interrogatories on the following

grounds, each of which is incorporated into the responses to the individual Special Interrogatories

below. All responses set forth herein are subject to and without waiver of any of these General

Objections.

1. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they would
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impose an obligation on Responding Party outside the Local Civil Rules of the Superior Court of

the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North Central Division and other statutes,

rules, guidelines, or common law.

2. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek or

require the disclosure of information that is protected from discovery by the attorney-client

privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the joint prosecution or common interest privilege,

the right to privacy, proprietary rights, or any other applicable privilege or immunity. Such

production as may hereafter occur pursuant to the Special Interrogatories shall not include any

information protected by such privileges or doctrines. Inadvertent production of any information

protected by an applicable privilege or doctrine is not intended to constitute, and shall not

constitute, a waiver in whole or in part of any applicable privilege, protection, immunity, doctrine,

or objection.

3. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they seek

information that is beyond the scope of permissible discovery.

4. RespondingParf objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that they seek

information which is not within Responding Party's possession, custody, or control.

5. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they are overly

broad as to time and/or scope.

6. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they seek

information that can be found by Propounding Party in the pleadings in this or any other action.

l. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they require

Responding Party to make legal conclusions.

8. RespondingParty objects to the Special Interrogatories insofar as they are vague,

ambiguous, harassing, or unduly burdensome.

9. Responding Parfy objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent that the

discovery sought is unreasonably cumulative, duplicative, or disproportionate.

10. Responding Party objects to the Special lnterrogatories insofar as they seek

3

OBJECTIONS AI\D RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDAI\T
HOWARD M. CHAN (SET TWO)



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

I4

15

t6

17

18

19

20

2I

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

information that is irrelevant to any claim, defense, or subject matter of the litigation or is not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

11. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they fail to

state with particularity the information to be provided.

12. Responding Party objects to the Special Interrogatories to the extent they constitute

contention discovery that is premature at this stage of the litigation and is invasive of the attorney

work product doctrine.

13. RespondingParty objects to the Special lnterrogatories to the extent they

prematurely seek information related to experts, expert testimony, or opinion at a time when no

experts have been designated andlor when the Court has not yet determined a date for expert

discovery.

14. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal

opinion and/or conclusion.

15. Responding Party objects to each Interrogatory to the extent it is compound,

conjunctive, or disjunctive.

16. In providing information in response to the Special Interrogatories, Responding

Party does not in any way waive, or intend to waive, but rather intends to preserve and is

preserving:

(a) all objections as to competency, relevancy, materiality, and/or

admissibility of any Interrogatory, the responses, and their subject matter;

(b) all objections as to vagueness, ambiguity, or other infirmity in the

form of the lnterrogatory, dny objections based on undue burden imposed by the

Interrogatories and each individual Interrogatory contained therein;

(c) all rights to object on any ground to the use of any of the

information in any subsequent proceedings, including the trial of this or any other action;

(d) the right to supplement responses to the Interrogatories; and

(e) any and all privileges and rights under the applicable Local Civil
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Rules of the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles-North

Central Division and other statutes, rules, guidelines, or common law;

(0 the right to amend, modiSr and supplement these responses should

additional discovery warrant such amendment, modification, or supplementation.

17. The following specific responses are subject to and limited by these General

Objections. By setting forth specific objections, Responding Party does not intend to limit or

restrict these General Objections. Responding Party incorporates these General Objections into

his responses to each of the Special Interrogatories. To the extent that Responding Party objects to

the Special Interrogatories, any stated objections are not waived by providing responses. In

addition, the inadvertent disclosure of privileged information shall not constitute a waiver of any

applicable privilege. Responding Party also expressly preserves the right to object to further

discovery, to the subject matter of the Special lnterrogatories and to the introduction of any of

these responses or any portion thereof into evidence in this action.

OBJECTIONS & RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of

individuals rendering CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT services onto the

PROPERTY from 2017 tfuough the present. For purposes of this interrogatory and all others

herein: the teTm "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT" means and includes, without

limitation, work with a construction management company, work as or with a general contractor,

work as or with a sub-contractor, or construction-related work in any form; the term "IDENTIFY"

means to provide the person's name, address and telephone number; the term "PROPERTY"

means real property located at795 W. Garvey Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 9I754,with

Assessor's Parcel Number No. 5256-003-034.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL r ATORY NO. 26:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 26 inthe same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent it is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the operative complaint does not

mention either construction project management or construction management, and (2) to specially

define "CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT" as "without limitation, work with a

construction management company, work as or with a general contractor, work as or with a sub-

contractor, or construction-related work in any form'o renders the term so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "construction-related work in any form'', whatever that may mean, and to then identiff

all persons with personal knowledge of those who rendered that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: as the Propounding

ParW knows, the general contractor of record for the subject construction project since November

of 2023 has been Joven Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven").

The president of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with Propounding

Party regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. According to Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, the Joven company also offers construction

management. The Joven website above lists its contact information, including business addresses

and telephone numbers. Joven appears to have returned to the Philippines and has ceased

communicating with Responding Party.

Other contractors working on the project include:

6
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Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has personal knowledge as

to his company's work on the subject construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320

Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone number is (626) 308-9983.

Cal Land Engineering & Associates,Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo, Project

Manager atCal Land, has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address is 576 E Lambert Road,

Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong, its

President, would have personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company is located at24l6 W. ValleyBlvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone number

is (626) 289-8808.

Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey, its lead stormwater design engineer, is a Califomia licensed

professional Civil engineer, and has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject

construction project. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe Springs, CA

90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-9724.

TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@,smail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivilguy@gmail.com, and telephone number (760) 508-2867.
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o Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 83I-2599.

Responding Party and Responding Party's brother, Edward M. Chan hired and interact with

the above contractors. Because Joven is not communicating with us, we are in the process of

retaining a new general contractor. PropoundingPafty can contact us through our legal counsel.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of individuals rendering

construction project management services onto the PROPERTY from 2017 tfuough the present.

For purposes of this interrogatory all interrogatories hereinafter: the term "LIST" means to provide

the title or sufficient description of DOCUMENTS that would be understood to an ordinary person

of average intelligence; the teTm "DOCUMENT" oT "DOCUMENTS" encompasses the meaning

ascribed to the term "writing" in your custody and control and as described under Section 250 of

the Evidence Code, and shall include, but not be limited to, any and all written, printed, typed,

graphic, photographic, visual, electronic, digital, or otherwise recorded matter of any kind or

nature, however produced or reproduced, whether stored electronically or digitally in computer

hard drives or software or servers, whether sent or received or neither, including originals, non-

identical copies, whether different from the original by reason of any notation made on such

copies or otherwise, and drafts and both sides thereof including, but not limited to: letters,

personnel files and records, evaluations, x-rays or other medical imaging, photographs, e-mails,

correspondence, papers, memoranda, books, journals, statements, reports, test results, sfudies,

bills, billings, invoices, worksheets, jottings, projections, calculations, notes, abstracts,

advertisements, drawings, charts, audits, balance sheets, income statements, diagrams,

appointment books, diaries, bids, calendars, logs, recordings, instructions, lists, minutes of

meetings, orders, facsimiles, messages, summaries, tabulations, tallies, statistical analyses, tapes,

computer tapes, tape recordings, computer printouts, computer disk systems, voice mails, receipts,

account records including ledgers, vouchers, books of account, estimates, records, inter- and intra-
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office communications, questionnaires and surveys, schedules, statistical records, analyses or

studies of any kind, any form of recording of any telephone or other conversations, interviews,

conferences or meetings and all other informal or formal writings or tangible things on which any

handwriting, typing, printing, visual or sound is recorded or reproduced, and any and all

amendments or supplements to all of the foregoing, whether prepared by aparty or any other

person.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 27 inthe same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent it is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as

to the undefined (because not capitalized) term "construction project management services".

Because it is not capitalized, RespondingPafiy assumes is does not bear the wide-ranging

definition given in Special lnterrogatory No. 26. Therefore, Responding Party construes that

vague and ambiguous term to mean, strictly, management of a construction project.

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because the operative complaint does not mention

construction project management.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for the reason explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any documentary evidence, over

the last eight years, that "reflect[s] the hiring and retention [by anyone] of individuals rendering

construction project management services" regarding the subject construction project.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:
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Email of 312712019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795W Gavery electrical contract.

Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page 1.

Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page2.

Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

1^1072.

Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795W Gavery electrical receipt.

Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

Al08l.

Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

Invoice #3292.

Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (Extemal):795 W Garvey.

Email of 911612019 (with other emails in that email chain) from Edward Chan to

Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Re: (External):Re: 795 W Garvey,

Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to the hiring and retention of every

CONTRACTOR that ftom20l7 through the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related

services to the PROPERTY. For pu{poses of this and other interrogatories herein: the term

CONTRACTOR means any general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or

designer, regardless of any licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work

that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the term "IDENTIFY" regarding

any persons means to provide a person's full name, professional title or job position, address, and

telephone number.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is duplicative because there is already a

Special Interrogatory No. 28 in the same Propounding Party's Special Interrogatories (Set One),

and to that extent it is also unduly burdensome, oppressive, and harassing.

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "RELATED

l1
OBJECTIONS AI\D RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT

HOWARD M. CHAI\ (SET TWO)



I

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

t2

13

l4

l5

t6

t7

18

t9

20

2T

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes,

without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY''renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly

to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also

overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "CONSTRUCTION related services'', whatever that may mean, and to then identiff all

persons with personal knowledge of CONTRACTORS (as specially and broadly defined) who

rendered that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: contractors working

on the project include:

o The general contractor for the subject construction project since November of 2023, Joven

Construction Services Inc. aka Joven Engineering and Construction ("Joven"). The president

of Joven is Mr. Joven Lactaoen. A Joven employee who interacted with PropoundingParf

regarding the construction during 2023-2024 is Janelle Simmons. Joven's website,

https://jovensconstructionandengineering.com/, lists its contact information, including business

addresses and telephone numbers.

o Patrick Chiu & Associates, the project architect. Mr. Patrick Chiu has personal knowledge as

to his company's work on the subject construction project. Mr. Chiu's business address is 320

Clary Ave, San Gabriel, CA; telephone number is (626) 308-9983.

. Cal Land Engineering & Associates, Inc., the project's contractor for complex issues relating to

underground work required by California and Monterey Park environmental regulations. Cal

Land is a geotechnical engineering firm headquartered in Brea, California. Ray Ronquillo, Project
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Manager at CalLand, has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company's website is http://web.callandeng.com/ ; its address is 576 E Lambert Road,

Brea, CA 92821; telephone number is (714) 671-1050.

o Perfect Design & Engineering, a licensed mechanical engineering firm. Raymond Zhong, its

President, would have personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject construction

project. The company is located at24l6 W. ValleyBlvd, Alhambra, CA 91803; telephone number

is (626) 289-8808.

o Santa Fe Water Systems (SFWS), a water piping equipment distributor and water treatment

system company. Chris Lindsey, its lead stormwater design engineer, is a California licensed

professional Civil engineer, and has personal knowledge of his company's work on the subject

construction project. The company is located at 10244 Freeman Ave, Santa Fe Springs, CA

90670; its website is https://sfivsystems.com/ ; its telephone number is (562) 777-9724.

o TE Construction and Electrical, Inc. was the original general contractor on the subject

construction project, that we retained in 2018. The company address, as listed with the

California Secretary of State, is 12745 St James Place, Baldwin Park, CA 91706. Rudy Liang

(aka Rui Liang) was the company's representative at the time we retained him; his business

email address was teconstructionandelectrical@gmail.com; his telephone number (626) 236-

6673.

o American Civil Guy aka American Civil Construction was a concrete contractor that we

previously used. Its owner at the time was James Knecht, whose email address was

Americancivil guv@,gmai1.com, and telephone number (760) 508-2867 .

o Ramos Concrete was a concrete company that we previously used. Its owner at the time was

Phil Ramos, whose telephone number was (626) 831-2599.

Responding Parfy and Edward M. Chan hired and interact with the above contractors.

PropoundingParty can contact us through our legal counsel.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29:
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LIST all DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of every CONTRACTOR that from

2017 tfuough the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related services to the PROPERTY.

For purposes of this and all other interrogatories hereinafter: the term CONTRACTOR means any

general contractor; subcontractor, laborer, architect, engineer, or designer, regardless of any

licensing or certification; the term CONSTRUCTION means any work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising, or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY approved

by the City of Monterey Park since 2017.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it defines

"CONSTRUCTION" as oowork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes,

without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party funher objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above and also because "CONTRACTOR" is specially defined very broadly

to even include laborers of any kind and those with any employer or no employer. It is also
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overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any evidence, over the last eight

years, of "CONSTRUCTION related services", whatever that may mean, and to then identifu all

documents, over the last eight years, that "reflect the hiring and retention [by anyone] of every

CONTRACTOR" (as specially and broadly defined) who performed those services "RELATED

TO" any building plans for the property approved by the City.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Email of 312712019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical contract.

o Contract of 312112019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

41070, page 1.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page2.

o Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

41072.

o Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical receipt.

o Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

Al08l.

o Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

o Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

Invoice #3292.

o Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (External):795 W Garvey.

o Email of 911612019 from Edward Chan to Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with

15
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subject: Re: (External):Re: 795 W Garvey, Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.

Email of 101191202I (and other emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiuto Edward Chan andHoward Chan, with subject:795 W Garvey-Underground

Concrete Tank.

Email of lll4l202l from Edward Chan to James Knecht of American Civil

Construction, with subject: 795 Gawey SCE map.

Email of 1213012021 (andother emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiu to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Fwd: 795 W Garvey Ave.,

Montery Park (Final Grading).

Email of 11712022 (and other emails within the email chain) from architect Patrick

Chiu to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Fwd: 795 W Garvey Ave.,

Montery Park (Final Grading)-Water Tank.

Email of 31312022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Cal Land

Engineering's Francis Lin to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject: Re: 795

Garvey Ave., Monterey Park.

Email of 411812022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Cal Land

Engineering's Nam Tran to Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave., Monterey

Park.

Email of 612212022 (and other emails within the email chain) from Monterey Park's

Vivian Chen to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject:795 W Garvey Ave -
Sewer connection permit.

Undated "Monterey Park Scope of Work/Schedule" from American Civil

Construction, regarding concrete work at the Property.
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Public Works Construction Permit Application dated 613012022, signed by Cynthia

Hurley "for James D. Knecht (American Civil)".

City of Monterey Park Street Encroachment Permit Application dated 613012022,

digitally signed by James D. Knecht of American Civil Construction.

Email of 211712023 from Edward Chan to Monterey Park's Vivian Chen and Phil

Ramos of Ramos Concrete, with subject:795 Garvey Side Walk.

Email of 212712023 from Edward Chan to Phil Ramos of Ramos Concrete and

Monterey Park's Vivian Chen, with subject: Edison Electrical Map Plans.

Email of 312012023 from Edward Chan to Phil Ramos of Ramos Concrete, with

subject: Permit Information.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of licensed general contractors retained

since 2017 to the present RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" in Interrogatory No. 29 is "work that includes, without limitation, building,

grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising

or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the term so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; and (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes,

17
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without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing,

designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the

PROPERTY" renders the term so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for any documentary evidence, over

the last eight years, of "CONSTRUCTION" as it is specially and very broadly defined in

Interrogatory No. 29, and to then identif,r all documents, over the last eight years, that "reflect the

hiring and retention [by anyone] of licensed general contractors . .. RELATED TO" that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows:

o Email of 312712019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical contract.

o Contract of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1070, page 1.

o Contract of 312112019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

41070, page2.

o Invoice of 312712019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

41072.

o Email of 41812019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: 795 W Gavery electrical receipt.

o Invoice of 41812019 from Rui Liang of TE Construction, with subject: Number

A1081.

o Email of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Rudy Liang of TE Construction

and Edward Chan, with subject:795 W. Garvey, Monterey Park.

o Invoice of 61612019 from L&T Construction, Inc. to Howard Chan, with subject:

Invoice #3292.
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Email of 91512019 from Edward Chan to Roy Liu of SCE and Rudy Liang of TE

Construction, with subject: Re: (External):795 W Garvey.

Email of 911612019 from Edward Chan to Rudy Liang of TE Construction, with

subject: Re: (Extemal):Re: 795 W Garvey, Monterey Park.

Proposal of 912412019 from American Civil Construction to TE Construction and

Edward Chan, with subject:795 Garvey Ave Monterey CA.

Email of 912612019 from Rudy Liang of TE Construction to Edward Chan, with

subject: Fwd: I am sharing 'civil lettersharkrudy.docx' with you.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31 :

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the

PROPERTY'S sewer system from Octob er 21, 2024 to the present.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, teTm "RELATING TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized terms "RELATED
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TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" asoowork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of

"CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO" (whatever that may mean) "the PROPERTY's

sewer system", and to then identifu all documents that detail that work.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: The City did not

approve the sewer system plans until January of 2025. Responsive documents are the following:

o Email of 211212025 from Edward Chan to Joven Lactaoen, Janelle Simmons, and

Andrew O. Krastins, with Subject: 795 Garvey LID System.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

LIST each and every non-privileged document that provides the estimate as to when

CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system will be completed.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATING" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for
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"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because it implies that

there is just one estimate ("the estimate") without stating any time frame, any source that would

have provided "the estimate", or any other way to identiSr what is meant by "the estimate".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterms "RELATED

TO" (within the provided definition of "CONSTRUCTION") and "RELATING TO" are left

undefined; and(2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders

the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless.

Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to time.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of "the

estimate as to when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO" (whatever that may mean) "the

PROPERTY's sewer system will be completed".

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party

has no such documents in his possession, custody, or control. As of the date of this response,

Responding Party and Edward M. Chan anticipate the permits for the sewer system will be obtained

within two weeks of the date of these responses, provided that the prospective general contractor

cofirmences activity as planned.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

IDENTIFY all persons with personal knowledge as to any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the
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PROPERTY between the years 2017-2019. For purposes of this and all other interrogatories: the

term DELAY means any lack of actively engaging in CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO any

building plans approved by the City of Monterey Park since 2017; the terms "RELATING TO" or

"RELATES TO" means containing, constituting, considering, comprising, concerning, discussing,

regarding, describing, reflecting, studying, commenting or reporting on, mentioning, analyzing, or

referring, alluding, or pertaining to, in whole or in part.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

RespondingParty objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "RELATED TO" is not defined.

This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition provided for

"CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without limitation, building, gtading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-inclusive as to

be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the

capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word "DELAY" is defined in terms of the two vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain terms above ("RELATED TO" and "CONSTRUCTION") and also

because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in

construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during inclement weather,

etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and unavoidable

cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "RELATED

TO" is left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders
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the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; (3) the provided definition of "DELAY" would

deem any normal, unavoidable cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on

weekends/holidays, during inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (4) the indicated time period

ended five years ago and is therefore unrelated to the current status of the subject construction

project or the Complaint's causes of action against Defendants.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all evidence, going back eight years

before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) and identi$' all

persons with personal knowledge of any so-called, long-ago delay.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

persons, because there was no construction until 2019, and there was no delay in the designated time

period.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

LIST aII DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY between

the years 2017-2019.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.34:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word

23
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"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay"; and (3) the indicated time period ended five years ago and is

therefore unrelated to the current status of the subject construction project or the Complaint's

causes of action against Defendants.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence, going

back eight years before now, of any "DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean).

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control, because there was no construction

until 2019, and there was no delay in the designated time period.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during
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the year 2020.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.35:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2)the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,
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and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of govemmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffrng shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City

departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2021.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.36:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undeflrned term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)
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and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/trolidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a"delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendsArolidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay".

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiVing the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of governmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffing shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City

departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties. Additionally, the concrete contractor ceased work and abandoned the project.
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2022.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is oowork that includes, without

limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as 'hork that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any nonnal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " delay" .
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Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control; delays were due to the COVID

pandemic, which resulted in stay-at-home rules, the closure of govemmental offices, work-at-home

orders, and staffing shortages, including staffing shortages even after restrictions were lifted,

especially in the construction industry. Another source of delays was the outsourcing of City

departmental services, such as plan checks and other formerly core municipal services to third

parties. Additionally, Defendants' concrete contractor abandoned the project and failed to perform

the agreed-upon work. Further delays were caused by excessive rains, which prevented further work

until the soil was sufficiently dry.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2023.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, grcding, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,
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evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This intenogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undeflrned term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and

unavoidable cessations.

Responding ParE further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/trolidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " deIay" .

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control as to the delays due to the COVID
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pandemic and the record rainfall that year. The project was also delayed by the City's demand that

Defendants obtain the prior general contractor's written permission to hire the new general

contractor Joven; as to that delay, Responding Parfy provides this information:

o Email dated lll9l2023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Joven's

Janelle Simmons to Edward Chan, with subject: Fwd: Change of contractor.

o Email dated lll9l2023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Edward Chan

to Monterey Park's Vivian Chen, with subject:795 W Garvey.

o Email dated 1212712023 (and other emails within that email chain) from Joven's

Janelle Simmons to Edward Chan, with subject: (no subject).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

LIST all DOCUMENTS that detail any DELAY of CONSTRUCTION on the PROPERTY during

the year 2024.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.39:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the definition provided for "CONSTRUCTION" is "work that includes, without

limitation, building, gtading, installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing,

evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY",

rendering the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague,

ambiguous, and uncertain because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, word

"DELAY" is defined in terms of two vague, ambiguous, and uncertain terms (the undefined term

"RELATED TO" and the meaninglessly-defined woTd "CONSTRUCTION" as mentioned above)

and also because the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekendslholidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a "delay" and implies that there is something wrong with such normal and
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unavoidable cessations.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) to specially define

"CONSTRUCTION" as "work that includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing,

painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning

RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be

meaningless; and (2) the provided definition of "DELAY" would deem any normal, unavoidable

cessation in construction work, such as after business hours, on weekends/holidays, during

inclement weather, etc., a " deIay" .

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, oppressive,

and harassing because it requires Responding Party to look for all documentary evidence of any

"DELAY of CONSTRUCTION" (whatever that may mean) which, as noted above, is vague,

ambiguous, uncertain, and so broadly defined as to include any number of supposed "delays"

which have no bearing on this litigation and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of relevant, admissible evidence.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: There are no such

documents in Responding Party's possession, custody, or control as to the delays due to the record

rainfall that year. The project was also delayed by the City's demand that Defendants obtain the

prior general contractor's written permission to hire the new general contractor Joven; documents

pertaining to that delay are the following:

o Letter dated Dec.22,2023 ftom Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Edward Chan and Howard Chan, with subject NOTICE OF PUBLIC

NUISANCE, CORRECTWE ACTIONS, AND ENFORCEMENT; 795 N. Garvey

Ave.; APN: 5256-003-034.

o Email of Feb. 25, 2024 from Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins to
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o

o

Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E. Campen.

Email of Sept. 9, 2024 from Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins, with subject: Edward

Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and City

Consultants.

Email of Sept. 9,2024 from Monterey Park's ZiadMazboudi to Edward Chan, with

subject:795 W. Garvey.

Email of Sept. 10, 2024 from Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins to

Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E. Campen, with subject: Re:

Edward Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and

City Consultants.

Email of Sept. 10,2024 from Monterey Park Assistant City Attorney Timothy E.

Campen to Defendants' legal counsel Andrew O. Krastins, with subject: Re: Edward

Chan interaction with MP Public Works Department, Building Division, and City

Consultants.

a

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Identifu all persons with personal knowledge regarding the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS

currently available to YOU to pay for remaining CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the

PROPERTY. For purposes of this interrogatory and all others hereinafter, the teTm "FINANCIAL

FLINDS" means any source of money, line of credit, credit, loan, gift, or anything of value that can

be used to pay for any costs RELATED TO construction on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, and therefore specially defined, terms "YOLJ'' and "RELATED TO" are
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not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is'kork that includes, without limitation, building, grading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY", rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because it contains both the capitalizedword "CONSTRUCTION" for which there is one

definition, and the uncapitalized word "construction" which presumably has a different definition

that Propounding Party does not provide. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and

uncertain as to the undefined term ooremaining CONSTRUCTION costs".

Responding Party fuither objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalizedterms "YOLJ''and

"RELATED TO" are left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's frnances, of their ability or inability to fund

construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this

matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

LIST all DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to

YOU to pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, terms "YOIJ" and "RELATED TO" are

not defined. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain because the definition

provided foT "CONSTRUCTION" is 'kork that includes, without limitation, building, gtading,

installing, painting, improving, constructing, demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or

planning RELATED TO any building plans for the PROPERTY'', rendering the word so all-

inclusive as to be meaningless. This interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to

the undefined term "CONSTRUCTION costs".

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized terms "YOLJ" and

"RELATED TO" are left undefined; (2) to specially define "CONSTRUCTION" as "work that

includes, without limitation, building, grading, installing, painting, improving, constructing,

demolishing, designing, evaluating, advising or planning RELATED TO any building plans for

the PROPERTY" renders the word so all-inclusive as to be meaningless; and (3) there is no

mention in the operative complaint of any defendant's finances, of their ability or inability to fund

construction, of the cost of the ongoing construction, or that funding has ever been an issue in this

matter.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory violates Responding Party's rights to

personal privacy and confidential financial matters, and possibly the rights of any third parties

(depending on whose funds are being referenced).

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 42:
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State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building Permit No. B15-

0906 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.42:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete

detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which PropoundingParty does not explain; and (3) the undefined term "reasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following

response. Responding Party did not "allow" the referenced permit to expire. It expired in

accordance with the provisions of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City

staff.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building PermitNo.

B23^0128 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO.43:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as
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follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term'.YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete

detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which Propounding Party does not explain; and (3) the undefined term'oreasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following

response. Responding Party did not "allow" the referenced permit to expire. It expired in

accordance with the provisions of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City

staff.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

State in complete detail all reasons for YOU allowing the expiration of Building Permit No. B24-

0012 for the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined terms "in complete
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detail" and "allowing". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; (2) the undefined term ooin complete detail" appears to require something beyond "in

detail" which Propounding Party does not explain; and (3) the undefined term "reasons for YOU

allowing" implies that Responding Party acted wrongfully, but the action described (expiration of

a building permit) was obviously not performed by Responding Party or in his control.

RespondingParty fuither objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party provides the following

response. Responding Party did not "allow" the referenced permit to expire. It expired in

accordance with the provisions of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and determinations of City

staff.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

State in complete detail all reasons that YOU are aware of for why 7 Leaves Caf6 required a second

building permit from the City to construct tenant improvements with respect to the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", when in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. I through 28) and 22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (acfially the 48th, 49th, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that
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statute.

RespondingParty also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain

because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term ooin complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (l) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; and(2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

"in detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Provide in complete detail all instances where 7 Leaves Caf6 offered to YOU to complete

unfinished construction on the PROPERTY.

RE,SPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", when in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. I through 28) and22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (achnlly the 48th, 49th, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that

statute.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain
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because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term "in complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalized term "YOU" is left

undefined; and (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

'oin detail" which Propounding Party does not explain.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: 7 Leaves did not

offer to complete the construction; they only offered to help find contractors.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Provide in complete detail all dates in which 7 Leaves Caf6 offered to YOU to complete unfinished

construction on the PROPERTY.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Subject to and without waiving any foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as

follows:

Responding Party objects that this interrogatory fails to comply with CCP $$ 2030.030-

2030.040 because the declaration attached to the Set Two Interrogatories states that there are "a

total of 47 interrogatories", when in fact the Propounding Party propounded 28 Set One

interrogatories (No. I through 28) and 22 Set Two interrogatories (No. 26 through 47), a total of

fifty special interrogatories. Therefore, the final three Interrogatories of Set Two, erroneously

numbered as No. 45 through 47 (actually the 48th, 49th, and 50th interrogatories) exceed what the

declaration states is warranted under CCP $ 2030.040 and need not be answered, pursuant to that

statute.

Responding Party also objects that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, and uncertain
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because the capitalized, andtherefore specially defined, term "YOU" is not defined. This

interrogatory is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the undefined term ooin complete

detail". It is also vague, ambiguous, and uncertain as to the applicable time period.

Responding Party further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence because (1) the capitalizedterm "YOU" is left

undefined; and (2) the undefined term "in complete detail" appears to require something beyond

"in detail" which PropoundingParty does not explain.

RespondingParty further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad as to subject matter,

for reasons explained above. It is also overbroad as to the (unstated) time period.

Without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: 7 Leaves did not

offer to complete the construction; they only offered to help find contractors.

Dated: Api128,2025 LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O. KRASTINS

a (

Andrew O. Krastins
Attorneys for Defendants Edward M. Chan,
Edward M. Chan as Trustee of the Chan Family
Living Trust, Howard Chan, Man-Fei Chan Gold
and Patricia Yu Chan
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VERIFICATION

I, Howard M, Chan, veriS that I have read the OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO

PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO

DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAN (SET TWO) and know the contents thereof. The matters

contained therein are true to the best of my own knowledge, except as to those matters that are

alleged on information and beliefi and as to those matters, I believe them to be hue as of the date of

these responses.

I declare under penalty of pe{ury under the laws of the State of California and the United

States of America that the foregoing is true and conect.

Executed on 2025 at

M.

VERIFICATION
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chano et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

STATE OF CALIFORNIAO COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

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 Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 333 W. Sixth Street, Suite
2I3, San Pedro, CA 907 31.

On April 28,2025,I served true copies of the following document described as OBJECTIONS
AI\D RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF CITY OF MONTEREY PARI('s SPECIAL
TNTERROGATORIES. T9.DEnENDA|iI HOWARD M. CHAN (SET TWO)
on the rnterested partres m thrs actron as tollows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address bjbickelfh@aol.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed in the Service List. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the
transmissiofl, ffiy 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 April 28r2025, at Riverside, California.

Beverly J. Bickel
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SERVICE LIST
PeoplelVlonterey Park v. Robert Chano et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458)
E-mail: kberger@bwslaw.com
Timothy E. Campen (SBN 197941)
E-mail: tcampen@bwslaw.com
Justin A. Tamayo (SBN 345598)
E-mail: itamavo@ law.com
Mary Hensley
E-mail: mahensley@bwslaw. com
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, Californi a 90017 -2953
TeI: 951.788.0100
Fax: 951.788.5785

Taylor N. Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
Email tstephen@,cibllp.com

acohen@,ciblln.com
JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP

1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560
Tel : 310-586-2400
Tel z 310-594-4723

Attorney for Plaintiffs
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA and THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAN, AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN FAMILY
TRUST

COHEN
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP

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 Souih Flower Street, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, Californi a 9007 | -29 53
Tel: 213.236.0600 Fax: 213.236.2700

Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by and through the
City Attomey for the City of Monterey Park; and
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, by and through the City
Attorney for the City of Monterey Park; and
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK, a Municipal
Corporation,

Plaintiffs,

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.

4937-1361-2631 vl

FILING FEE EXEMPT PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE $ 6103

Case No. 24NNCV00087

JFAP: Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Dept. E

NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED
DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANT
EDWARD M. CHAN

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, NORTH CENTRAL DISTRICT

V

New Date
Time
Location

Action Filed:
Trial Date:

: August 11,2025
: 9:00 a.m.

: Monterey Park
Bruggemeyer Library
318 S. Ramona Ave.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

March 5,2024
None Set
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ATToRNEYS AT LAw
RIvERStDE

NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF DOCIIMENTS TO
DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST II,2O25
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERStDE

TO DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN AND HIS ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that pursuant to an agreement between the parties, Plaintiff,

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK (the "City"), will now take the deposition of Defendant EDWARD

M CHAN ("Defendant") on August 11, 2025 at 9:00 a.m., upon oral examination, under oath,

before a certified notary public or certified court reporter at Monterey Park Bruggemeyer Library,

318 S. Ramona Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754.

Please take further notice that this deposition will be recorded with stenographic methods

and may also be audio recorded and/or videotaped pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section

2025.220. City reserves the right to introduce any such recordings at the time of trial of this

matter.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections

2025.220(a)(4) and 2025.280(a), Defendant is requested to produce for inspection and copying at

his deposition the documents and things described below. This request includes documents which

are in Defendant's possession, or in the possession of his attorneys, investigators, employees,

agents, or anyone else acting on his behalf, or which are subject to the custody and control of any

of the foregoing. If Defendant objects to the production of any document on the basis of any

legally recognized privilege, Defendant must specifically identify and generally describe each

such document and specifu all facts upon which he bases his claim of privilege.

DEFINITIONS

l. The terms "YOu" or o'YOIlR" means and refers to defendant EDWARD M.

CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf, including, without

limitation, any contractors, general contractors, sub-contractors, engineers, design professionals,

managers, laborers, workers, or employees. When responding to these interrogatories, YOU shall

provide information within YOUR knowledge, and the knowledge of anyone over whom YOU

have control including, without limitation, any agents, representatives or anyone acting on YOUR

behalf, including, without limitation, any contractors, general contractors, sub-contractors,

engineers, design professionals, managers, laborers, workers, or employees.

2. The term "DOCUMENT" oT "DOCUMENTS" encompasses the meaning ascribed

4937-136r-2631v1 2
NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO

DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST II,2O25
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP

to the term "writing" as described under Section 250 of the Evidence Code, and shall include, but

not be limited to, any and all written, printed, typed, graphic, photographic, visual, electronic,

digital, or otherwise recorded matter of any kind or nature, however produced or reproduced,

whether stored electronically or digitally in computer hard drives or software or servers, whether

sent or received or neither, including originals, non-identical copies, whether different from the

original by reason of any notation made on such copies or otherwise, and drafts and both sides

thereof including, but not limited to: letters, personnel files and records, evaluations, x-rays or

other medical imaging, photographs, e-mails, corespondence, papers, memoranda, books,

journals, statements, reports, test results, studies, bills, billings, invoices, worksheets, jottings,

projections, calculations, notes, abstracts, advertisements, drawings, charts, audits, balance sheets,

income statements, diagrams, appointment books, diaries, bids, calendars, logs, recordings,

instructions,lists, minutes of meetings, orders, facsimiles, messages, summaries, tabulations,

tallies, statistical analyses, tapes, computer tapes, tape recordings, computer printouts, computer

disk systems, voice mails, receipts, account records including ledgers, vouchers, books of account,

estimates, records, inter- and intra-office communications, questionnaires and surveys, schedules,

statistical records, analyses or studies ofany kind, any form ofrecording ofany telephone or other

conversations, interviews, conferences or meetings and all other informal or formal writings or

tangible things on which any handwriting, typing, printing, visual or sound is recorded or

reproduced, and any and all amendments or supplements to all of the foregoing, whether prepared

by aparty or any other person.

3. The phrases "RELATED TO" oT "RELATING TO" is defined as showing,

reflecting, referring to, pertaining to, regarding, constituting, evidencing, comprising, discussing,

describing, containing, mentioning, or concerning in any way all or any portion of the subject

matter of the facts, contentions, or matter referenced in the discovery request.

4. The term "PROPERTY" means commercial property located at795 W. Garvey

Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754, Assessor's Parcel Number 5256-003-034.

5. The teTm "CONSTRUCTION" has the common understanding for the word

RELATED TO, without limitation, building, repairing, demolishing, or performing any other

physical activity on real property, whether or not pursuant to any building permits, and whether or

4937-1361-263tvr 3
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

RIVERStDE

not performed by any licensed or unlicensed individuals or entities.

6. The teTm "CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY" has the same meaning as

CONSTRUCTION herein.

7. The term "CONTRACTOR" means any licensed or unlicensed person who

contracts with a builder or owner to perform construction as to the subject property or to enter into

a contract with a subcontractor or design professional as to such construction. The term "Design

professional" as used herein means any licensed or unlicensed person, including without limitation

any soils engineers, geotechnical engineers, civil engineers, structural engineers, landscape or

environmental engineers, HVAC engineers, and architects and landscape architects who has

provided any design or design services, including plans, specifications, or calculations for

construction, to the subject property. (See also, Judicial Council Form DISC-005.)

8. The term "PRODUCTS" means any goods produced or manufactured by natural

means or by hand or with tools, machinery, chemicals, or the like, and which is the subject of a

CONSTRUCTION or CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY. (See also, Judicial

Council Form DISC-005.)

9. The teTm "FINANCIAL FUNDS" means money or means RELATED TO payment

for any CONSTRUCTION or PRODUCTS at the PROPERTY.

INSTRUCTIONS

1. These requests apply to all DOCUMENTS in the possession, custody, or control of

Deponent Edward M. Chan regardless of their location and regardless of whether such

DOCUMENTS are held by Deponent Edward M. Chan's agents, employees, representatives,

attorneys, or any other PERSON. A DOCUMENT is deemed to be in YOUR possession, custody

or control if it is in YOUR physical custody, or if it is in the physical custody of any other

PERSON, and YOU (a) own such DOCUMENT in whole or in part; (b) have a right by contract,

statute or otherwise to use, inspect, examine or copy such document on any terms; (c) have an

understanding, express or implied, that YOU may use, inspect, examine or copy such

DOCUMENT on any terms; or (d) have, as a practical matter, been able to use, inspect, examine

or copy such DOCUMENT when you have sought to do so.

2. In producing the DOCUMENTS, all DOCUMENTS that are physically attached to

each other shall be left so attached, or presented as attached identically to the originals in the case

of copies of DOCUMENTS. DOCUMENTS that are segregated or separated from other

49t7-1361-2631 vr 4
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BURKE, WILLIAMs &
SoRENSEN, LLP

DOCUMENTS, whether by inclusion in binders, files, subfiles, or by use of dividers, tabs, or

other methods, shall be left so segregated or separated. DOCUMENTS shall be retained in the

order in which they were maintained in the file where found.

3. If an objection to a request is based upon a claim of privilege, attorney-client or

attorney work product, or any other basis, identifu in writing each DOCUMENT so withheld by

providing at least the following information:

a. The type of DOCUMENT;

b. The title and a general description of the subject maffer of the

DOCUMENT;

c. The date of the DOCUMENT;

d. The name, title and the position, and address of the originator or author of

the DOCUMENT;

e. The name, title and position, and address of each PERSON who participated

in the preparation of the DOCUMENT or on whose behalf the

DOCUMENT was prepared;

f. The identity andposition of aII PERSONS (1) to whom the DOCUMENT

was addressed, (2) to whom the DOCUMENT was sent, (3) who have seen

the DOCUMENT, (4) who have possession or custody of the

DOCUMENT, and (5) who have had disclosed to them any of the contents

of the DOCUMENTS;

g. The basis of any claim of privilege, including the facts establishingany

claim of privilege, facts showing that the privilege has not been waived, and

the status of the PERSON claiming the privilege; and,

h. If work product immunity is asserted, the proceeding for which the

DOCUMENT was prepared.

4937-1361-2631 vl, 5
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DOCT]MENTS TO BE PRODUCEI)

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

All DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of individuals rendering

construction project management services onto the PROPERTY from 2017 through the present.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

All DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of every CONTRACTOR that from

2017 throueh the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related services to the

PROPERTY.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.3:

All DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of licensed general contractors

retained since 2017 to the present RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All DOCUMENTS that detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the

PROPERTY'S sewer system from October 2I,2024 to the present.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

All DOCUMENTS each and every non-privileged document that provides the estimate as

to when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system will be completed.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY between the years 2017-2019.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2020.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2021.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

493'7-136r-263tvr 6
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BURKE, WILLIAMs &
SoRENSEN, LLP
ATToRNEYS AT LAw

RIvERSIDE

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2022.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2023.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

AIl DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence what CONSTRUCTION work has been performed at the

PROPERTY since May 23,2025.

REOT]EST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

Any and all DOCUMENTS RELATED TO currently scheduled CONSTRUCTION work

at the PROPERTY, often referred to in the construction industry as a 
ooconstruction schedule."

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

AII DOCUMENTS that evidence what PRODUCTS have been purchased RELATED TO

or in fuitherance of CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY since January 1,2024.

REOUEST FOR TCTION NO. 16:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence payment of any and all PRODUCTS that have been

purchased RELATED TO or in furtherance of CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY.

REOIIEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

AIl DOCUMENTS that evidence what PRODUCTS RELATED TO or in furtherance of

CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY that have been delivered or provided to YOU or to the

PROPERTY since January 1,2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing payment to any and all general contractors, sub-contractors,

4937-1361-263lvr 7
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BURKE, WTLLTAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP

engineers, design professional and any other person or entity who provided services RELATED

TO CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY from December 1,2023 through the present.

REQT]EST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to

YOU to pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

All photographs of the PROPERTY taken by YOU since January I,2017, evidencing any

and all activity RELATED TO construction.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing each instance in which YOU requested an inspection of the

PROPERTY by Building Division of the City of Monterey Park pursuant to any building permit

issued by the City of Monterey Park from January l,20ll to the present.

Dated: July 23,2025 KARL H. BERGER, CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

By
Assistant City Attorney

Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA and CITY
OF MONTEREY PARK

E.

84937-1361-2631 vl
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SoRENSEN, LLP

PROOF OF SERVICE

People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chano et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

STATE OF CALIFOR]\IA, COTJNTY OF RIVERSIDE

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not aparty to this action. I am
employed in the County of Riverside, State of California. My business address is 1770 Iowa
Avenue, Suite 240, Riverside, CA92507-2479.

On July 23,2025,I served true copies of the following document(s) described as

NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF DOCTJMENTS TO
DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST 1L, 2025 onthe interested parties in this
action as follows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address mahensley@bwslaw.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed 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 July 2312025, at Riverside, California.

Hensley

4937-1361-2631 vl 9
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SORENSEN, LLP

SERVICE LIST
People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.

Case No. 24flNCV00087
Updated: 06-23-2025

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.

LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS
333 West 6th Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA9073l

Taylor Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560

4937-1361-2631 vl

Attorney for Defendants
EDWARD M. CHAN' HOWARD M.
cHAflo PATRTCTA YU CHAN, MAN-FEr
CHAI\ GOLD, EDWARD M. CHAII AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAII FAMILY
LIVING TRUST

Tel: 562-208-9679 - Direct
Tel: 562-357-9789
Fax: 562-590-0493
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

bibickelfh@aol.com

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN-SHU CHA|I,
AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN
FAMILY TRUSTO AND
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAII
AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN
FAMILY LIVING TRUST

Tel: 310-586-2400
Tel: 310-594-4723
Fax: 310-
Email: tstephen@ciblln.com

acohen@cibllp.com
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NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO
DEFENDANT EDWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST T1,2025
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP

Karl H. Berger (SBN 178458), City Attorney
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
E-mail: kbereer@.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

Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by and through the
City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park; and
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, by and through the City
Attorney for the City of Monterey Park; and

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK, a Municipal
Corporation,

Plaintiffs

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
CHLING CHAN, as Trustee of the Chan
Family Trust; SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY, a California
Corporation; EQUILON ENTERPRISES
LLC, aDelaware limited liability company;
and DOES I through 50, inclusive,

Defendants.

FILING FEE EXEMPT PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE $ 6103

Case No. 24NNCV00087

JFAP: Hon. Ashfaq G. Chowdhury
Dept. E

NOTICE OF RESCHEDT]LED
DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCT]MENTS TO DEFENDANT
HOWARD M. CHAN

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, NORTH CENTRAL DISTRICT

v

New Date
Time
Location

Action Filed:
Trial Date:

: August 1I,2025
: l:30 p.m.
: Monterey Park Bruggemeyer
Library
318 S. Ramona Ave.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

March 5,2024
None Set

I
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO
DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST II,2O25
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BURKE, WILLIAMS &
SoRENSEN, LLP

TO DEFENDANT IIOWARD M. CHAN AND HIS ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that pursuant to an agreement between the parties, Plaintiff,

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK (the "City"), will now take the deposition of Defendant

HOWARD M. CHAN ("Defendant") on August llo2025 at 1:30 p.m., upon oral examination,

under oath, before a certified notary public or certified court reporter at Monterey Park

Bruggemeyer Library, 318 S. Ramona Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754.

Please take further notice that this deposition will be recorded with stenographic methods

and may also be audio recorded and/or videotaped pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section

2025.220. City reserves the right to introduce any such recordings at the time of trial of this

matter.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections

2025.220(aX4) and 2025.280(a), Defendant is requested to produce for inspection and copying at

his deposition the documents and things described below. This request includes documents which

are in Defendant's possession, or in the possession of his attorneys, investigators, employees,

agents, or anyone else acting on his behall or which are subject to the custody and control of any

of the foregoing. If Defendant objects to the production of any document on the basis of any

legally recognized privilege, Defendant must specifically identify and generally describe each

such document and specifu all facts upon which he bases his claim of privilege.

DEFINITIONS

l. The terms'.YOIJ" or "YOIJR" means and refers to defendant HOWARD M.

CHAN and, where appropriate, his agents or anyone acting on his behalf, including, without

limitation, any contractors, general contractors, sub-contractors, engineers, design professionals,

managers, laborers, workers, or employees. When responding to these interrogatories, YOU shall

provide information within YOUR knowledge, and the knowledge of anyone over whom YOU

have control including, without limitation, any agents, representatives or anyone acting on YOUR

behalf, including, without limitation, any contractors, general contractors, sub-contractors,

engineers, design professionals, managers, laborers, workers, or employees.

2. The term "DOCUMENT" oT "DOCUMENTS" encompasses the meaning ascribed

2
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to the term "writing" as described under Section 250 of the Evidence Code, and shall include, but

not be limited to, any and all written, printed, typed, glaphic, photographic, visual, electronic,

digital, or otherwise recorded matter of any kind or nature, however produced or reproduced,

whether stored electronically or digitally in computer hard drives or software or servers, whether

sent or received or neither, including originals, non-identical copies, whether different from the

original by reason of any notation made on such copies or otherwise, and drafts and both sides

thereof including, but not limited to: letters, personnel files and records, evaluations, x-rays or

other medical imaging, photographs, e-mails, coffespondence, papers, memoranda, books,

journals, statements, reports, test results, studies, bills, billings, invoices, worksheets, jottings,

projections, calculations, notes, abstracts, advertisements, drawings, charts, audits, balance sheets,

income statements, diagrams, appointment books, diaries, bids, calendars, logs, recordings,

instructions, lists, minutes of meetings, orders, facsimiles, messages, summaries, tabulations,

tallies, statistical analyses, tapes, computer tapes, tape recordings, computer printouts, computer

disk systems, voice mails, receipts, account records including ledgers, vouchers, books of account,

estimates, records, inter- and intra-office communications, questionnaires and suryeys, schedules,

statistical records, analyses or studies ofany kind, any form ofrecording ofany telephone or other

conversations, interviews, conferences or meetings and all other informal or formal writings or

tangible things on which any handwriting, typing, printing, visual or sound is recorded or

reproduced, and any and all amendments or supplements to all of the foregoing, whether prepared

by apafi or any other person.

3. The phrases "RELATED TO" oT "RELATING TO" is defined as showing,

reflecting, referring to, pertaining to, regarding, constituting, evidencing, comprising, discussing,

describing, containing, mentioning, or concerning in any way all or any portion of the subject

matter of the facts, contentions, or matter referenced in the discovery request.

4. The term "PROPERTY" means commercial property located at795 W. Garvey

Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754, Assessor's Parcel Number 5256-003-034.

5. The teTm "CONSTRUCTION" has the common understanding for the word

RELATED TO, without limitation, building, repairing, demolishing, or performing any other

physical activity on real property, whether or not pursuant to any building permits, and whether or

a
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not performed by any licensed or unlicensed individuals or entities.

6. The teTm "CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY" has the same meaning as

CONSTRUCTION herein.

7. The term "CONTRACTOR" means any licensed or unlicensed person who

contracts with a builder or owner to perform construction as to the subject property or to enter into

a contract with a subcontractor or design professional as to such construction. The term "Design

professional" as used herein means any licensed or unlicensed person, including without limitation

any soils engineers, geotechnical engineers, civil engineers, structural engineers, landscape or

environmental engineers, HVAC engineers, and architects and landscape architects who has

provided any design or design services, including plans, specifications, or calculations for

construction, to the subject property. (See also, Judicial Council Form DISC-005.)

8. The term "PRODUCTS" means any goods produced or manufactured by natural

means or by hand or with tools, machinery, chemicals, or the like, and which is the subject of a

CONSTRUCTION or CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY. (See also, Judicial

Council Form DISC-005.)

9. The teTm "FINANCIAL FUNDS" means money or means RELATED TO payment

for any CONSTRUCTION or PRODUCTS at the PROPERTY.

INSTRUCTIONS

l. These requests apply to all DOCUMENTS in the possession, custody, or control of

Deponent Howard M. Chan regardless of their location and regardless of whether such

DOCUMENTS are held by Deponent Howard M. Chan's agents, employees, representatives,

attorneys, or any other PERSON. A DOCUMENT is deemed to be in YOUR possession, custody

or control if it is in YOUR physical custody, or if it is in the physical custody of any other

PERSON, and YOU (a) own such DOCUMENT in whole or in part; (b) have a right by contract,

statute or otherwise to use, inspect, examine or copy such document on any terms; (c) have an

understanding, express or implied, that YOU may use, inspect, examine or copy such

DOCUMENT on any terms; or (d) have, as a practical matter, been able to use, inspect, examine

or copy such DOCUMENT when you have sought to do so.

2. In producing the DOCUMENTS, all DOCUMENTS that are physically attached to

each other shall be left so attached, or presented as attached identically to the originals in the case

of copies of DOCUMENTS. DOCUMENTS that are segregated or separated from other

4
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DOCUMENTS, whether by inclusion in binders, files, subfiles, or by use of dividers, tabs, or

other methods, shall be left so segregated or separated. DOCUMENTS shall be retained in the

order in which they were maintained in the file where found.

3. If an objection to a request is based upon a claim of privilege, attorney-client or

attorney work product, or any other basis, identifu in writing each DOCUMENT so withheld by

providing at least the following information:

a. The type of DOCUMENT;

b. The title and a general description of the subject matter of the

DOCUMENT;

c. The date of the DOCUMENT;

d. The name, title and the position, and address of the originator or author of

the DOCUMENT;

e. The name, title and position, and address of each PERSON who participated

in the preparation of the DOCUMENT or on whose behalf the

DOCUMENT was prepared;

f. The identity and position of all PERSONS (1) to whom the DOCUMENT

was addressed, (2) to whom the DOCUMENT was sent, (3) who have seen

the DOCUMENT, (4) who have possession or custody of the

DOCUMENT, and (5) who have had disclosed to them any of the contents

of the DOCUMENTS;

g. The basis of any claim of privilege, including the facts establishing any

claim of privilege, facts showing that the privilege has not been waived, and

the status of the PERSON claiming the privilege; and,

h. If work product immunity is asserted, the proceeding for which the

DOCUMENT was prepared.

5
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DOCT]MENTS TO BE PRODUCED

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

AII DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of individuals rendering

construction project management services onto the PROPERTY from 2017 through the present.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

All DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of every CONTRACTOR that from

2011 tI'rough the present has performed any CONSTRUCTION related services to the

PROPERTY.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.3:

All DOCUMENTS that reflect the hiring and retention of licensed general contractors

retained since 2017 to the present RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION atthe PROPERTY.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All DOCUMENTS that detail all CONSTRUCTION performed RELATING TO the

PROPERTY'S sewer system from October 2I,2024 to the present.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

All DOCUMENTS each and every non-privileged document that provides the estimate as

to when CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO the PROPERTY'S sewer system will be completed.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All DOCUMENTS that detail orprovide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY between the years 2017-2019.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2020.

REOTIEST FOR DI]CTTON NO.8:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2021.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

6
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ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2022.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2023.

REQTIEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

DOCUMENTS that detail or provide explanation for any lack of CONSTRUCTION

ACTIVITY at the PROPERTY during the year 2024.

REOUEST FOR NO- .t3:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence what CONSTRUCTION work has been performed at the

PROPERTY since May 23,2025.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

Any and all DOCUMENTS RELATED TO currently scheduled CONSTRUCTION work

at the PROPERTY, often referred to in the construction industry as a "construction schedule."

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence what PRODUCTS have been purchased RELATED TO

or in furtherance of CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY since January 1,2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence payment of any and aII PRODUCTS that have been

purchased RELATED TO or in furtherance of CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

All DOCUMENTS that evidence what PRODUCTS RELATED TO or in furtherance of

CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY that have been delivered or provided to YOU or to the

PROPERTY since January 1,2024.

REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing payment to any and all general contractors, sub-contractors,

7
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engineers, design professional and any other person or entity who provided services RELATED

TO CONSTRUCTION at the PROPERTY from December 1,2023 through the present.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing the amount of FINANCIAL FUNDS currently available to

YOU to pay for CONSTRUCTION costs RELATED TO the PROPERTY.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

A11 photographs of the PROPERTY taken by YOU since January 1,2017, evidencing any

and all activity RELATED TO construction.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21:

All DOCUMENTS evidencing each instance in which YOU requested an inspection of the

PROPERTY by Building Division of the City of Monterey Park pursuant to any building permit

issued by the City of Monterey Park from January I,2017 to the present.

Dated: JuJy 23,2025 KARL H. BERGER, CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

By:

Timothy E Assistant City Attorney
Attorneys for Plaintiffs THE PEOPLE OF
TIIE STATE OF CALIFORNIA and CITY
OF MONTEREY PARK
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PROOF OF SERVICE

People/Nlonterey Park v. Robert Chan, et al.
Case No.24NNCV00087

srATE OF CALrFORflrAo COUNTY OF RTVERSTDE

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 Riverside, State of California. My business address is 1770 Iowa
Avenue, Suite 240, Riverside, CA92507-2479.

On JuIy 23,2025,I served true copies of the following document(s) described as
NOTICE OF RESCHEDULED DEPOSITION AI\D PRODUCTION OF DOCT]MENTS TO
DEFENDANT HOWARD M. CHAN TO AUGUST LLo 2025 onthe interested parties in this
action as follows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the
document(s) to be sent from e-mail address mahensley@bwslaw.com to the persons at the e-mail
addresses listed 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 July 23r2025, at Riverside, Califomia.

Hensley
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SERVICE LIST
People/lVlonterey Park v. Robert Chano et al.

Case No.24NNCV00087
Updated: 06-23-2025

Andrew O. Krastins, Esq.

LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW O.
KRASTINS
333 West 6th Street, Suite 213
San Pedro, CA9073I

Taylor Stephen, Esq.
Allan Cohen, Esq.
COHEN JOHNSON BARTLETT, LLP
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 400
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-2560

Attorney for Defendants
EDWARD M. CHAN, HOWARD M.
CHAII, PATRICIA YU CHAN, MAN.FEI
CHAN GOLD, EDWARD M. CHAN AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHAI\ FAMILY
LIVING TRUST

Tel: 562-208-9679-Direct
Tel: 562-357-9789
Fax: 562-590-0493
Email: Akrastinslaw@aol.com

bibickelfh@aol.com

Attorney for Defendant
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAN,
AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN
FAMILY TRUST, AND
RAYMOND MAN.SHU CHAI\
AS TRUSTEE OF THE CHAN
FAMILY LIVING TRUST

Tel: 310-586-2400
Tel: 310-594-4723
Fax: 310-
Email: tstephen@cibllp.com

acohen@cibllp.com
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